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our principles were right; but our results were wrong. . . .
Our will was hard and pure, we should have Been loved
by the people: But they hate us. Why are we so-odious
and detested? ¢+ ¢ T L

. i (Arthur Koestlé__r-, Darkness ar Noon)

On coming'to power the Corimunist Parties of tke Other Europe
claimed to be ‘parties of a néw type’. This was an’understatement.
A party is meant, by definition, to be merely a pari of the political
spectrum: By monopolizing; the spectrum, the ruling Communist
Parties ceased to be political parties in the proper sénse of the term.

By the same token they: have abolished the distinction between
‘right’” and ‘left’.'Are Jaruzelski, Ceauséscu or Homecker supposed
to be on the right or the left**For most pedple in Central Europe,

the question has become utterly irrelevant. It aldo explains why
leading dissident intellectuals such as Adam Michnik, Vaclav Havel
or Gyorgy Konrad resent the use of Western political labels to
describe the politics of their countries, including dissent.

None of the traditional :_jitt;fbutes of a governing party (the sep-
aration of powers, elected popular representation, the freedom from
political control of various ‘areas of social and cultural life) apply to
the Communist system.. : _

The ideological justification for the confiscation of politics is the
theory of substitution: the working class is the better self of the
nation; the Party is the x?ahédq_rd of the working class; and the Party
leadership knows best which way the wind of history is blowing.
The Communﬁf_*}&kmrefﬁéﬁ @{l ; pvinted thit theiﬁg._ple' is not only

etk s

necessary, butiglstfirrev
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This ideological claim (declared tpﬁ;t; 4 ‘scientific truth’) is the
origin of the extraordinary arrogance of Gommunist power in its
detgrr:gination to inflict a ‘radiant future’ on, the imost relugtant: of
societies. 4 . Gl e

It is inadequate to describe the. lands of the Soviet_bloc as one-
party states. The Communist Party tolerates, at least formally,
several satellite parties (admittedly without rea] ‘power), but more
than that, the expression is misleading because it may suggest that
the institutions of these countries are similar to those of the Western
democracies except that the ruling party‘has somehow managed to
bar its opponents from access to power. In fact the nature of the
political system is fundamentally different in that it is precisely the
Party which controls all existing institutions, all social organizations
and, most important, the state itself. The Czech--born'soci_ologist
Thomas Lowit even maintains that the state in the Soviet bloc has
become a legal fiction, a mere extension of the “‘polymorphous’ Party.

Soif the Party is not really a political party, the state is not actually
a state. Since the distinguishing feature of the Communist Party is
its merger with the state, a more accurate description would be that
of Party-state. N¢ ‘major decision by a gor{fe;rnment ministry can be
taken without prior consultation with the Shadow Cabinet in the
Secretariat of the Communist Party, and all state organs at every
level operate under the direcr control Qf{!:the;corre'_sponding.l?,arty
organ. This is clearly explained in a textbook published in the 1970s
for the Hungarian Party School, where: future apparatchiks are
trained: < - . : o T BT P

The central organs of the state (Parliamént, Councdil 'of the
Presidency of the People’s Repubilic; the goverriment; the
ministries) are placed under the guidance and céntrol of

the central-Party organs. . .; the Central'Committee of the
Party, the Political Committee, the Secretariat of the Central
Comumittee. . i At every level, it is the Party térritorial '
organizations and their leading organs which direct and control
the organs of the state. At every level, these [Party] bodies decide
the most important questions of the work of the state,

Similar statements are to be found in Party guidelines in ai} the
countries of the Other Europe. They explain in concrete terms what
is meant in their respective constitutions by the ‘leading role’ of the
Party. Any opposition to Party policy can be branded as ‘illegal’ and
prosecuted as ‘anti-state subversion’. The Party cells that operate
within each institution serve to supervise the implementation of the
Party’s leading role.

!
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g Ty it endeg [RVSE IS B
Party; state Is the personnel selectign
It essentjally.a list of posts in

I

- system known.as the pomenklz is essentially
the state bureaycracy which can,be filled orily by peoplé properly
vetted by.the Dartys, Fhe: nomenklatura system, 2 Soviet invention
~-exported to Eastern ‘Europe, ‘operates at different levels — central,
~district or local — of the Party. So the Premier of a Soviet bloc
country is an appointee of the Party leadership, just as a town-hall
clerk owes: his job to the ‘]ocal‘P\arty_:comm'it-tee, The wording of
Party guidelines c’oncerinifig" the nomenklatura is remarkably similar

- from country to-country. Here is a éample_frc:;m Czechoslovakia:

The Central Committee of ;.tl-‘;e_},._(l_qmmur;iist_ Party of Czecho-
slovakia and the organs of the tigher echelons of the Party
have full decision-making. power in the field of ‘calt-rﬂres;g_. .. The
implementation'of the nbmenk turd constitutes the manifestation
“of the ledding role of the Party and of democratic:centralism. . . .
‘Thé nomenklatura must:be Gbserved by all leading personnel in
all'spheres of social life. | .. Nobody can be appointed to a
nomenklatura, post, nor be recalled from offige, without the prior

approval of the competent Party organ. |

"This impl_ir;és that political loyalty, rather than merit or competence)
is the guatantee of tenure in office. i;‘-ngativeg_s_el'e.ctj:t‘)n’ is the basic
‘principle of co-option 'into the nomenkiatura’ Though vital for the
understanding of how these countries are ruled, the nomenklarura
documént remains confidential. A Polish nomenklatura list from the
:1970s (published in the: West) reveals the' astonishing ‘degree to
‘which the Party controls appointments not just in the $tate admin-
istration.or, as might be expected, in the armly and in-the police, but
also in-the so-called social organizations. These include, in addition
to ‘the trade unions and the! organized youth ‘and women’s
movements, thedawyers’ and journalists” associations, sports orgarn-
izations and even the volunteer firé department, . ‘ ‘

The size of the nomenklatura varies, but the trend, especially in
the Brezhnev era, has been oné of expansion. As an Fast German
Party journal put it, “The greater the progress in the building of
socialism, thé greater the role and the responsibilities of the Party.’
Generally speaking, the nomenkiatira grows 1inlperiods of ightening
Party control. The Polish nomenklatura was_estimated at 160,000
posts at the end of the 1970s; after martial law it mushroomed
to 250,000. In ‘normalized’ Czechoslovakia the figure is 11 5,000~
130,000, double the figure of twenty years ago. However, the actual
number of people involved is much higher, since certain posts are
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‘he state are ﬁl]ed with senior Party apparatchxks, who thus hold a
dual position. The histerian Bronislaw Geremek has written that i in
‘he past the Polish ar1stocracy represented about 10 per cent of the
1ation. Today, the power is in the hanids of a party representing less

han 5 per cent of the' populatlon In turn, the nomenklatura, the

inner party’, represents.less than 1 per ent
Being co-opted into the nomenp L°f the populacion
thvﬂeges Former Hungarian Premte
in the 1950s ‘weé had practically; o
it the Party’s tarlor We did no
lelivered from’ the: department stor.
iymbolic bill, but T guess At was only
We lived in a.sort of consumer Com
J0urse; to the Party elite; Meanw il
1ave to quetie for hours to buy a coup
Admmrstratwe corrupnon and nepo
pread today as it ever Was But
loday it is rampant there in econo
dministration: In'pre- IQGS Czechos
o give senior Party ofﬁcrals an ¢
rarying amounts ‘of - cabh how
oyalty of the partlcular official or on
upport. Under ‘normal IZ&HOH thé'p
*olitically one of‘n he’ most sensitive'sc
he Soviet mvasmn erupted in 198
ncluding Forergn Minister Chnoupe charges
hat lavish gifts to pohtrcrans had secured: favourable':treatrnent for
n ambitious Slovak. district. ' ? SR |
If power corrulpts,- ahsolute power corrupt absolu ly.
deological ethos of the 1970s and 1 ageq
cquisitive mood inside the Part?y esf ishments: The/magsive avail:
bility of: hard: currenc:)ﬂ thanks' to it ig 1 ‘eredits (a relatively new
actor in Commumst pq}mcs) did the res L
The disclosures made during the Sohdanty perrod revealed the
xtent of the corruptxon in Poland and the way. it was drrectly derived
rom the total mterpenetratlon of Party and state apparatus; Sixteen
nembers of the Central Comm;ttee had to be sacked and several
mmsters arreste,d hal the Party ﬁrst sécretbrles anid. provrncml
‘weére removed th_e lrne'of corruptlon we t
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the'IJartyﬁ all]:riqle"M ; o\rén the ch“ ‘corhiman d
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year to investigate the causes of the Polish crisis, one.of its members,
Wronski, spoke of the emergence of a ‘large bourgeoisie’ in the
country that was living ‘above acceptable standards; and this in a
socialist country ruled by the Communist Party! And there was_
another bourgeoisie too, of those with Party cards, and they too were

living beyond their means.’

It would be naive, of course, to assume that bribery, nepotism

and embezzlement .of public finds in the ruling caste have simply
disappeared in the 'wake of Gorbachev’s anti-corruption rhetoric or
because a general is.in charge It will take the next political upheaval
to give theé piiblic'once again the privilege of looking into the opaque

practices of the nomenklatura

In the meantime the Polish nomenklaturists seem: to have done

rather well under Jaruzelskr In the words of J. Wuneckl

After martlal Iaw the number of posts covered by t,he
nomenklatura mcreased sharply t0 250,000. To ificrease the
number of posts filled on the basis of Party onalty rather than
competence, of course, casts a shadow on the regl intentions for
reform of the authorities. This is one way of sayjng that things
have got worse. Another mdlcanon is the allocatjon of scarce
foods. For instance, 40 per-cent of the cars destined for the
domestic market went through their nomenklatura system for
the faithful, rather than‘through the market. Anti this is onIy one

exarnple among manY

The nomenklatura is’ the néarest thing to Orwel’s inner party
Its monopoly of power cannpt be challenged frorn without — not
even (except In crisis 51tuat1 ns) from within the Party itself, There
are in fact two partles in one: the apparat, or hard c core, and the rank
and file. The total membershlp of the ruling Cqmmumst Parties
represents lessithan 10 per cent of the population, but all power rests
in the hands of the apparat, representmg roughly: 1o per cent of the
Party membership. The dual party is the resuli of an apparent
contradiction in Marx’s views. He held that the dominant ideology
in society is that of the ruling bourgeoisie; but at the same time the
liberation of the workers will be the task of the workers themselves.
This left the future of the revolution highly uncertain. Lenin solved
the problem'with his concept of the ‘professional revoiutionary’ the
Party is the: vanguard of thelworkers and the apparat is the vanguard
of the vanguard!' + e
This divisign materlahzed in the very early'days of the new regrmes
in East-Central Europe. In 1948, for instance, the Hungarian Party
issued 106,859 Party cards to the hard-core activists (total Party
i L
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membership, after the merger with the Social Democrats, stood at
+ 1.1 million members). So it is not just thatsociety is divided between
Party members and the rest of the population, whe: are treated:like
second-class citizens, bui that the Party itself is.divided berween
members of the apparat and the rest enjoying, so to speak, second-
class membership. R T S S
Why does the apparat bother to surround itself with a relatively
powerless Party memmbership? The answer is that it blurs the dividing
line between those who have power and the have-nots. The power
of the apparat is legitimized in its own eyes by the support of the
members who, in their various walks of lifé; sée to it that décisiors
are implemented, and thus perform a control function in the society.
In this sense, the Party is the instrument of the apparat. L
The membership also provides a permanent reservoir of pro-
spective officials. These are not elected but rather co-opted into the
Party elite, as Hungarian writer Gaspar -Miklos- Tamas points.out:
“They are hand-picked by the top, but slightly different people are
picked now than before; not the enthusiasts, not the fanatics; but
those people generzlly in factories who are seen as upwardly mobile,

Fit

people who want to make a career and who'did show some signs. of -

loyalty in their work, in a factory Party céll, in the workers’ militia
or in another such organization.” - R EEEY

What is in it for the rank and file? Why do people join the Party
in these days of ordinary, routine socialism, now that the great
ideological promise has fizzled out? There .are a variety of motiv-
ations. For most — especially for white-collar workers and the intel-
ligentsia — it is the necessary prerequisite for a promotion in- their
field. The Party card is in effect a work permit. Others become
members simply because they do not dareturn down an insistent
offer. In most cases one is indeed asked fo join the Party at the
workplace: the head of the local Party organization needs to fill a
quota and to turn him down might have unpleasant professional
consequences. Some genuinely seek to gain even a limited role
in local affairs. In exchange for a tiny portion of power (and the
accompanying prestige that might be attached to-it) the rank-and-
file member acknowledges the absolute authority of the apparat.
Krzysztof Pomian describes this as a tacit ‘deal’ between the apparat
and the members in which the latter become ‘accomplices’: ‘it allows
them to satisfy their legitimate aspirations for social recognition and
allows the apparat to turn them into a part of its support system of
power, using them to subject the whole society to a surveillance
which would otherwise be impossible to achieve.’

No wonder the ‘deal’ breeds cynicism and apathy. The Czecho-
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slovak, Party paper Rudé Pravo (44 fugusi «»u8) bitieriy deplored
this state of affairs: ‘It is.a serious matter, that our. Party members
live in near-anonymity, They cannot be, EOrmaiiiy;_i;Qbuked. for this;
becapse  they payitheir; membership dues; regularly attend,Party
meetings, and take: part.in;agit-prop. sessions. However, they have
nothing o say on seridus matters underdiscussion, they never raise
their hands, and they never speak their mind. They never oppose
others, but they never fight for their-Party.’ : - ‘

Karel Kaplan joined the Czechoslovak Comnunist Party at the
end of the war in the town of Zlin {now zled Gottwaldor) where,
like the ¢current Party leader Miios éj'a_l &5, hic worked:in the well-
known Bata shoe fa'ctcvry. After:1948, he became 3 Party functionary,
so he knows both the rank and file and the appatat. | .
: ' ith apathy, writes

‘Most members react to their po:\i{efl;sgness
Kaplan. mone i

R - W
This'is the way they express distaste fox carpying cutipiolicies in
which they do not believe. They also know that they can play
norolé in the formation of policy or even infiuence policy in their
own situations. Yet they do not want to break with the Party or
are afraid to. Most Communists thus live at odds wit}‘;‘them'selves.
Political participation, a favourite topic of Western political scien-
tists, exists only on the surface; ‘it resembles the Olympic ideal gf
Baron de Coubertin, namely that'the important thing is not to win
(the elections) but: to take. part. Political life has been turned into
a ritual punctuated by major non-events such as May Day, the
anniversary of the Bolsheyik revolution or a Party conference. This
is because real power, real politics are confined to the top of the
Party hierarchy. .. - & .- " S o
The chief characteristic:of the Communist olitical system is 1ts
extreme form of conttént_xfaﬁb;iQf;po_wer. Total power is in the hands
of the Party Politburo and the secretaries of the Gentral Committee —
in all about twenty people. Acéording to the theory of ‘democratic
centralism’ the Party Congress elects a central committee which in
tarn chooses a praesidium. In practice it is exactly the other way
around: the twenty ‘strong men’ from.the Praesidium and the Sec-
retariat select the Central Committee members to be formally
approved by the Congress. The Congress delegates themselves are
similarly selected under the supervision of the apparat. The Pgrty
is a pyramid where communication is only vertical (horizontal links
are formally prohibited) and where decisions .tend to be handfzd
down from the top. The apparat is subordinafgd to the Secretariat
and to the Party leader. Zd'enék Mlynar 1s a!*fo’rme? member of

!
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the Czechoslovak Paﬁty Pohtburo, from which he re51gned in the
aftermath of the Soviet-led invasion of August 1968. This is how
today he déscribed thg.extent of the concentrat:on of power, unpar-
alleled by any othet type ofregime: { . ¢
i . j :
The Party, ay‘)parat centrols the whole state, the economy, the
army, the 1ud1c1aryJ etc., without actually being accountable to
anyone. Because it does not: actually manage anythmg, only .
controls and appomts, it does not need any qualifications. And
this makes it an apparat of pure power; which makes it possible
for a small: group at the top, whlch forms the Party Pohtburo, '
twelve people in fact, to be'able, whén: they want, to tlec1de,
whenever they Want, about anything and everythmg, about Iaws,
mternatlonal agreements, the €conomic; planJ about htrmg or
firing someone from his job. . :

Soviet- style soc:ah@m failed to create the new man’. its 1deology'

promlsed unless one.counts the apparatchlk Based oni his twenty

years’ experlence in the Party machlne, Karel Kaplan offers inter-

esting 1n81ghts 1nto the apparatchlk’s mental World and way of hfe

Joining the power group means enterlng a dlﬂ'erent world the
world of powerholders, with their n TOW set ofi intetests, desites
and range of conversatron They create their own hfestyle,
different not only from that of ordmary people Bt also from the
lifestyle: of lower leveI funcnonarl g They have their own morals,
their own manner of discussion and Lmanner of speech Their .
lives are free of the burdens of ordlnary everyday life. Their ©°
thinking; mtentlonafﬂy, tends: to be as lose as possxble to the
thoughts and desues of the! number e man in: the state ‘

The personal lives of the oﬂic1a1 the central headquarters are
supposed to be abo e susp1c1on Famlly problems, drunkenness,
etc., are,. says Kaplan, consxdered polmcal’ and. dealt with by a

Party committee. What in Stalln s days.used to apply to the whole -

population and in particular to all Party members (the. abohtxon of
the separation between public and private life) is now sustained only
in the Party bunker ']F‘he Cen‘tral Commzttee Secretanat has become

interests and satlsf thelr ap,pettte(s ﬁqr, powem{l‘hlstwor d

j115$:] 11
however, complete y- daﬁerent;irom its, surroundmgs _the real
world. It defies comparlson with the everyday hfe of ordmary
citizénh. Hete the voice of SHat rbdht"" n
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distant. There is no interest in sounds that clash with the mentality
of the majority of the apparatchiks in the Secretsriat. They are
repressed and silenced. Most significant, perhaps, is the fact that
these apparatchiks think that their world mirrors society as a
whole; that their opinions, interests, and wishes reflect those of -
the Party and citizenry.

The reluctance to leave the-Party (especially in the more tightly
run regimes in Czechoslovakia, East Germany or Romania) is often
based on much thé same reasons as the eagerness to join it in the
first place: careerism and a. certain protection from the political
repression to which the rest of the population is subjected. The only
category of the populatlon that does not have to play this game for
professional reasons' are the workers; for you cannot be demoted
from the working class. But there too, as even a brief visit to the
Party cell at the salami factory in the Hungarian city of Szeged
reveals, Party life gives an impression of apathy and excruciating
boredom. Imre Bokray has just been invited to join the Party. ‘No,’
he says, ‘you don’t:need any special characteristics to become a Party

~ member; you must above all be a good worker, and know the Party’s

work well.” Was his joining likely to alter his relationship with fellow
salami workers? “There should be no difference in my relationship
with my fellow workers because I have joined the Party. The most
1mportant role of a Party meémber within the factoryis to do his best
in his productlve work, and to be able to influence his fellow workers
in a suitable, positive d1rect10n While Imre Bokr‘ay is joining the
Party, with what seem to be:limited ideological interests beyond the
idea of becoming a ‘modetl worker’, Istvan Tilinko, has just left that
same Party organization because of among other things, what he
describes as a 00 low boredom threshold: .

Party meetings cannot be descrlbed as mterestmg The meetings
are altogether monotonous, devoted just to ope topic: the
economic situation:: When they hold Party conferences, then they
bring it up, the same thing that was already adopted at a higher
level of the Party or in the Ministry; they more or less repeat the
same thing that people hear on TV or on the radio. They always
go.on about the state of the economy, that’s all. Some people take

anap "J, S

Boring or not; the aParty; is parncularly anxzous, for ideological
reasons; to keéprathigh probortion of workers amiong the rank and
file (corresponding partly to their proportion in the population and
pdrtly to the political orthodoxy of the Party). In Czechoslovakia,
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the post-1968 purge of the Party was accompanied: by a massive
reproletarianization of the Party.membership. (nearly half of. the
members ‘are allegedly workers). In Kadar’s. Hunigary, where the
emphasis was on winning the new white-gollar, class, the:workers

Qe

represent less than a third of the membership. One may,.of course,

question-the meaning of such statistics. On. the eve of the.birth of
Solidarity in 1980 the Polish Party proudly announced that 45 per
cent of its three million members were workers. Within months of
the announcement the Party faced a general strike in which the
overwhelming majority of its working-class members joined the new
Solidarity trade urion. When the crunch came, formal membership
brought less than formal support. AT ' ‘

The ruling Parties of the Other Europe have always oscillated
between the concept of ‘Leninist’ vanguard party and the mass party -
model. In the immediate aftermath.of a crisis, they claim to be‘the -
misunderstood vanguard. This was the case after 1956 in Hungary, -

1968 in Czechoslovakia and 1981 in Poland. Later, when the sélf-
confidence (or simply confusion) has returned, a new recruitment
drive is launched. In Poland, following the workers’ riots of
December 1970, the Party lost 110,000 members, leaving just over
two million. By 1975 the figure was 2.3 million, after which the

Party recruitment machine went wild: by January 1980 membership ~

topped the 3-million mark to reach 3,160,000 in June, only weeks
before the collapse. This works out to an .impressive average of
13,000 new members a month over the last five years of the Gierek
leadership. Clearly, the Gierek regime lived not just on inflation and

borrowed money; it also lived on inflated :gr'lembg‘:‘rs;hip' ﬁguresand

borrowed legitimacy. A R
‘The most striking feature of the membership boom of the Gierek
years in Poland was its extremely high turnéver, While a million and

a half new members joined in the 1970s, half a million members

(mainly workers) left the Party. This suggests that, at least in some
of the Soviet bloc' countries, to leave the Party. (as opposed to
being expelled) is 10 big deal any more. Poland, as always, merely
magnified a more peneral trend. Between, 1970'and 1975 .the Hun-
garian Party recruired 200,000 new members, a'quarter of the total
membership. The :dea behind the recruitment drive was a sotf of
‘salami tactic’ in reverse: to win, ‘slice by slice’ (to use Rakosi’s
formula), different sections of society for the Kadarist compromise.
It seemed to work in the 1970s but it no longer does. Between
1975 and 1985 41,00 members left the Party (another 15,000 were
expelled and 35,000 removed for minor offences). The Party paper
Magyaroszag anncunced in April 1988 that 46,000 people (5 per

A SRR Ti@ef"ar;y;Slage”‘Ihem’ (141
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-cent.of the total) had not ‘renewed thei, cards’ that winter. ©
._«The acceleration of membership, tupnover, hag in a way triyialized
the image, of the Rarty.and deflatgd the Communist mystique. It has
become. the, common. featurg, of the decay of ruling. Communist
Parties. in, Egst-Central;Europe.,, The most dramatic: cases are, of
course, the major. political crises, In;1956 the Hungarian Communist
Party collapsed during the October revolution, with membership of
the new post-revolutionary Party climbing back up to around 80,000,
a mere 10 per cent of the old membership. In post-1968 Czecho-
slovakia the Party.was purged of ‘half a milijon, members, In Poland,
thanks to the combined effects of Solidarity‘hnd martial Jaw, the
Party lost one miillion menbers in 1981. If we add to’this the ‘scale
of the Party purges of the Stalinist era we come to the conclision
that roughly every third aduit'in Central Europe has been, ar one
point or another, a' menber 6f the CommunistParty. The Party is
in fact a large ‘si¢ve’ through which considerable sections of society
(and not just idealistic intellectuals or careerist technocrats) have at
various stages passied’ This; 16 be sure, lends a special nuance to the
‘them and us' image that these societies have gf their ‘relationship
with the state. The'largest party ‘in Central’ Europe today is the
party of the former Communists; expelied or drop-outs, merely
disillusioned or overtly hostile, they are the _ljenlr'iinder of the failure

of the socialist dream.

Variations on a Theme: Nationalism and Decay

S : I ST E TR
After more than forty years the powet of the nomenklatura is still
the basis of Party rule in most of the Soviet bloc. Yet, over the
years, it has become less éffective and, at the same time, has under-
gone a process of diversification froin country to countsy. The
collapse of Commuinist ideology as a source of legzitimacy leads most
parties to seek nationalist Substitutés, while the economic and social
decay of the system provokes.a variety of responses from the ruling
Party: greater emphasis on total control in East!Germany, Czecho-
slovakia and Romania, and a tendency to relinquish some control
in Poland and Hungary. What is too often présented as a debate
between reformers and conservatives in the Gorbachev era concerns
essentially different assessments of the balance between viability and

control, reflecting degrees of decay and retreat,

It is not easy to speak about a vanishing subject. How can one
reconcile the apparent contradictions inherent in Bast-Central Euro-
pean Communism at the end of the 1980s? Ideo"ipgy is all-pervasive

L
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vet, as a means of eommumcatlon between the powers that be and
society, completely lbankrupt ‘One answer is to see Cornrnumst
ideology no longer in terms of its intellectual merits or historical
connections with, th¢ Européan’ soc1allst tradttlon, but essenttally as
an instrument of power B
Intellectual stenhty does not mean that the tdeology has become
dispensable a,s the prime sourceof legmrnacy of. Commumst rule.
What, hlstoncaily, d‘ stmgulsh" ] Communtst regtmes from other,

knew what the ofﬁcral version-o ruth was ata gtven pomt in ttme
This Stallmst conc pt of 1deology as a secular erehgton began to
and hlS falthful

unjusttﬁable send1 g allege _
sometimes . Party comrades o the gallows,l 'or 1nvad1|ng a netgh-
bouring country sunp]y becatise it had a différént view of soc1ahsm
Today, there are many practitioners few teal believers in the
Cornmuntst Church, and the Commumst Party has learned over the
years that nobody.:really believes 1nﬁ deology any more. Yet
it cannot afford to drop its 1deolog1cal claim altogether, Because
ultimately that i is the regime’s only SOUIce of legmmacy The Comi-
munists-have some: dtfﬁculty asserttng the:r nght to rule'in the hame
of the nations’ past .dnd. they certalnly cannot ¢lairn '@ democratic
mandate for the prdsent So they have to: chng t d'eo]ogtcal legit-
imacy as an 1mag1nary mandate from the Cornrnunlst future. Now
this. may notbe:very convincing for, the, peoples of Central Europe,
but it remams v1ta1 for the internal cohiesion of ‘the: Party, for its
sense of purpose To abandon 1deology would be adm:ttlng bank-
ruptcy and would: demorahze the enttre Party down to the last secret
policeman;, | . '
Thus. 1deology rernams in pIace as a rrtual and aa an mstrument
of social control. Instead of the ‘end of ideology’ it ‘might be more
appropriate to speak of the exhausti’on of the utopian and mobilizing
dimensions of Comrmunist 1deology These had survxved the Stalinist
era; Khrushchev in. 1961 still’ planned not only to ‘catch up and
overtakefithd capitalls‘t West"‘-bﬁt ‘td acHieve the Conimunist’ ;iaradlse
By '1980!: THEOH § ways Dubdek’$'50 alistd withia Hurtan: face” was
the last atrankipt fo'réjuierite € ‘dotimutiidt iniCentrat Eﬂlftdpe'wuthlh
that utoplan‘ldéolo%cal ftarhéWOfk Vst borgton, Btiessea gl o
“T'he post‘-tgbs period was markéd by the return from’ utopla to
the realmes oF Communlst‘ ‘power ance the coﬁcept of "’real’“or
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‘developed’ socialisrn emerged, and the Communist future fades
away from the ideological horizon. Real socialismtis not the pro-
jection of a new society, but merely a preparatory stage. As Czech
philosopher Lubos Sochor put it: ‘reality itself becomes the pro-
jection’. : :

"This deflation of 1deology has a double advantage over the utop-
ianism of the past It conveniently removes the p0331b111ty of ques-
tioning policies in the name of ideals. The lack of ilusions also
presumably spares: the pam ‘of disillusionment, which had been one
of the main factors in the ‘revisionist’ pressure for change in the de-
Stalinization era. The coricept of ‘real’ or ‘really ¢xisting’ socialism,
rehashed ad nauseam by Soviet bloc ideologists ay a response to the
Prague Sprtng and later to Eurocommumsm, camra to mean both the
only existing and the; only genuine kind of socialism.

Within the context of Marxist theory the concept: of ‘real’ socialism
is a dubious one; itis ‘rather réeminiscent of the well-known Hegelian
formula: ‘Whiat is rational i is real; what is real is rational The Soviet
bloc 1deologlsts of the 19705 and 1980s seem to be saying: ‘What is
socialist-is real; and what is real is socialist.” From the exhaustion of
utepia to the preservanon of .the status quo, real’ socialism is the
ideologieal monument to the deep seated conservattsm of the ruling
nomenklatura: -

‘Though necessary to sustam the cohesweness of the Party, even
revised and new, under Gorbachev, updated versions of the ideology
are of little use in dealing with society as a whole. Hence the search
in recent years to fill the ideological vacuum with substitute sources
of legitimacy: economic modernization.on the one hand, and national-
ism on the other. The former means that the Party leaves aside the
Communist utopia and claims to be the sole force capable of bringing
these (with the exception of East Germany and Czechoslovakia) less
developed countries into the age of industrial modernity. The most
explicit. proponents of this shift were Gierek in Poland and Kadar
in: Hungary, but most of the other parties followed in the same
footsteps. Political discourse.since the 1970s has been reduced to
economic performance accompanied by (in the early stages)
promtses of improved living standards Today S reformtst perestrotka
1s a'variation on this theme,

'Howeévet, withieconomic recess:on ahd the: exhaustion of: foreign
credits, economiclegitimacy too became a spent force. So the parties
reaohedc intothesdbottomtess  reservoinof - East-Central European
nationali$m: After the ‘radiant future’ and the modernization of the
present this was a leap into the past in search of what has been the
dommant political! rdeology smce the nmeteenth century-and, .of
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coursey the prrme rival of soc:ahst mtematlonaltsmt In contrast to
the staleness of'the rhetoric of ‘real’ (sometrmesl ‘surrieal”) secialism,
nationalism seemed the most mobilizing: of available ideologigs. .

This is not to be confused with the:brief and, in maost cases; not”

very convincing attempt by the Communist. Parties at the end of the
war to present themselves as the descendants of the progress:ve or
revolutionary traditions of their nations. The current reap-
propriation of nationalism by the Commurust apparat usually con-
cerns the most authoritarian (right- wmg) and ethnic brands of
nationalism.

In this respect it goes beyond ‘national Comrnumsm as it emerged
first in the Balkans. The Balkan model was essentially an attempt by
a Commumst apparat to gain a degree: of autonomy from 'Moscow
while maintaining ~ even strengthening = internal orthodoxy. This
was initially the case in Yugoslavia after 1948 (liberalization started
only much later). Enver Hoxha’s Albania after the break with
Moscow'in 1961 was turned into ultra=Stalinist autarchy; since’the
mid-1960s a similar pattern has emerged in Cedusescu’s Romania.
Interestmgly, these countries were economically the most backward
in the'socialist camip and, from Moscow"s; pomt of vtew, strateglcally
less important than Central Europe::

The last decade has seen less - empha31s on the alleged 1nde—
pendence of a Communist apparat -from ‘the Soviet -overlord (the
limits of that are known to all in Central Europe), and a growing
reliance on attémpts to tap the brand’of nationalism where the
apparat hopes to find the most popular. support Here; authoritarian
nationalism (ofien connected with pre-war traditions) and ethnic
nationalism core.into play. General Jaruzelsk1, after first trying to
imitate Pilsudski, now courts the ‘realist’ nationalists by catering to
the tradition of the pre-war National’ Democracy movement of
Roman Dmowski. Ceausescu flirts on and off w1th the fascist ideol-
ogy of the Tron Guard. The same tendency can be seen, in a-more
benign form, in the East German Party’s reconcrl:atlon with Prussian
authoritarianism.

The explo:tanon of ethnic nanonahsm W1th1n Commumst Party-
states has becbme even more explicit, whether it is ‘turned inward
(discrimination against national minorities, anti-Semitism) or
“directed outwards {(against a neighbouring Communist state).
Extreme anti-thinority policies currently affect the Hunganans
living in Romania and the Turks in Bulgaria. In Czechoslovakia

Husak used the Slovak card to gain a modicum of support for his
policy of normalization, or at least as a divide-and-rule tactic. In
retrospect the anti-Semitic campaign launched by the Polish Party

rblatant antecedent TR
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after the eyents, of March 19[68 waslperhaps tne ﬁrst rna)o,r and most
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Poland' lAfter,theJ Party m Umform
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On 13 December 1981, General Jaruzelsk1 went on Pohsh telev:s:on
to'announce martial Jaw and the crushing of Solidarity. He did not
once mention the Polish Party of which he was the head. Claiming to
speak as .2 military man, he putforward the 1dea that the army and
the Church should replace ‘the Party and Solxdarlty, ‘which were
locked in a suicidal ‘confrontation as the representatives of state snd
society. What the subsequent months and years have shown is rui
Jaruzelski was merely the Party in. uniform rescuing a fast-dis-
integrating Polish Umted Workers Party which by then was not

-very united-and certamly o spokesman for the workers.

The Pohsh military takeover had all the standard ingredients of a
m:htary coup (draconian martial law, mass 1nternments the seizure
of the communicatjon networks) ‘eXCept one: iit was aimed not at
overthrowing the exxstzng cmlran power (the Communist Party) but
rather at,‘hquldatmg the main’ force that had challenged the Party §
political monopoly of power, ‘In- effect the Polish Army stepped in
to fill a political vacuum left! yithe vamshmg authorrty of its own
Party. That co]lapse was rooted in the deep and chronic social and
political crisis which culminated’in the ‘simmer:. of ‘1980 with the

defiance of the Party by the entire workmg class in whose name it

claimed to rule. The speed with which: the Party 's authority collapsed

was: proportlonal to the rapid emergence of Sohdarlty as an inde-
pendent social movement and the nuine volee for ﬁaopular asp:r—
ations. The' w1ther1ng away’ not of the state (as Lenm predicted in
1917) but of the leading role of the Party within it has been a central
feature ~ though obv1ously with varying degrées of i mtensny —in all
the major. post~war crises in Central Europe In 1956, 1968, 1981,

the 'dual nature of the ruling Party wasibrought out into the open:

there was the mass Party which was dlsmtegrating and the apparat,
with its key. security component, which did not collapse. Thus in
Poland, while the rank-and-file members were, under:.the impact of
Solidarity, leaving the Party or trying to democratize it from within,
the hard core stayed put and waited. As we now know from Colonel
Kuklinski (a close associate of Jaruzelski who defected to the West),
on the very day Solidarity was born plans for martial law got under
way. Everything was prepared long in advance for the moment
when, in the words of hardliner Marian Orzechowski, ‘the force of
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arguments would be replaced by the arguments of force’. The only
problem was who Would actually take the decision and when. And
that depended on Moscow’s lirnited patience and the initernal strug-
gle within the Polish leadership. R
Several months before the coup, the Polish government organs
" had been undergding a process of, creeping militarization. Army
generals. assunied Key goverrilf;ident;. posts: and’ militaryi squads were

despatched’ to ‘some two thousand towns and villages to prop up -
s. These actions were clearly part of a .

faltering local administrations. "These ac re cl of a

dress rehearsal for the military takebver. After thé coup, the Military
» . i : N * . F A fu i i ! Ly )

Council announced that it would iexercise power: through ‘depart-

mental, pro : 1
Other mijlitary plenipotentiariés
ministries,, 'pfqviinc@s,- towns and

described as the-‘normalization’

been despatched fo government
en fact ories,. .‘t;oéi ensure what was
ocial and economic life’. They

were mainly :ll-igh-rgg'king officers {colonels or generals) who had the

odas), plant: managers or other
¥ also

right to remove’ ggvernors. (zo,
officials. It seéms that the milit
the purge of the Party after 13 December. SEAE
The fact that the Party’s, mili curity; apparatus retained its
cohesion and ability to act in @ crisisimarked by the collapse of most
institutions has far-reaching sign

Pact allies of the Soviet Uni
continues;  the - militarizatio
attractive option for others as wel
Romania or in Yugesiavia. /i, : LR SR

The rise of the Party in uniform wa significant in'yet another
way. In the face of the demise of Gor
of its legitimacy, the Party tried to draw on nationalism as asurrogaté
rallying force. Though Jaruzelski paid lip-setvice:& Party ideology,

Tomorrow it might be used in

his main concern was to exploit traclitional:-pbﬁulafprld_{é in the army

as the embodiment of patriotic values and- ‘law,_and; order’.. The
political .expressiont of this was supposed to be PRON, the Patriotic
Movement.of National Revival. As the late Polish writer Konstanti
(Kot) Jeletiski‘remarked: “Thére is a limit to how many times you
can use the word “‘nation” in an acronym; but if they had thought
it possible:to Wse it Ave'tithés] they' wolld have' vied th,” - i

Stit the’ pblic HAxd

A 981 Gpinibh pblt ' agkell wHith | ,
greatest confiderice in. THe'CilHolic Chiireh canbe'in figst, followed

nistzideology as the source -

incial, municipal and parish military plenipotentidries’.

so.played a significant part in -

nce: It isa precedent that points -
to the primarily: domestic function, of ‘the armies ofithel Warsaw -
rrent decay of the ‘system.
ommunism | might * prove. an

by Solidarity."] ;'flilé* ’:;}lrrﬁfy- camié ih a good third; far ahead of the Party, -

Hence the idea’

_ ‘ided’ of an' ideoldgiedl fransfusion frofi the! iy 16 the
Party. Hence also JaruzelSki’s éffores't
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Pilsudski. The good standing which the Polish Army enjoys in the
eyes of Polish society predates Communism. For historical reasons
the very concept of civil war was alien to the Poles and the army was
always perceived as an integral part of the nation. Marshal Pilsudski’s
name remains associated with Polish independence from Germany
and Russia but also with his political role in the pre-war republic.
In 1926, Pilsudski staged a coup ‘to put the house in order’ after a
period of unrest and parliamentary chaos. And.this is indeed the
‘Bonapartist’ image that General Jaruzelski wanted to capture for
himself and the Party, in uniform. In what Mar¥ might have called
the “18th Brumaire of Géneral Jaruzelski’, the army presented itself
as the arbiter bétween an incompetent (and corrupt) Party bureau-
cracy and the old demions of anarchy allegédly represented by
Solidarity. - .. ilh g . - 1

This argument could notreally be sustained by the arrest of a few
corrupt Party officials whil¢ five thousand Solidarity activists were
being interned in what is'suitably called ‘Hell Peninsula’. Although
Jaruzelski himself might have preferred his coup to be compared to
the 1926 Pilsudski miodel, rather than to the suppression of the
Hungarian revolt of . 1956 ‘or of the Prague Spring of 1968, the
attempt failed as'soon as the first workers were shot at Gdansk and
at the Wujek mine. Thus; given the limited crefibility of the ‘civil
war’ argument, Jaruzelski ‘used, ‘more effectively, the ‘lesser evil’
argument, still repeated today by his assistant Major Gornicki to
justify the rise'of the Party in uniform: .

‘This is a necessity.. When the stakes are so high, you have to ,

‘choose the lesser-evil. This is precisely the word the general used

while proclaiming martial law, and I don’t thidk there was another

‘way out, éxcept a much more harmful and dangerous one.

In other words; the Polish Ariny intervened only to preempt
intervention by the Soviet Armiy. On this, opinions are divided
between those, like the then West German Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt, who believe that: Jaruzelski is first of all 2 Pole and a
military man and only then a Communist, and those who think he
is first of all a Communist,: then a military man who happens to be
a Pole. The idea that Jaruzelski saved Poland from itself is dismissed
by*Solilarity as’a Pseudo-patriotic varnish on the destruction of a
social movemetit which needed no 18§8bns in patriotism. If anything,
says 'Solidarity; this is 'a ‘¢dse’ of mistaken identity: the coup saved
the Party'from Sociéty' rafhiét'than Poland from ‘you know whom’.
" Howevet, althotigh' thé' Party in'uniform (including Jaruzelski
elf) riow f)re'féféffof réturn 1o civilian clothes; it cannot restore
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the old ideclogy. It is now stuck with its,nationalist prop. The Polish
Party, thus represents more clearly than qﬁy..ofhér<‘ihc.{ré£i6ﬁsi;§ages
of the erosion of oﬂiciallidieology;?t‘hq ,trafz;nfs_it:ién,f ,ll'..llilldlé,!r'- Gieréki from
the Marxist promises of the past towards,economic legitimacy based
on modernization and the improvement of living standards; and the
transition, under Jaruzelski, towards realpolitik nationalisyr -

Ironically, the fact that Jaruzelski’s leadership, installed by a
military coup, is by definition authoritarian does not mean ‘it is
conservative. Indeed, the Party in uniform ignored the old hardliners
(sugh as Olszowski or Grabski) in favour of a more pragmatic wing
which claimed that the restoration of social stab_ility was the pre-
condition for the introduction of reform, and that the crushin.g-of
Sqlidarity could still lead to some form of Party-controlled dialogue
with society. The scale of the economic disaster and pressure from
the opposition and the Church have now led the Party to re-examine
more realistically its concept of its leading role,

Mieczyslaw Rakowski is perhaps the best-known spokesman for
this line. After twenty-five years as the editor of the wéekly Polityka
R.akowski carned the reputation of a reformer., Though today, afte;
his close association with General Jaruzelski during martial law, he
18 more popular with the Western media than with the Warsaw
intelligentsia, his return to the Politburo'in 1987 has been heralded
as the true advent of Polish-style Gorbachevism. ‘

The Parry itself, according to Rakowski; should be at once stronger
and more realistic in order to push through its package of economic
and _n}st-itutional“rcforms. Internal cohesion or ‘unity’ is, in the
‘Lenlms_t vocabulary, the prerequisite for adegree of self-limitation.,
There is no doubt’, Rakowski says, ‘that democracy was limited in
our country, and in the whole socialist blog; for forty years. But now
at the end of the 1980s we are facing a new generation which
grew up after the war. It has totally different experiences from my
generation, which I call the war generation.-And this is why we have
to make the next step towards democratization now.’ So should one
cpnclude that forty years of one-party rule have made the country
ripe for more democracy? Not quite; both sides have simply been
forc_:ed to tone down their ambitions. The new generation, indeed
society as a whole, is completely oblivious to official ideology: ‘It is
ready to accept socialism on one condition, that there are no more
gaps between words and facts.” The basic assumption is that the
Communists are here to stay because of the Soviet factor., Provided
the proper conclusions are drawn from this, the message goes, the
Party would be prepared to admit defeat in certain spheres (such as
the management of the economy or ideological control) and give up

T R S PR R LS RO ET S A S JL PO B
itg clajm 1o be.the sole representari
unity.of the Polish.nation?, ;. 1, & 1 i i 4 0 ve 1
. In recent years, the authorities, hayetried o launch 3 series of
consulfative bodies (starting with the Patriotic Movement of
National Revival, and ending with. the ~ Consultative  Council)
intended to give some representation te;sogciety, bupthey had little
credibility and produced few tangible results. The failure led to the
implicit suggestion by Rakowski and others that the overtures, to
become plausible, would have to go further. Initially, Rakowski
thought he could get away with concessions to the Church and to
the ‘national realists’ associated with the pre-war tradition of the
National-Democracy movement. But the strikes of Algust 1988
brought Selidarity back to the centre of ‘the Polish political scene.
It marked, an’ unexpected reversal of the situation e_den for the
opposition which, while remaining attached to “Solidarity as a
symbol, was undergoing a process of decline and fragmentation. In
order to defuse ‘the strikes and mainly in order to/buy an insurance
policy for the:future, the Jaruzelski regime was brought to accept
the return 'of Walesa’s Solidarity which they had tried to destroy.
Imagine that: Generals Jaruzelski and Kiszczak in a dialogue with
Kuron and:Michnik, the véry people ‘they had pit in jail after the
military coup of 1981, However, such concessioii§ to the pressures
of society'in aicontext of economicdisaster should not be confused
with Hungarian-style reformism. In November 1988 Rakowski still
claimed that the re-legalization of Solidarity was‘out of the question.
In January 1989 he admitted dialogue with Solidarity provided it
parted with the leaders and the idéas which had kept it alive under
martial law. In March he negotiated without conditions. "This is not
reform, but a debacle by any othér name. - Ee o

Even though Jaruzelski’s motives are purely tactical ones (make
Solidarity share responsibility for the necessary introduction of
drastic economic policies), it is difficult to over-estimate the political
significance of the concessions made: for the first time sinice the war
the political monopoly of power by the Communist Party has been
broken, thus opening a period of transition in which democratic
forces can resurface as legitimate political actors. By the same token
the simple dichotomies of the past (state versus society) are being
altered: new divides appear in both camps. Jaruzelski has had to
impose his compromise with Solidarity on the Party hardliners,
while Walesa faces opposition by his grass-roots radicals who fear a
‘sell-out’, '

The Polish Party makes such concessions as a means of staying in
power. Yet it remains unclear which way the new political system
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will evolve. Some, like Bronisiaw Geremek, who led the round-table
negotiations with the authorities, bélieve that the June elections are
the first step in a gradual and peaceful transition to democracy.
Others see the possibility of an evolution from totalitarianism
towards a more benign form of ‘ordinary authoritaridnism’ which
could turn out to be a transitory phase towards democracy. Com-
munist rule as we knew it has ended, but 1o one can predict with
confidence what even the near future has in store. Poland, as often
in the past, remains the laboratory for political change for the whole
of the Other Europe. . ‘ " T A IR '
\ .
Romania’s Dynastic Communism:
Why was 25 January 1988 ‘a most significant moment for the éntire
Romanian nation’? Because ‘the greatr hero ‘amomg the héroes of
the nation, the architect of modern socialist Romania’ had turned
seventy. This was not the latest Romanian joke, but the birthday
message of the Cenrral Committee of the Romanian Comimunist
Party to itls,_;‘]‘eédér.“ ctually, leader i§ too weak a'word. The proper
term is Conducator best translated :

best conveys the tragicomical character of the man and th grotesque

'

pomposity of the occasion, would be ' Dice; “T'he greatest'son of the

Romanian people’ received (or rat warded himself) ‘ﬁéex{@xf'al :ne'w
honours, including, for the fourthitine, Hero of the SOCigliSF;RepubL'

lic of Romania. Only President Nicolae Ceausescu and his wife Elena

are holders of that award, an'illustration of their specialiplace at the -

top of the ‘Rorirfiarnjian‘i Party; others have to content themselves with
being more mundarle Heroes of Socialist Labour or of the New
Agricultural Revolution. In addition to the nationial commendations

Ceausescu redped on his birthday, the Order of Lenin aérived from

Moscow, the ‘Orderiof the White Lion ‘from Prague and; appro-
priately, the Karl Marx Order sent by the East German Party. As if

this were not enough; the Party journal Lumea published an imagin- -

ary birthday méssage from Queen Eljzabeth 11 praising Ceausescu’s
‘widely recognized excellence, experierice and influence’. As. it
turned out, the *message’ whs taken froim the Queen’s todst at & sthte
banquet in Buckingham' Paldce, during Ceausescu’s visit to' Britdin
in 1978. This litfle m‘énc’)euVr’é‘show?iu‘st how desperate Communist
dictators ¢an be for intérnational recognitioh, 48 'well as the ‘egtéiit
to’ which Westerh "én'thhsféi%rﬁ‘i'fcﬁ"' Romania’s allegedly 'mavetic

caudilld-'lfe}s diminished‘over the ldsk décade. 1 i1 i i s
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duge ated as Guide, Fiilirer in, Getman or.
Vozhd in Russian, Perhaps the most accurdte translation, one that
ussian, Perhaps the most acc 1slation; on
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Romanian political life is now reduced to orchestrated celebrations
of the merits and achievements of the *helmsman of national destiny’.
Party conferences and the anniversary of the National Liberation of
23 August are merely occasions for measuring the ‘leading role’ of
the Party in terms of displays of devotion to 2 megalomaniac who
personally selects the slogans to be chanted when he comes on stage.
Five minutes before the opening of the gala performance for/by the
presidential couple, the five thousand people who have been officially
invited and duly screened at the entrance fall into total silence; they
hold their breath as the atmosphere becomes oppressive, almost
unbearable (at least to those not familiar with this kind of group
therapy). Then, suddenly, they explode in a frenetic standing ovation
as ‘He’ enters the presidential box. Once you recover from the shock
of the thunderous applause and rhythmic chanting of ‘Ceausescu—
PCR’ (which stands for both Romanian Communist Party and
Partidul-Ceausescu—Romania), there is a moment of disappoint-
ment: you expected the Duce, or at least a tall,;imposing figure
a la de Gaulle; instead whatappears is 2 midget of a man, undistin-
guished, grimacing unpleasantly to a crowd which takes it as an
encouragement to step up its welcome.- : :

“The ‘genius of the Carpathians’ may have been a bit of a letdown,
but the grandiose show that follows makes up for it. Even if you
haye seen all the documentaries from the 1950s, read learned articles
about the totalitarian ritual, this is the nearest orie comes nowadays
to the ‘real thing’, the perfettion of Stalinist kitsch. The speech to
the Conducaror’s glory is interrupted at regular (two-minute) inter-
vals with-a standing évation not for the speaker (the audience actually
turn their backs on him) but for ‘Him’. Then a choir of young

pioneers' picks up from there:

Vibrant is.in us our ardent love .
and:our hearts:are filled with songs
What we are, we owe it to the Party '
And the Party made us masters of all that is
Under the banner of red truth
The country is.united
. Facing the future ,
Tt o] et'stmarth forward cheerfully
- i Let’s'march forward with the Party of
~Our beloved Conducator

begeson iR

‘A maUVe’iight ntrodhees leading actress who reads eulogies and
poemsitispired by you knew whom:
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We have to be grateful for the providential existence of this man,

so deeply attached to our ancestral, soil, we have.to beigrateful ..

for his eternal youth, we have to be grateful for being his
contemporaries and thank him for all this. It is only through his
willingness that we are really masters in the house of our souls.

The phrase ‘eternal youth’ immediately acquires real meaning as
you see “Him’ on a giant screen, looking twenty years younger,
visiting a steel mill or lecturing the peasants on a-collective farm on
the merits of chemical fertilizers. Elena . Céausescu is never far
behind, modestly described as ‘the most eminent personality of
everyday and international scientific life’. Meanwhile the stage-is
invaded by men in blue overalls and women in white doctor’s coats
(supposedly representing the workers and professional classes), who
chant something to the effect that they make up the social base of
the regime. At the climax of the three-hour:show, they are joined
on stage by folk dancers from the various provinces of Romania.
The whole society, the whole nation, demonstrates loyalty and grati-
tude to the Party and to ‘Him’. ;

Romanians always refer to ‘Him’; even in private they avoid men-
tioning his name. Jist in case ‘They’ overhear. “They’ stand for the
omnipresentandmuchfeared Securitate, the seéret police. Ceausescu’s
wife is called simply Elena. So with ‘Him’, “Them’ and ‘Elena’ you
have all you need to know about contemporary :Romanian politics.

The Romanian Party has been confiscated.de facto by the Ceau-
sescu clan. Ceausescu became Party chief in 1965, Elena Ceausescu
was promoted to the Party leadership in 1972. Long in charge of
Ideology (a Romanian imitation of the Chinese Cultural Revolution),
she is now directly in charge of personnel appointments in the
Secretariat of the Romanian Party. Thus the Ceausescus were able
to consolidate their power by eliminating all those who- did not
owe their position to their clan. Another technique is the quasi-
permanent reshuffle of government and Party officials designed to
prevent anybody from staying long enough inoffice to build a power
base which could be used, one day, to challenge the presidential
couple. Ceausescu’s narcissistic and nepotistic rule means job
insecurity for the nomenklatura. His son Nicu, thirty-eight, is a
member of the leadership, and some fifty close or more distant
relatives hold key posts in the Romanian nomenklatura. But that is
not enough. To ensure that his personality cult continues after his
death, the ageing leader has extended the cult to his family and
appointed Nicu to the Party executive and, in Oc‘tober 198-7, as heafi
of the Party in the important province of Sibiu. This post is
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intendéd= to. provide jan adéquate. power base and: training :ground

- for when succession time comes..In the name of the.father.....

_.The Ceausescu regime is without doubt the miost repressive in the
Soviet bloc today. Its appalling. human-rights.record has led to
the, loss: of -support .even. from. the West, including United. States

. suspension. of Romania’s Most: Favoured Nation (MFN) trading

status. Though enjoying a number of material privileges, Party
officials themselves fear the whims of the presidential couple. A
document writtenn by an official from the Hungarian minority in
Transylvania and rtecently published in Hungarian samizdat
describes the situation as follows: =~ © D

The presidential couple decides personally in|which; apartment
[senior officials] can live; when, for how long; where they will
spend-their holidays. It might seem unbelievable, but it.is so. All
the systertis in the world are based on reward: and punishment.
Ceausescu works only with punishment. It is'a reward that there

i

is ho punishment. .
SR . [

One of the perennial problems of Communist politics is that too
much power is concentrated in too few hands. In Romania the hands
happen to belong to the Ceausescu family. Since the deaths of Stalin
and Mao no Communist leader has indulged in such an overriding
personality cult as the Conducaror, with the possible exception of
North Korea’s Kim II Sung. His dictatorial regime 100 rests on a
most curious mixture of Marxism-Leninism and virulent national-
ism. On one level, ‘Ceausescu’ looks like a sequel to the Stalinist
era. Vladimir Tismeanu speaks of a combination of Stalinism with
the Byzantine tradition, the personality cult as ‘the main institution
which guarantees political and symbolic reproduction of the svstem’.
But in many ways the extravagance and the rurhlessness of Roma-
nia’s ruling family seems closer to the most extreme Third World
dictatorships, such as that of Idi Amin or Empetor Bokassa. When
he finally does go, there will be a sigh of relief, even - or especially —
among those who, year after year, are brought in 1o cheer him.

‘He is Romania. We are his sons.’ This staternent from the Party
press provides a clue to the connection between the personality cult
and the other key feature of Romanian Commiinism, its virulent
nationalism. The origins go back to the ig960s, when the Romanian
leadership resisted Soviet economic;policies. But the real launch
came in August 1968, at the time of the Soviet-led invasion of
Czechoslovakia; when Ceausescu made his famdbis speech defving
the Soviet Union. This was the first overt effort to channel popular
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pationalist feeli!ngs. in édpport?bf the Romanian Party, Buﬁi even then
it was E:!ear that Ce usescu was not: defending Dubéek’s idemo-
cratization programme, but merely claiming the right to autonomy
for each Party.! As it turned out, he meant autonomy to extend the
Party’s absolute power as far as possible. |

The historical irony is that ‘of all: the Soviet bloc' parties the
Romanian has the- least indigenous roots. It counited less than a
thousand members when it was brought to power by Russian tanks
in 1944. Todaylits idedlogy is adamaritly nationalistic. This naturally
posed a few problems, bt nothing that the properly guided rewriting
of history could not Handle, provided it assimilated the basic prin-
§:1ple that nationalisml is the love of the fatherland, and the Party
is the modern embodiment of the nation. History thus became a
centrepiece of Party propaganda., Lo A

First came the anti-Russian componérit in the form of various
discussions (in those days still quoting Marx) regarding the province
of Bessarabia, which was annexed by Russia in 1877, included in
Romania in 1918, and retaken by the Soviets during the Second
World War. The next step was to downplay the Russian role in
securing Romanian independence ag'a result 'of the Russo-Turkish
war of 1877. Finally there is the extraordinary claim that the lib-
eration of the country and the anti-German coup of August 1944
was the work of the Romanian Party (under the influence of the then
unknown Cealisescu), virtually without: Soviet heip. ‘Romanian
films even show how the Romanian Army (which -incidentally
fought bravely alongside the Germans on the Eastern Front) single-
handedly liberated the country and ‘' then proceeded: to liberate
Hungary. IR .
. Relations with Hungary provide! another focus for ‘Romanian
nationalism. The main bone of contention is Transylvahia, where
nearly two million Huhgarians are deprived of basic minority rights,.
especially in cultural life. The'region has been part of Romania since’
1918. For most, of it§ previous history it was part of H_Liﬁgarian
civilization (even though Hungarians have always been a minority
there). This at least is the claim of the' three-volume History of
Transylvania ﬁublish’sed in Budapest in 1986 by the. Hungarian
Academy of Sciences under the éditorship of the Minister of Culture,
Béla Kopeczi. Thie stiudy provoked erély the latest in a long series
of polemics between tﬁe two countriés in‘which Rommanian historians
are obliged to substantiate the Party’s nationalist claims. Thus, 'in
April 1987, The Times of London carriéd a full-page ‘Romanfan
advertisement !dériouncing the Hungarian work as ‘A ‘Conscious
Forgery ‘uinder the Afligis of the Hungarian Academiy of Sciences’ —

A BT [ R SR S | PR
1

Yo i i .
. I-\

1

The Party-State: “Them’ 155
the history of Transylvania presented as a history of Hungarian
conquest.

The battle for Transylvania centres on the question of who was
there first. The Hungarian History states baldly that ‘before the
beginning of the thirteenth century, there is no evidence — historical,
archaeological, toponymic — for the existence of-a Romanian popu-
lation in Transylvania.’ According to the Hungarians, the original
population of Transylvania’was Slavic (Russizn, Bulgarian), not
Latin as the Romanians maintain. ‘

The official view from Bucharest is that the Romanian nation had
already formed long before:the Slays reached this territory. The
superiority of their civilization led naturally to the assimilation of
other (Slavic or German) populations. The ultimate gxercise in
ethnogenesis is the theory of the Dacian origins of the Romanian
nation put forward on the instructions of the Party in the 1980s.
While in the 1970s the official version had been satisfied with the
influence of the Latin legacy on the shaping of early Romanian
history, in the 1980s the Party set out on an unending quest for
Romania’s mythical Dacian beginnings, long before the Roman
conquest in the second century. Despite their defeat, the Daco-
Romanians were tevealed te have been the equals of — and in many
ways superior to — the Romans. Much as thé Albanians claim to
descend from the Illyrians .or the Bulgarians from the Thracians,
the Romanians go back to the Dacians. Bombastic articles about the
‘Dacian Empire’ or the ‘Dacian Imperial Millennium’ started to
appear, reaching new heights of absurdity. A Romanian singer who
had lost her voice and turned to the study of Dacian culture dis-
covered, among other things, that the Dacians must have been
familiar with acupuncture. .

In 1980 the Romanian Communist Party celebrated the 2050th
anniversary of the ‘first centralized independent. Dacian state’. In
case ‘centralized” and ‘independent’ reminded the reader of
something, ‘it is not by chance,’” as the Marxists say. After a brief
liberalization at the end of the 1960s all the institutes of historical
research were directly subordinated to the Academy, and directly to
Elena Ceausescu. Thus, for the first time, history appeared in the
Party programme at the Ninth Congress of the Romanian Com-
munist Party in i975. Who said that under Communism the future
is known and:that the most difficult thing to predict is the past?

At a meeting of its Political’ Executive Comraittee in May 1936,
the Party decided to commemorate the 600th anniversary of Prince
Mircea the Old’s accession to the Wallachian throne. The Prince,
no longer to be called ‘the Old” but rather ‘the' Great’, was ‘among

b

b
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the great Eumpean rulers’ of his t1me, whose p011t1cal and dlplomatlc
achievements supposedly lend themselves to. parallels with today’s
Romania. At his premdentza] mauguratzon in 1974, Ceausescu was
presented with a sceptre giving the first monarchic touch to his
‘Communism in one family’. Articles then appeared, comparing him
to Julius Caesar or to Napoleon (quite a, change. from. Lenin, .the
model of the past). Lately Party instructions are to go more native.
So Ceausescu is now presented as the latest in a long, prestigious
line of national herees. This is sometimes easier to achieve through
the agency of inspired poets than by historians. Vicior Tulbure,
in the weekly Contemporaneul, praised the spiritual affiliation of
Ceausescu with (rn order of appearance) Horea, the leader of a
peasant uprising in Transylvania at the''end of the eighteenth
century, with the fifteenth-century Prince @f ‘Moldawa Stephen the
Great, with Nicolae Balcescu, a prominent figure in the revolution of
1848, with Prince Cantemir, a political thinker of the early elghteenth
century, with Mihail Eminescu, Romania’s national poet in the
second half of the nineteenth century, and w;th Prince Michael the
Brave who, at the end of the sixteenth certury, first unified the
principalities of Wallachia, Moldavia and Transylvania:

He [Ceausescu] descends from Horea s bonesJ from
Stefan’s breath

From Balcescu’s light, and from Cantermr s thought

He is a dream out of Eminescu’s dreams, and he descends
from Michael who

wanted a sole abode for his people under eternal stars.

Thus do Ceausescu and hrs Party clalm to rule in- the name of
two thousand years of Romanian history. In a curious blend of
Communist dogma and nationalism, they.have gradually tried to
reclaim or absorb everythmg nationalistic: and’ authoritarian. The
latest development is the rapprochement wrth the ideology of the
pre-war Romanian extreme right, with General Antonescu {(who also
called himself Conducator) and the Iron Guard. They converge in
their traditionalist nationalism (what the late Romanian philosopher
Constantin Noica called in a famous essay “The Romanian feeling
of being’) and in their radically anti-Western, anti-liberal stance. A
novel by Constantin Toiu, published in Bucharest in 1987, entitled
The Fall in the World is one of many illustrations of this trend. It is
the story of the reconciliation of two men, one an ideologically
motivated Communist, and the other, a no less idealistic follower of
the Iron Guard who dies in 1939. The message is that there is little
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doubt where the Iatter 5 ‘heart and mmd’ wouid be 1f he had had the
luck o llve in Ceausescu’s Ronuama

Ceauseseu $ attempt to, co-opt in support of his dictatonal rule
some of the more unpleasgmt traditions of Romaman nationalism is
by far the most blatant in the Soviet bloc. kaie most such attempts
it is a surrogate and a fraud, |

In true totalitarian fashion, at the same time 45 "Romanian Com-
munists reclaim the past they are destroying and falsifying it. While
Party historians labour to try to establish ‘the Dacian origins of
Communist rule, scholarly historiography has.been purged and vir-
tually eliminated over the last decade, as becommes clear from even a
brief visit to the Museum of National History in Bucharest. A whole
floor of the Museum 1s devoted toiconography — portraits, tapestries,
sculptures — of the presidential couple. A huge room presents Ceau-
sescu as'world statesman. A ‘map of the world, showing Bucharest
as its centre, indicates his two hundred visits to more than eighty
countries. Next to it are displays' of photographs of him with the
numerous world leaders he has met. These serve as a depressmg
reminder of the West’s long infatuation with a dictator who is
considered in tHe whole of East Central Europe to be a d1sgraee o
European civilization.

While’ official ‘historians and poets portray Ceausescu as the cul-
mination of a long line of historical ﬁgures, his ¢lan has systematically
crushed or forced into emigration the nation’s intellectual elitc.
Popular culture i is hailed as the true art form of the socialist future,
with endless folk dancmg dommatmg the aiready brief (two hours
daily) television programming. Yet the Romanian village, the last
remnant of that traditional cu]ture, now facds eradication under a
continuing project called systematization’, whlch has already been
applied to: towns and cities. Under current:plans for ‘rural con-
solidation’; seven thousand villages (mcludmg, naturally, those of the
ethnic mlnorlties) with old indivitiaal houses areto be demolished by
the yédr, 2000 and the people rehoused in three storey apartment
blocks with communal kitchens.

Urbanization of the countrys1de might seern an odd step for a
regime intent.on appropriating national history, but Ceausescu is
above all obsessed with leaving his. stamp on the face of his country.
He has already done irrevocable damage 1o the capital where his
urban- renewal scheme has resulted in overnlght razing of villa dis-
tricts in the old heart of Bucharest. Sixteenth- and seventeenth-
century churches and monasteries were not. spared; nor was the
town’s only Sephardic synagogue. As if on¢ could imagine Paris
without Le Marals or Prague without Mala Stranal The continuing
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‘bliteration of old Bucharest is also the ultimate onslaught on what
5 left of the old cultural elite, One case among many is that of
he painter Nicolas Vermont and his daughter Zoe, also a painter.
drdered to leaveitheir family home at one day’s notice, Zoe jumped
rom the window of her apartment'when the bulidozers meved nto
ler garden. Forty thousand people have been expelled from ‘their
iomes under simiilar copditions. ;¢ % . S P

What then has repleéced the' jewels of fo'za'ntinfe; “ard 'téb_‘tiifé,

he highly individual villas, the gardens? A correspondent for the
‘conormist vividly described the scene:. = o

During the da%z'mhclfl of the cﬁit;y‘ lié;s,; :Linfdé'r bhokin-é dustyj_%

kicked up by the building work. ‘The work continues through.

the night, illuminated only by occasional arc lights {(normal'street

lighting is virtually non-existent; because of a shortage of .

electricity). The shadows of troglodyte figures scurrying'home -
across devastated buizding sites are momentarily cast upthigh - -

against the sides of buildings: by the ntefise light of acetffle‘nje
torches, The nj]‘aj'e'st_ic;' horror conjures upimages of Dante’s -
inferno. & 17 e SRR A A
Ceausescu’s inferno is exemplified by a vast square worthy of the
ision of Albert Speer. Here the individual feels appropriately puny
1 the face of the all-white Mussolini-style ‘civic centre’, which

ouse government bureaucracies and the palatial headquarfers of -

1e Communist Party. But then the Piata was not built for individuals.
ut for the masses. It i$ intended to hold crowds:of half 4 miilion
cople on national holidays and Ceausescu’s birthday celebrations.
rom there the brand-new 150-yard-wide motorway called Boul--
vard of the Victory of Socialism leads straight to thei presidential®
alace — 4 grandiose architectural extension of Ceausescu’s ego. |
After being manipulated, the country’s past is now being
estroyed. Ceausescu’s refusal in 1968 to take part in‘the:Warsaw
act invasion of Czechoslovakia gave him a'“maverick’ image in'the .
7est and helped him to use nationalism to win popular support.
fter twenty years of alleged independence, Ceausesculs nationalist
alloon has been pricked. Bankrupt, economically "dependerit. on:
loscow, he now pitifully returns begging t0 the Soviet fold while
1 exasperated population watches Bulgarian television as a form of
scapism and prays for Gorbachev 'to shorten its ordeal. Romania’s
.ommunist nationalism comes full circle: Ex oriente lix. Ho
. : Lo ey ';‘-Ii e
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Hungary: Towards Constitutional Cor‘;;imunism?

“To what extent is the Party prepared to share power? And who
actually sets the limits?’ These two simple yet fundamental questions
were put by the editors of the Hungarian Communist Youth journal
Magyar Ifjusag (in the January 1988 issue) to the Politburo member
in charge of ideology, Janos Berecz. They are an indication (among
many) of how far ahead of Gorbachev’s glasnost the Hungarian
debate is, and how rapidly the mood of the country and of the Party

had changed at the end of'the: Kadar era. .

The basic tenet of Kadar’s policy for the last twenty years was
that, given what happened:in Czechoslovakia in 1968 (not to mention
in Hungary in 1956), the prerequisite for the safe pursuit of gradual .
economic reform was.the absénce of all political reform. Hungarian
‘goulash Communism’ d;e*? toped while the political strings re-
mained firmly in the hands of the Party apparat.

This Kadarian model, which had some success in the 1970s and
was still being praised (after the defeat of Solidarity in Poland) as
the best of all ‘possible Communist worlds, has now effectively
collapsed. Kadar’s replacement in May 1988, after more than thirty
years as Party leader, marks; the end of an era. The generational
turnover in the leadership (Kadar’s successor Karoly Grosz is fifty-
seven) coincides with long-gverdue political changes. Not that a
complete reversal of 'poliéy 1s likely now that the Gorbachev gen-
eration (‘youths who start their political careers at fifty and blossom
at sixty,’ remarks Hungarian writer Gyorgy Dalos) can at last indulge
their taste for power. In: fact, in contrast to Poland where Party
leaders are changed only after workers’ strikes, the Hungarian tran-
sition was smooth. Brought to power by Soviet tanks, Kadar won a
measure of tacit consent, then lost his way at the end, backtracking
on reforms which (to outsiders) were associated with his name. He
was pushed out but could have left just three or four years earlier
without being hated. “The man was in many ways better than his
system,’ says Dalos, and compared to Ceausescu, Zhivkov, Ulbricht
or Husak his standing ‘would not be so bad, if there had not been a
certain Alexander Dubgek. . ¥

The Kadarist consensus with society was based on economic
reforms; 'some real; some merely anticipated. Ironically, it was the
reform economists who delivered the first devastating blow to
Kadar’s old ‘concépt of the ‘leading role’ of the Party. In a study
completed at the end of 1986 entitled “Turning Point and Reform’
a team of Hungary’s leading economists concluded that reform just
does not work and that what is needed to put things right is not
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simply more free-market measures but. democrdtizétioniof decision-
making as well. The. Party should cease 1nterfer1ng with the man-
agement of the economy. The separation of Party and state — the
extent of whose authority should be defined by faw — would then
provide an adequate framework for economi¢ act1v1ty Thls im-
plies decentralization and the assigning of prlorlty to professional
eompetence over political reliability — an overt challenge to the
nomenklatura. In_ other words, political reform has become the
acknowledged precondition for the pursuit of économic reform.
The most comprehensive proposal from wrthm the Party came

from Mihaly Bihari, then an adviser to Imre Poszgay, the leading

figure in the reform wing of the Party. Bihari’s report, Reform and
Democracy, submitted at the end of 1987, opened with  a: forceful
indiciment of the paralysis of the Party leadershlp under Kadar: it
accused the ageing leadership of fearing the very: idea of change, of
refusing to face the facts about the crisis or to‘_:\hear criticisim from
the rank and file, even those from its own aﬁjpa'rat In trying to
preserve the bureaucratic stalemate the leadershlp had created a
crisis of confidence in the Party, Bihari said. The implementation of
even half of Bihari’s proposals for political reform would amount to
a de facto dlsmantlmg of the ‘leading role’ of the: Party as we know
it. One proposal is that the separatron of Party and state, much like

the separation of Church and state in nineteenth- century France, be

written into the constitution. The separation df ; powers implies an
independent judiciary, and the proposal advocates the establishment
of a Constitutional Council (to check the constltutronahty of laws)
and a Supreme Court. The rule of law, the return to a Rechistaat,
which Hungary, like the rest of the Habsburg Emplre, enjoyed back
in the nineteenth century, is presented as a nec 'ssary modernlzatron
of a decaying Communist political system, ,

Budapest’s Westminster-like Parliament .is:a reminder that a
century ago Hungary aspired to become a Western style democracy.
For decades the largest parliamentary building ini :Europe was merely
a facade. The real decisions were taken at the \Whrte House, the local
nickname for the Party headquarters just a one’s throw away.
But now, after the ‘rulé of law’ and ‘modernization’, ‘pluralism’ has
become part of the reformers’ vocabulary. Partyreformers, like Imre
Poszgay, have moved further than in any other Party in the Soviet
bloc to reconcile the Communist Party with plurallsm in society,
and have argued that Parliament should become a genuine forum for
interest groups such as trade unions, farmers or environmentalists.
For the optimists, this is a move in the right direction, from the
recognition of pluralism to democratization at both the local and the

o L R O ;- mmn
national levél. Mostiréform proposa}s wanted the government to be
made answerable to a Parliament in which different groups would
be allowed ‘to present competing programmes or bills. In other
words,.a multrparty system by another name. :

To the sceptics all this looks like an attempt to square the circle.
At best, ‘pluralism’ in a one-party system could lead to a Communist
version of corporatism. Instead of claiming to represent. all interests
in society, the Party would become the supreme arbitrator between
them. This, a Budapest historian suggested, could lead to mcreased
‘feudalization’ of the Party. Senior Party barons, representing
various ‘industrial or regional branches, are alrgady competing for
centrally distributed resources — one of the legacies of the Kadar era.
The extension of ‘pluralism’ to new corporations ‘might help open
up the systerm or it might simply accelerate its ‘feudatization’, 1ts
breakdown intd fiefdoms and corresponding decline, much like (and
this is the prtvllege of a historian’s detachmient) seventeenth-century
Poland or Bohemia. This trend would certainly be the antithesis of
the spirit of Gorbachev s reforms, which are aimed at restoring the
power of the centre through a sort of enhghtened despomm

The deCISwe factor in judgmg the chances of the optimistic and
scepm: scenarios will be the amount of autonom3 granted to society
in the form of freedom of association: and expression, and the changes
in mternal Party life.. In other words, the Communist Party should
return to the way thmgs were before Lenin issued his bap on factions
in 1921: ThlS proposal, coming twenty years aftet the crushrng of the
Czechos]ovak reform movement JS tantamount oz rehabxlrtatlon of

polltrcal refo m in HUngary is the steady penetratron of zdeas, which
W ars ago were confined to the ranks of the democratic
o, nto the programme of the Party reformers. It could be
strlklng contrast to, Poland the ;deas of the Hungarran

i

oppositign

circles : of' e‘Party whlle so. far havmg relatlvely llttle impact on
soc1ety at arge The Party is . ﬂlrtmg most conSplcuouslv with the
‘neo-pop wmg of the Hungarian opposmon Poszgay artended

in Septemb r'r987 the foundmg meetmg of the Democrauc Forum,
a groupmg of reformers and popuhsts whose attitude to the govern-
ment is‘more concmatory than that of the ‘urbanist’ intellectuals of
the democratlc opposition. One of the Forum’s main concerns is
callmg attentxon to the suppressed Hungarian minotity in Tran-
sylvama In Ianuary 1988 thé Hungarian Party leadership issued
a statement declaring responsibility for the fate of Hungarians
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Nhex:ever t}}ey are (meaning, specifically, in Transylvania).'Efforts to
>rovide assistance to the flood of over 40,000 refugees from|Romania
rould be considered a‘s hints in the same direction. The: different
reatment by thie aithorities of two demonstrations in ﬁ.niei 1988
s another indication: repression of a gatﬁering of the dérn’éc’ratic

)pposition on Batani Sifquare commemorating the execution in 1958

f the Hungarians from Transylvania, . + o0

In June 1987 the samizdar journal Beszels published éi'pdlitic:al.
yrogramme entitled ‘Social Contract’, written by leading spokfésme‘:n“
or the democrati¢ opposition Janos Kis, Ferenc Koszeg and Ottila

]

solt. The document proposes a compromise in whichi the Party

f Imre Nagy; tacit approval of the mass demonstration on behalf

vould retain its authority over defence and foreign affdirs (i.e. deal-

ngs with Moscow), while society would récover its'a tor?on'ffy and’

lemocratic institutions. Parliament would assume sovereignty with'

he Party holding only the power of véto, After constitutignal ‘mon-:

rchy this, for |all practical purposes, is constitutional ‘Commu-
ism . . . . ] R S SETENE N
To be sure, there fwere important differences between.
eformers suchLa _progra the «

e | - . w i - . . EH .
'pposition. The former give priority: to institutional changel
hner party strycture,f while the latter' are’ more conce
Aalning autonomy- for ¢ivil society. But; they converge in
f dismantling the ‘leading role’ o arty. Jepte:

letter addressed to 'the authorities

:romment Hungi,rariqn'i.{‘ltellec:til‘alé including dissidents, :%:Cg_)nbﬁﬁ&té,f
arty reformers and hitherto- modegate members' 'of .tHe | Estab--
i j ARAIRE O G

Party

i

ishment. The letter n{akes the connection between ths nomic:
risis of the system ang the ‘urgenitineed for institétio form’:
The refrain thiiat: a widely based socialist democraey and social’
onsensus exist in Hurlgary must be abandoned. Thel constriiction :
f a system of balancing the interests of the| different apparats leads

* I . H B 3 . i i Do I . .
either to democracy-nor to the securing of consen$us,inor is it
. Pt i - bk e ! i : . G I w
uitable for the strengthening of governmerit power.” There follows -

long list of demands ‘which point the'way from Party-controlled
emocratization .to dermocracy: freedom of 'association, freedom of
peech and of ihformation, local self-government in villages and .

>wns (an old Hungarian tradition), democratization of the electoral

w, and the responsibility of the'government to Parliament, -
The pace of political reform in' Hungary accelerated draﬁaét'ically'
fter Kadar’s removal: from office. in May 1088. A’ mixture of.
oldness, confusion and outright demmoralization in the: Communist |
‘arty combines with the'emergem{i:e.‘. of new political parties whose’

s Poszgay and the programme of the demolratic’

L He 1"uariy-ailute. L Heit FR

very existence marks the end of the post-war era. The signs of
disarray in the Party are unmistakable. First, there is a mass exodus
from the Party. Asked aboﬁt his Party membership, a well-known
academic quipped ironically: ‘I am not leaving the Party because 1
don’t want to be taken for an opportunist.” Although the size of
the Party apparatus is shrinking rapidly, it has become extremely
difficult to fill vacant Party positions. In a provincial town the job
of Party Secretary (which untﬁ recently would have been considered
by many a desirable springbaoard for a career) has been filled only
by the twenty-eighth can@idaﬁe invited to apply! A factory manager,
asked on Hungarian te'le\gifgiqn whether he would take the post as
Party Secretary for the 13th District of Budapest,;answered that he
might consider it, but only ort'an unpaid part-time basis. Hungarian
Communism has now inverited the free-lance appgaratchik!

Political divides are no less important. A senior official commented
ironically on the staté of the Party in the spring of 1989: “There are
now three parties in one,:“;‘t‘htg}lt of the social-demiocratic reformers
(led by Poszgay), the moderate pragmatic socialists {led by Prime
Minister Nemeth), and: that of the “true” Communists (who put
their hopes in Karoly Grosz); We’ll have to resign ourselves to the
likely departure,of the “true’” Communists ...’

The scope of the new: fréedom of expression and associations
granted to the opposition irtually unprecedented in post-1918
Hungarian history. And 16 some extent the demoralization of the
Party goes hand in hand with economic failure and the rise of
democratic aspirations in §ociety. Yet it would be misleading to
attribute the spectacular political changes in Hungary merely to the
deterioration, of. the:ieconomy or to the pressurés of a dissatisfied
society (as is the case in Poland). The floodgates were not broken
through from below, but opened from above. The novelty of the
policy of the Hungarian Communists in the Gorbachev era is their
capacity to anticipate change;ito accept it and even sometimes intro-
duce it before the pressure builds up. They have discovered that the
best way to absorb or defuse democratic change is to create space
for it before the opposition can position itself as a credible alternative.
It is the opposition parties, still in a formative stage, who are asking
that the call for free electiorisinot be rushed. The Party used to shoot
on everything that moved. Today, in Hungary, they try to preempt
the movement by joining it; Any new idea or proposal from the
opposition is immediately trivialized by the Communisis’ accept-
ance. When you run out of things to say the idea is to pretend that
nothing any longer matters, ‘This is the Communist version of what
Marcuse used t6call ‘repressive tolerance’.




192 Tolalttartpmsm m Decay : s ; g -
l [E- F : o
reconciled with Chn,stlan ethlcs .1th the counterwetght of a
redistribution of wealth generated by the market not through the
state but through socicty itself. Of course only a society with a very
high sense of Chrlstlan values would be capable of that. Nerther
Communism nor consumensm WJJI do, PoIand must show a thlrd
way’.
Is this brand of ¢ constructwe anti Cornrnumsm plau31bie> Only
provided that Russia is not. left ‘out:in this économic roll- back of
the Communist state. Gorbachev;. says Dzielski, iprovides a unique
opportunity to ‘civilize’ and ‘Europeanize’ Russia through the intro-
duction there too of a market econdmy. ‘Gorbachev must understand
that a Poland (and rnore generally, a Central Europe) with a dis-
integrating economy is a habrhty' a]ways prone to worklng class
unrest and perpetuating the miyth aﬁcommg anti- Ru331an insur-
rection. A market-orientated Pol economy would be | more pros-
perous, thus more stable and thu more reliable nelgthur '
To be sure, Gorbachev’ s R

transition from totalitarian o ‘ ;
predicts. ‘It is not the military, not even the poh €, but the Party
bureaucrats, the nomenklatura, who_a,re the main opponents of the
market.” Thé economic scenario, 1§ thus also meant Ias 91 lesson in
realpolmk Whether oninot one: i W the|loglc, one

The emergence of the doctrine of £con rmc gl nallsm m Central
Europe is a sign of the failure of the;‘:‘c mrnan' nornles ﬁut the
limits to .its realrzatron will'depend :on ithe balance between decay
and Party retreat from ieconomic mana emént; But what i is suﬁposed

to be the soc1al base of thrs l1beraI revwaP The W 1nd1v1duahsm

economy just wrth ta)q; drwers and shoe ;repazrm ‘To paraphrase
Henri Michaux’s famous aphorism: the, berals ofa nation of hair-
dressers will'always be more hairdressers than liberals.

As Montesquzeu knew in the elghteenth century., there is no power
without ownership, and dn economi 1 'El_rkely without a
pohtlcal market. The challenge’ of "he gos for East Central Europe
is whether the' \crur’nb;hng’of Thetec g thi Party to
aecept the idea!of the ‘miniméal’s té" angd thus! create) sﬁace Ifdr the
e’mandlpa‘tfion'of ‘socrety [En ‘th «5976)3 t' Wi n‘ied> that amore
prosperois socialist caonomy Woltld' ivercivil sodiety miote rbor for
manocuvre. Today it~ Mominmo cdlla;bse that iis: forcinig change
Can a more open econi iy L. 1 to _a more open soc1ety7’

i \-E.i".

an'd ]aruzeiskr 5 Poland will
remain tlghtly run regimes; but a.m nket economy will help the‘

One of the nrnphcatlons of history today, and still more
of history tomorrow, is the struggle between the artists
and the new conguerors, between the witnesses to the
creative revolution and the founders of the nihilist
revolution. As to the outcome of the struggle, it is only
possible to make maplred guesses. At least we know that

'1t must henceforth b -carned on to the bxtterﬁend
o (Albert Camus)

zeslaw Milosz wrote his famous essay The
Captive Mind in'1952, aw the triumph of Communist ideology
gs irreversible. A wnter ilosz thought, had only three options: he
could collaborate,. emlgrat ior remain silent. Fortunately, the history
of Central Europe since 1956. has disproved that pessimistic verdict
from the Stalinistera. Whereas in the 1950s the Communist regimes
could count on substannal (genuine or merely ‘enforced) support
among intellectuals,: today the bulk of cultural iife worth speaking
of takes place largely outside the realm of official ideology, either
because the boundaries:of |ofﬁc1al tolerance have been stretched or
because culture has been driven underground. From legitimizers of
the powers-that-be the intellectuals have becoms a moral counter-
weight. For mtellectuals, both the self-emancipation from cen-
sorship and the parting ‘with political power havs played a key role
in the emergence of d:ssent

When the Polish write :

Socialist Realism’ -.




a mere rltual to appreciate’ fuﬂy the ¢ eﬁ -“i ”d “l”” Al dontisl
1mposed on the Soviet bloc countrles under %talln Marxmt—Lemmst
dogma and the faithful imitation,of Soviet norms.affegted all aspects
of cultural hfe Philosophy wasqreduce _tl}e's‘tmggle; of dialégtical
materialism (Dramat) against. 1dea11sm ‘Even researchi in; th,e figlds of
physics, biology. (Lysenko) or physiology, (P: vlov). was supposed, to
- demonstrate the supetiority of ‘proletari ience’. The history of
each nation was rewritten to nge the ap arance of legitimacy to
~ regimes. that had fone, and 0 stress hi al bonds with Russia.
This proved a partxcularly difficult task i pland where évén Com-
munist leaders sometimes felt that exc eal coitld be ‘coiinter-
: productwe In 1951 the Poles. translate o -volume sttory of
Poland which had been produced by.the itute of Slavic’ Studies
in Moscow Its firstiireader, Party lead olesldw: Bierut,’ wisely
decided’ not to pubhsh a book that, system tlcally presented Russtan
military expansion ‘as stages in Poland’s nal ltberatlon .
In the arts, the petriod was marked By .the 1mpos1t10n ‘of 'what
' Zhdanov, the chief Soviet 1deolog1st o the day, called ‘socialist
reahsm art had little to do with reallty ag it;was but rather deptcted
reahty as it ought to be. Here’ again ide al control weiit hand
in hand with slavish adoption of the Seévie odel. ]ozsef Revai,
known as the Hungarian Zhdanov, _des ibed m 1951 what Sovi-
etization of culture meant; ' :

Sov1et culture is the model, the school 'aster of our new soctahst
culture. We can absorb and use the h ‘experience of’ the
Communist Party [Bolshevﬂc] of the Soviet Union not only in
state-building and.in the econoniy, n nly in the: techniques of
class struggle, but also in the creation of : a new soc1ahst culture,

Th.‘lS meant in fact Systematlcally rup 3 mg ‘the hlstoncal ties of
the lands of Central liurope tor Western} ulture and embarkmg on
cultural Russification.. :

Art, literature, music — everythmg had to have a pol1tlcal purpose
In 1952 a leading Huhgarian writer Tibér Dery pubhshed anovel,
The Reply, dealing with pre-war Hungary and the role of the Com-
munist Party. Hlmsel‘f a lifelong member:of the'Party, Déry claimed
the right to write in terms that did not always fit the political clichés
of the day. Revai, the chief inquisitor, promptly replied:

Inour country, thqr writer does not have such a ‘right’,.. We
don’t give the writer a free pass, we don’t! -give him the ‘freedom
to distort the hvmg truth. We don’t accept the thesis that the
‘taste and ;udgemeht of the writer are superior criteria for what

h 1€
tended to be hlghly 'nreadab £’

- grows; for s and i us;, the
. verse of smular quahty att |

. day, htghly thought of utofﬁcna

distmctton betvyee
the absolute .an_d '

g P , ) ‘U;ci SRR

' stshemﬁ ol The'sisindy
writer anbe,CORtrary fo the interestsof thy wl
Ty R?tme sﬁatetand the pecple Wlaot,. v
his ¢.and,judgement;. 1t‘{sitlhe ter . ;

: '-shguld e:;prless §ql1d[alr§tt. w1th the

FOBlF. or o)
ought t;oi ﬁonl;'or

ure -produced under such guldance
- the very least, requtred a'special
Eliewhere, Milan Kundera makes a
; \i«thxch he equates with a quest for
’ patlble with. tevolution, which
novel which for him is the art
you cannot cheat. 'his is why
t Stahntst poetry, from Nezval
ance; (or Kundera htmself in his
iful 'verse because, says Kundera, ‘through the
atéments bécome; the truth, provided they are
firea xpertence And the poet certainly
motions smoulder and:blaze. The
lile a rambow over the sky, a
'alls '

Stallmsm of the eariy days,
eahst poetry iwas' always more
t was )ust as conventlonal, just

Ltfe

in Czeehoslovak
youth), left us bea
magic of poetry, :
backed by the real OWeEr O
s0 dceply hl

BU-'E What 15 it COn.lp‘ red to the smell of l1fe
Whe rner’ eats h1s work- norrni

ose ltnes ina ‘Letter to Poets’ in
1et, without feelmg Today also
iiof the world’ Ska a composed
sm, for the sunny| side of the
1tors to the Party and is, 1o this
Prague But there were dozens of

Czech poet" [ve Ot
1950. ‘No, one ¢a ot| ‘be d a

world’ 1o pra1se

: would-be ofﬁiaal poets like 'him: “He came into the world/as one

7 bursts intola hurmcane ’ ‘He was Klement

1
o

Gotiwald and the author

the most promtsmg of the surreahst’s in-the 193o§ PVltt;z;s;lVa:; if«f;glg
(Meanwhlle Louis: Aragon, Nezval’s alter ego it at{'; 5 S wrting
‘Ode 1 1a GPU') An endless stream of poems abbut vehye‘T pda ;
steel workers and, of course, tractor ‘drivers 1ssued fort oday
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young woman boldly si?’s/on a stormy tractor... (]ah Pilar, 1950).
The tone occasionally became menacing: ‘He who does not keep in
step with us/lash him With a belt!” (Jiri Sotola), or supremely self-
c_onﬁdent: ‘Wipe out thelfilth of sexuality! Let your verse/be charged
like a machine gun/withstruth and love where need be./And a thou-
sand Sartres, Kierkegaards, Freuds will not be cénsoied’ tJosef

Kainar, 1950). A touching motif juxtaposed Lenin lor Stalin with -

little girls: ‘In front of Stalin of white marble, stands a girl with a
necklace’ (Vlastimil Skolaudy). '

For the eyes of ailittle girl, prematurely wide
he ordered to shoot and spare no one -
who hid grain and exchanged bread for jewels only. .
This is how much he loved children, comrade Lenin:

' ’ (V. Merhautoyd, 1952)

Even music was to be in tune with the Party’s lo_l'iticlal'iniee,ds. :

Following an international (mainly from the Soviet F}oc) .congress -

of composers held in Prague in ‘1948, where the composers pledged
to rid themselves of ‘subjectivist’ and ‘cosmopolitan’ tendencies, the -
Union of Czech and Slovak Composers launched a musical five-year
plan to mqtch (andicomplement) the e‘con_bmic one. THe text providés :
a unique insight into the new role of art under socia]liSm. ‘Music is
to effect the plan of reconstruction and the heightened class struggle.
\Y_/e_want to help fulfil the plan,” the musicians proclaimed. The
distinction between so-called ‘serious’ and ‘popular] music was to.
be abolished. ‘Music for the people’ was the motto of the day. But
the people’s needs had no longer to be ascertained from dubious
surveys or commercial interests, but from the ‘conscious Communist -
workers’,‘ ‘a Marxist forecast of the development trend’. Each and
every artist and musician ‘must be an ambassador of the pedple’s :
Fiemocratic regime, the herald of the new order, a ﬁghter for social- :
ism’. The five-year plan for music noted that, in order to convince
others, the artist himself must first of all be convinced. ‘Hence the
need. for Marxist training for all composers and musicologists.” In
particular, vocal art should ‘reflect the class struggle’. “We must,
the:refore, put an end to any attempts at an apolitical approach and
at 1d§ological emasculation of vocal creation’ (sic). This meant the
eradication of ‘instrumental formalism’ and the emphasis on ‘popular
songs of Slavic nations, particularly the USSR’. The Communists
in Hast-Central Europe’ were especially' keen on folklore, which
provided an art that was by definition ‘popular’ (i.e'.:”eis d;ﬁpc;sed to
bourgeois art) and natibnal. THe aim was to ‘teach the people'théir
own songs and to thisé t;en‘d learn' to play ‘light, portable popular-
. [T L 1Y
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instruments, such as the harmonica or the guitar’. The emphasis on
collective singing and dancing (‘especially for agitational purposes’)
required new lyrics. ‘In theicreation of new mass songs the com-
posers will take into account the new hero of labour and the new
working collective. This will be the basis of a new, singing epic.’
Socialist art, says the document, is no longer interested in ‘sen-
timental stories’ or ‘individualistic tragedies’; it requires a ‘new
collective hero’. The individual is only relevant as an ‘expression of
the whole’. These guidelines were to apply to radio programming
and film scores. i

Unfortunately, one cannot: in Czechoslovakia dismiss such a
concept of culture as merely belonging to the Stalinist past. In fact
it has been reimposed in post-1968 Czechoslovakia, often in almost
identical terms, in the new, duly purged, artists’ unions. Thus, to
use only one example, a survey: of post-war Czech music by Jaroslav
Sedivy published in Prague 1n the 1980s again stresses the ‘mobi-
lizing and educational element in the civic, political sphere of art’.
After the ideologically dubious 1960s with their emphasis on ‘alien-
ation’, ‘the Christian idea of love without a class perspective’, Sedivy
describes the 1970s as having witnessed the ‘consolidation of the
musical front’, in which composers are again allegedly in tune with
the Party. Radio, television,; record companies need committed
music. How do the Party cultural watchdogs assess the output?
Compared to other art forms, like literature or paintings, ‘post-
war music devoted to the themes of the Victorious February 1943,
Labour Day, the great works of Czechoslovak socialism, the socialist
cransformation of the countryside, cosmic flights (with reference to
Soviet cooperation with socialist countries), V.I. Lenin, etc., has
not yet produced truly exceptional works’. The author considers his
criticism all the more justified in view of the allegedly high quality
of music composed on other:subjects such as the liberation of the
country by the Red Army, peace, ‘the struggle for social progress
all over the world’, or the jsi};tieth anniversary of the Communist
Party. -

This is one example among many from the Czechoslovakia of the
1980s. History repeats itself, Marx wrote, tragedy returns as farce.
In contrast to the famous quip, Stalinist art of the 1950s was the
farce; post-1668 cultural ‘normalization’ is the tragedy.

The iconography of socialist realism was everywhere the same: it
hailed the advent of the new tman. East-Central Europe of the 1940s
and 1950s inhetited it from the Soviet Union of the 1930s. In the
1980s it can still be found in Romania and Bulgaria as well as in
Cuba or Ethiopia. ’Sodialisét fealism derived from the Stalinist view
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that man was merely the product of sotiety and that a radical change
of soctety andculture was the surest way to,chan‘ge‘m‘an’s con-
sciousness. So.while social-realist painters; portrayed workers and
peasants cheerfully marching towards the radiant future,. the ‘new
man’ theory could also justify €xperiments in social engineering, even
re-education in the gulag. The vision hada utopian, lyrical dimension
(which accounts, at least in part, for its initial appeal among creative
people); but the reality has chilling, totalitarian overtones.

The personality cult became, of course, a major inspiration for

the arts. On the occasion of Stalin’s seventieth birthday in December
1949, a competition was launched in ‘Hungary for the design of a
. statue of Stalin to be erected in the centre of Budapest (an episode
- vividly described by Janos Poto in the Hungarian journal Historia).
Some twenty-five sculptors presented their work to a selection com-
mittee chaired by the chief ideologue and:Minister of Culrure, Revai.
He described the purpose of the exercise as follows: “This statue is
born of the soul of the Hungarian natios Itisa Hungarian statue.
The political thought of the old ruling «classes was symbolized by
dwarfs such as Werboczy [who wrote the first Hungarian legal code].
We shall correct this. We shall symbolizé our political:will with real
giants, with heroes of the nation, fight § for freedom and national
independence.’ S
Some of the competitors apparently got a: bit carried away, their
version of Stalin sometimes resembling Napoleon or the Hungarian
poet Petdfi. The head of the BudapestiCity Council complained
about the bad taste of some of the statues: ‘Some of the faces are so
distorted that orie should immediately start proceedings against the
authors.” The happy winner of the contest, Sandort Mikus, tried to
convey his deep involvement with the subject: ‘Often at night Stalin’s
face appears to me; I turn on the light and:draw the traits of his face,
the way he stands, his gestures are engraved in my mind.’
The statue was inaugurated in Budapést on 16 December 1951,
in front of 80,000 people. A writer in afliterary weekly commented:
‘How immense he is! that is our first thought: How good he is, This

morning [ read a poem by Lebedev which hails Stalin as the gardener
of the earth. I sull think of that poem ‘The black earth breathes,
the grass and the: trees are full of dew. : know this well, our dear
gardener’s smile under his moustache’ SN ‘ o
Less than five 'yféars later the ‘gardener'of the earth’ was denounced
by Khrushchev 4s one of the greatest’ criminals in the history of
mankind. On 23¢October 1956, on the first day of the Hungarian
revolution, the statue of the hated dictator was pulled down and his
head rolled in the streets of Budapest, ‘
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. Atth¢ bﬁ:glnmng of M. ‘??‘l‘-’f Ajd’anblg (:1:.976)&}16 Polish film dlreic:ltlor
Andrzej Wajda makes an autobiographical allusion to his own ;ln
about a ‘hero of socialist labour’, from the Stalinist, era. Today ¢
recalls what socialist realism meant for the artists of rhls generation:

There was a great deal of _p’a-s_sibp and misu?derstandmg at the
! beéinﬁing when;all the i‘rhipijicgtl_pns were not cl;ar yet. W; .

thOtight‘ that socialist realism was _‘aklnd of- continuation o thfz 4

Saviet artistic avant-garde of the 1920s. We thought that behin

it was some idea, some urge to create a new art which would be

different from Western art; We were young and searching in

that direction. But it soon became clear thaFt what the authorities
had in mind was simply togiﬁqi_,ta:té Soviet art. You hgd to pg{gt
the way the Soviets did, you had to compose the way they di -
and ‘writers had to write like the writers in t__he Soviet Umor;].
co%uf‘é'é, l'oﬁfi hias io ask; wh:a‘t--w"gélxt all for? fhe reason was that
the artsiwere 4 fragmentof a larger whole with anjaim to create

a new, socialist man. He should have‘dlfferc?n; feelings, a ?éfferent

mor;ailitf/ .&ﬁd a different view of ‘ith: WOrld§ 50 that} he..coul >

almost independently of thos ho lead hn;n,:_ kHO\iV his place: to

bea Httﬂe‘ SCTew ina hﬁgff: machine. - . .

Socialist real; sm attractéd believers but:glso opportunists who
used. politics asia fiterary’ springboard. The ;Pc;)l1s.11"ppe}'1c Zblzlgnﬁt;:;nv
Herbert gave a merciless accou _‘1"qf'a'yo'un‘g careerist s (‘Ie ca :ts him
Tadzio) maginary, yet only too realistic ‘confession”: went si .
meeting Wféitho]jdeﬁ writcrs_wjho Wéere;.supposed 'to mlstrucl; L;S, :n
Tadzio.. “They were wonderful poets and ‘nogehsgs f;rqm efore the
war, but from the!very beginning they did not likel us beclzguse “(;?c
wére;ybﬁ 2. Therefore we launched a frontal attack | We ;L‘.o wonte of
them that:he was a symbolist = which was a terrible _im:sul L. ed c‘)N d
anotheg tHat heiwas a passéist — which was also an Insu t_—han <
left slar'hmmg thel doort’ After we had left,%; we got together atnd
deciﬁdéd}tdgformi}a group.’ Butieven the gx_:ogp,‘.‘fvhicp 1}1’1:txaily enjoyﬁ;
the §.I5bﬁsgfjfshi  of the Minister of the Interlpr hlrrgse;f, eventua é
fell out of favour atid dispersed: ‘Miecek went to Poglad and starte
praise socialist realism in art —all those peasant women with cows
niners. I continiied to-write. I was getting tired of poetry.
3 r'poetry, I said, and I had better write a
novel. Tt f‘iaditd béa faétquﬁnqiie’l;?But my _COileagues were fastgr.
Silesia 4nd the miners were taken care of. Wltqld got the shlpyj:rbgz
somebody else — sugar plants, I got the fumnqre 1n§1u§try. A I
marginal, .but I took it anyway.” The account is a:bit ‘rough’, as
Herbert admits, but probably close to the truth.

; j : . .
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This all-encompassing Party. control of ‘cultural life gradually
started to break down in the post-Stalin era. Adam Wazyk’s famous
‘Poem for Adults’, published in Warsaw in 1955, marked the begin-
ning of the end of th? utopian age: S

I will nevér believe, my dear, in a magic spell;

- 1 will never believe in minds kept under glass;
but I believe that a table has four legs, =+~

‘but I believe that a fifth leg is'a chimera, .

* and when the chjmeras rally, my dear, ;. | i:
. thepone dies slowly ofa worn-out heart. |
Wazyk spoke for a W@obe generation of ‘believers’, ot jliS!t in Poland,
when speaking of the grief entailéd in his loss of faith:, ‘Have I'lost
the gift of seéing, or the gift of convenient blindness? I.am left with

a short note, with these verses of a new grief” * .0 . .0 |

But more than grief there was revolt among ‘writers in, Warsaw

and Budapest at their parting with the ‘ideological camouflage of
terror. Withih weeks, of K‘Khrushé}ic\‘r’s?denuhciatiori iof :Stalin’s
crimes at the Twentieth Congress of the Soviet I?arty; !itho'scow
in" 1956, Polish, Hungarian and: (more. cautiotsly)’ 'Cz{ech writers
demanded greater creative freedom. At & session of  the Polish
Council of Culture and Art the poet Antoni Slonimski denounced
socialist realiym as “a precision! tool for ‘destroying art!. The per-
secution -of "cjtical thought in past centuries, he I?aiddec;i,}] appears to
have been “almost idyilic’ compared 't the| Stalinist era. Jan Kot,
Poland’s leading, expir-t on Shakespeare, said on the'same occasion:

We have been tryihg to explain reality and not to learn the truth;
to explain and justify at any price, even at the price of truth.
Thus-modern history became a great miythology before our eyes.
Whenever the facts stood in the way, the facts were changed. If
genuine heroes were obstacles, they evaporated. Literature which
was not allowed to speak about crimes, literature which had to
keep silent about trials which shocked men’s minds and which
were the daily reality for years, literature which had a sealed lip
- and wandered even further. and deeper:into lies, created a more
and more fictitious vision of reality. . ' S ‘
Almast wWord for Word Siimila VoicssHivére heard aethle meetings of
the Petdfi "e:'fr;el'e-*ffn*qual kst falroy6lor i Prigueiat ithe Witers’
Congresd in'1956 antl again; ribre fordedity i gyl i} 11 vt
"But ' whilé "Stailiﬁié_t idéoldky!¢rumbled, the institution of cen-
sorship it left behind\was there to st@‘y,t;pﬁlcgd;ﬁhe;'hiigtpry of cultural
life in Central Burope canbe told ag gn,é;artiﬁgsjgdpp‘b;;e emancipation:
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from the regime’s ideology and the straitjacket of censorship. Para-
doxically, it is the regime’s extreme politicization of culture which
is the prime constraint on the artist, the writer and the film-maker,
and makes him long for art that would escape political control, that
would not be judged solely in terms of its political audacity. Yet the
same constraints often give literature and the arts in the Other
Europe that extrasharp edgeand the writera unique status in society.
Stefan Heym, a leading East German writer who was expelled from
the Writers’ Union in 1979 after the publication in‘the West of his
novel Collin, compares his situation to that of the writer in the West:
_ As a writer in the West’ you can write practically anything you
1ikeé, it doesn’t make ‘any difference, nobody gives a damn. Of
course; your work is being read, people may bezntertained by i,
but it has very little political effect. In this part of the world it’s
entirely different. The ‘writer has more weight; that is why you
have censorship, becatisethis word counts and b:cause politicians
‘must take what he writesiseriously. Therefore it is much .more
fun to work in this so-called socialist part of the world. .

[t

_ Is it because the writer’s word has more weight that you have
censorship, or 1s it censorship that gives the wtiter’s word more
weight? At any rate, battlés with the’ censor havé: not always been
‘fun’. In a system where the news media are not free, where the
average citizen tends,to believe exactly the opposite of what he has
heard on ‘television, where people read only the sports ppage in
newspapers because ‘it’s the place where they den’t lie’, literature
and the arts is where people know they can find a more genuine
insight, into the world they, live in. It is fiction that is ofter closest
to the reality, to a basic human truth. Of course, under censorship,
that truth'is often conveyed indirectly; people léarn to read between
the lines. ‘In Poland;”says Ryszard Kapuscinski, ‘we read every text
as allusive; every situation.described — even the most remote in time
arid space — is immediately applied to Poland. Every text'is'a double
text. Between the lines we look for the message written in'invisible
ink, and the hidden message we. find is treatéd as the only true one.’

Kapuscinski’s own book about Iran under the Shah is an illus-
tration of what he describes, as is Stefan Heym’s King David Report,

A o

which tises# biblickl sétting for & brilliant analysis of the historian’s

relationship with tilith and'power ir artotalitarian state,
“Art'andrespeciiily litérature becomes the mirror of a sociéty, the

orflg_‘_f plice where'its' cofitémporary problems or the ‘white spots’ in

its history“can be disclissed: Tt is*in this sense that literaturé'gives

! . [ PR STRE
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In East Germany in the early 1970s several .young . authors
described in their books.the alienation of youth-ip an authoritarian
state. Ulrich Plenzdorf’s The New Sufferings of Young W, which
became a cult book in 1972, is the story of a teenager «dropping .out

_ of the system after a row at work; his:attempt to live freely on the
margins of society ends tragically, with the suicide of the dropout,
a hitherto unknown hero in East Germin literature. Wolker Braun’s
Incomplete Story and Reiner Kunze’s Wonderful Years (1976) were

‘moving depictions of the petty but relentless harassment of young
people by officialdom. Clearly, the authorities were no longer pre-

pared to tolerate aily longer such exposés of their failure in the eyes
of the young generation. Kunze was forced to emigrate after being
told by a senior official, “You won’t sdrviveﬁwhat we have in store
for you.” The rift between the writers and the regime-became com-
plete when the singer Wolf Biermann was forced into exile. Others
followed: Jiirgen {uchs,’ Sarah Kirsch, Giinter Kiirlert,” Thomas

Brasch. It has beeh said that the best German literature is in the

East. It:should be aidded that some of th best East German literature

is now in the West;" SR .

For-a few years, the authorities seemed to have bought some

respite. But the alienation of the yourig' generation, its resentment
against militarismand ideological' coritral; is: stroniger-than ever.
And there are nevy young writers to-express its frustrations and
aspirations. One of them is Liitz Rathénaw, born in 1952, first
arrested in 1980 after the publication in' the West of his: short stories
Prepared for the Worst. In one of the:stories a ruler, declining to
enforce his personality cult, demands that worship be accorded to
his dog. In another; two men fight a ditellover a disagreement as to
how many times humanity could be annihilated in the next war, His
view of German ‘history is no more to: he liking of the authorities
than his humour:; S : RN

"The finger I left at Verdun,
an ear at Stalingrad -7

I give my head:

to our new state.

The subject of censorship, the confrontation of the individual
with the impersonal machine of the state, is also a theme in Monika
Maron’s writing. In The Female Defector she describes some of her
own dilemmas through the thoughts of Josefa Nadler, a journalist
and the main character of the novel: “Whatever is not printable
isn’t thought through, It’s only a short path from unprintable to
unthinkable as soon as you agree to measure reality by this standard.’
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er cl ,..l}es_;';ﬂi!i.l};ﬁﬁamnadé “We’. {1 'will say this once
ever,speaks of himself in the plural has to allow me
to address him.inthe plyral, Anyene who is a “‘we” also has to be a
“you’}.and: a “they And, jif they, make, their Qpig;qns into, mine
without askingjpermission, I'ltsay “me? tome and *them’ tothem.”’

Monika Maron’s work, is banned and, her only contact vvr_xt_h the
public is through readings in Father Eppelmann’s chu‘rgh in East
Berlin. What she resents most about the current situation is less the
degree of control'per se than the constant ‘patronizing guidancc?’ of
the state which affects. people’s everyday life: “The GD:R functlons

- like an authofita an kif}d;_rga.rten{’: .

and the art. of ithe metaphor’ 1!;:3 coqn;t;rWeig_'h_t to
as well in the/cinema, be i Polish films after
Wajda, etc.); the Czech filmg of ‘the 1960s or
Hungarian films since the late '1970s. 1 o :

The favourite themes of the Czech ‘hew wave’ ranged from an
indictment; of limpersonal bureaucrafic rule to the exploration of
sexital freedom. But all these'films wete, after a]‘_a!,!l, produced by the
state bureaticracy, ne explanation is that, whenideology begins to
crumbie, the Rarty ideological ‘watchdogs lose their totich and the
empty space is filled by a new generation of film-makers, keen to
break the’ official’ taboos.: Not with. politics, but with irony, with
imagination, with a new language that society canjidentifg’y with. The
Czech ‘new wave’ 'wasl the product of a close interaction between
film directors, writers'and critics. Theré was a rich and free-spirited
cultural life in the Prague of the 19605 which helped to bring about

- The new: réa;
official dogma o
1956 (Polanski,

some of the masterpieces of European cinema. ;| |

For theifirst time Czechoslovak cinema became free from the
constraints of the market, but also from the' dictates of ideology.
Antorin Lichm, a leading Czechiliterary and film critic’at the time,

explains this ff;arfsfbrmati'o'n:'-

In the 19508 it became ‘in¢reasingly clear that fhe liberation of
film from the dictates of the market:meant its subjugation to the
dictates of the'state.But wheén the system started to break down
and the people in charge of film'at all Jevels became unsure, less
strict, the system regained someé of its positive'qualities: the
creators of film were getting more control over the industry. The
nationalized system could be the worst when. it’s tightly run but,
as Czech director Ivan Passer [now living in the United States]
said, when this system falls apart it is the best system you can
have. Film-makers were never so free as in the 1960s in
Czechoslovakia. The same is true, at different times, of the other



film mdustrres in East Central Europe And, who knows,
something like that could now also happen in the Sov1et Union.

Jifi Menzel, director of the Oscar- wmnmg Closely Observed
T'rains, recalls the emergence of the ‘new wave’:

I remember that not just us at the FAMU Film'School, but
everybody felt some scorn for-what they saw,on the screens or
read. in newspapers. eople would say ‘it is hke in a film’ when
they meant that something was not. qulte true.. This created a
craving for something truthful. ! remember what a discovery at
the end of the 1950s and early 1960s Amenean documentary
films were for-us. They taught us how ro use the- camera.
Cassavetes’ Shadows, that was a great drscovery for us; compared
to those elaborate films made in studios with actors covered with
make-up. A -whole generation suddenly: knew not how.to make
ﬁlms, but what kind of films they did not want to make

Mrlan KunderaJ who was one of the teachers at the Prague Film
School, calls that generation the ch1ldren of Ka_fka_ This is because
they shared wrth the author of The Trzal a tragi' mlc vrsmn of the
world: : -

In contrast w1th the classical rmnd whrch dtvrdes the: vlvorld ;
between the spher¢ of tragedy: and comedy, Prague (or Central
European) humour ignores: such boundaries.; It is not therefore
so much a different humour as'a differernt View of the world
which considers the comical side as-an indivisible part of every .
human situation. Norhmg, nobody is spared the comital which
s part of our condition, our, shadow, our relief and our
£ tdemnatlon Forlman leave s'In 1o doubt Fzremen s Ball,
h}s last flm shot in CzechosIovakla CI967), Starts witha funny -
dralogue abq)ut the cancer of: the fireinen’s chief, and hrs humour
becomes unbearable and masterful when at the end another old
man watches his house in ﬁames e P

In The Caszle, Kundera notes, Kafka had aiso dealt wrth a ﬁremen s
feast which turns intdia tragedy.. ‘Nelther Forman nor Kafka meant

to show disregard for the, glory of fire extlngur mg But both like
to show”the behav1our of the' 1nst1thtiona]rie ,rnan (the represen—
tative, ‘pat’ excellence, of modern mankmd)" precrsely ifi' the rost
ordinary and absurd. s1tuat1ons, precl,se ydl’mts mosit subordinate and

-mnocent 1nc:amat10ns e

k]
11 KN

Firemen’s Ball takes place ‘in a!'prov ncial townshlp in Bohemia. "

The ball it organized by group of totally linept ‘ﬁrernen who are

'Passer s Intzmate ng

unable even to prevent people from stealing the pr;zes for the lottery,
let alone put out a fire. At the end of the film they discuss what they
should tell people about the situation. But by the time they decide
to go out and tell people the truth there is nobody there; nobody is
interested any more because everybody knows. The film ends with
the man whose house has burned and the fireman sleeping in the same
bed in a snowstorm; the victim and his “protector’ find: themselves n
the same situation: they: have both lost everything. '

_After the Soviet- led invasion Firemen’s Ball featured prommently
on the list of forbidden films. Next to it was another masterpiece of
the late 1960s, Jan Nemec’s Report on the Party and the Guests. The
novelist Josef . §kvorecky, closely dssociated with the Czech film-
makers of the 19605, exp'}ams why a film about an unusual birthday
party provoked the ‘normalized’ censor to attach to Nemec s film
the label ‘banned forever’: S

One of the ideas about Communlsm, never, of course, expressed
'~ in so many words, is that revolution, in spite of the feelings or
wishes of the people, will force them into happtness And that’s
what the film is about. A host invites guests to & party, many are
‘uneasy, clearly not as happy as they should be and one of them
decides to leave the party So the host sends dcigs after him. The
*filin ends with the whole screen darkening and those hounds of
~Baskerville obvrous!y huntmg the man who dec‘1ded not to be

“happy.*

The party as a metapho for the Party Breaking the tacit loyalty to

the Communist Party, and the will to act as an individual, was
somethmg subversrve for both the purveyors of collective happiness
and the silent majority::And this is why what might seem-an elitist

film for intellectuals had such an impact: ‘It is o demandmg film,’

says. Skvorecky ' ‘Yo‘ur ave to have some experlence of modern
literature. But even not very educated people in Czechoslovakia

'understand Kafka’ better than most'in the West. Take The Trial: a

man is being arrested and does not know why; in'the end he perishes
without ever learnlng why This is something that in Kafka’s time

.was just a nightmare. But then it became a reality for many people
in our country. So people understood such a film very well.’

‘Nothing. could be further retnoved froi Soviet-style filmi ihaKing
(where war movies were what Westerns are for Amencan cmema)
than the antr-herorc neo-realism of the Czech ‘new wave What
prowded the d1screet ¢harm of the Czech films of the 19603 was the
SlmphClty of their" almost mrcrosc0p1c observation of reality (Ivan

g or Forman s Loves of a Blonde) in the
A ;
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md. a portrait. of society as

microcosm of human action they f
a,whole, This accounts for the, political dimension of films with
apparently non-political subjects sich as Firemen’s Ball: art as
demystifier of ideology. G

When censorship collapses, the drtist finds himself in. a';
situation, free to be concerned only With his art father than with the
fate of the nationj. This is what Jan Nemec, director of ‘The ]

: n } The Party
and the Guests, sai’d 10 A. ]. Liehm during the Prague Spring of 1968:
The difference between today and ‘yesterday is primarily that we
all find oursel\g;;és in a situation that we were not ready for. The
cards have been redealt, the game is.open and, for a moment,
everyone can play what he wants, The moving force of all our
activity has be¢n ‘the struggle against the dark forces of reaction’,
to borrow a phrase from Stalin’s History of the Bolshevik Party.
‘The driving force has fallen by the wayside, at least for the |
present. When one lives in a society which is essentially. unfree,
it is the obligation of every thinking person to attack obstacles to
freedom in every way at his disposal; Which is what happened.
Now, of cours, everyone is faced Wwith a choice: what does he
really want? What does he feel must be dorie and said ini the new
situation, in which people are no longer behind barbed wire, but
rather within a normal society so that; in our case, a different
sort of activity will be called for? & - FEEE
‘We shall never know what Hungarian or Czech artists would have
done with their newly conquered fre¢dom. in 1956 or 1968. One can
note, however, that the great works of post-war Central European
literature were not written and the gredt films were not conceived
during the brief periods of freedom (when censorship collapsed) in
1956, 1968 or 198b, though many could then be published or shown
to.the public. This is even more striking in the Soviet Union today,
No new names have appeared. There is a-fdistinctly ‘necrophiliac’ feel
about Moscow’s bestseller list under glasnost. From Akhmatova’s
‘Requiem’ to Tvardovski’s ‘Right to a Memory’, from Pasternak’s
Doctor Zhivago to Grossman’s Life and Destiny, from Platonov and
Bek to the émigrés Nabokov and Bunin, all the missing pieces of
Russian literature;l(and, through them, all the taboo subjects of post-
revolutionary history) are now revealed to an insatiable public —
posthumously. When censorship relaxes, it is time to empty the
drawers. :
Instead of a return to a ‘normal society’, as Jan Nemec hoped for,
Czechoslovakia was promptly bullied into being a ‘normalized’ one.
The intellectuals \__{P‘vfho played such a prominent part in preparing the

3 Lhy ¥ L :’\T‘-!..‘_:\--v a4 :
‘and their works'removed fro

LEJZ:

TN PR IR

||I il \T’?e‘

i T

¥ } / ;.“. sl Phpeadady gt i, B, :
cultyral bac Fﬁs;ue‘i-:,:Stﬂiz.lpgmaﬂ;.}CI{&.,}EQW ;thle
FE3Es ag;gets 0 !:‘}}.‘ pi‘n.i Ao §t9fﬁit19&,gf Joﬁufl:l]l?’l;\ iy (]i:]‘\,a'tﬁfo -
owed; was, the most ruthless and uncompromising suppression of a
culure,in the Communist worldy except perhaps for ithe) Chinese
Cultyral Revolution, What the French pest Louls Aragen called the

‘Biafra, of the

nat hundreds of authors were banned
rom libraries; more than two-thirds of
journalists were ‘purged; university professors (including 145 his-
torians) became! window cléaners; nightwat¢hmen . or = stokers.
(Maybe this lis what the Party ideologues meant by| ‘raising the
cultural leveli of the working class’?) Their students wé‘re subjected
to a very 'strict, system of political vetting. Te! mention only one
example of what' ‘normalization’of culture and edication means,
the ‘loyalty oath” for high-schicol teachers statés: “In line with the
principles of Communist education I will strive to develop my
pupils’ love for their socialist fatherland, to inspire respect for the
working class and the Party and raise them in the spirit of Marxism—
Leninism.’ As Milan: Kundera put it: “In its duration, extent and

rit’ me

consistency, the; massacré of Czech culture after 1968 has had

no.analogue in the history of the country since the Thirty Years
Josef Skvorécky, who, like Milan Kundera, fow lives in exile, is

hest known; in the West for his novel fittingly entitléd The Engineer

of Human Souls. Bt he is also’ a:publisher of authors now banned
in Czechoslovakia: fWe publish, among other things, a dictionary of
banned Czech writers. which now*has some five hundred entries. I
am not saying that all these péople are geniuses.. Many ‘of them are,
of course, aver’age'or-worse:'than,average. But t%ley are writers and
they have the right to express: themselves. Sd imagine that in a
country of ten million Czechs there are five hundred names on the
blacklist. You would have to multiply this by tweénty to get the
number of American writers that would be -banned urider such a

Words such as ‘counter-culture’ or ‘und'ei'g"ﬁound_’”_"cul:mre have
been used, sometimes too loosely, in the West since the 1960s. In
Central Europeithéy have acquired a real mearﬁing. Czech culture
was literally drivent underground by the Husak regime. Hence the
extraordinary variety of unofficial cultural life: from samizdat pub-
lishing to the!‘living-room theatre’, from unofficial philosophy sem-
inars to rock concerts by banned: groups such as the Plastic People
of the Universe. The poet‘and translator Jan Vladislav has been
deeply involved with independent publishing in. bz‘echofslovakia, not

just since 1968 but since 1948:
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Czechoslovakra § parallel culture is not merely the legacy of the
Prague Sprmg of 1968; it is the continuation of thel spiritual
resistanceiof the 1950s. Interestlngiy, because: it mvoIved after
1968 a number of people who had. worked for many years in the
official structures, it gave the 1ndependent activities 8 more
effective, more ‘organized’ character :than before The
normahzauon of the 19708/ also engendered a change of outlook.
in the 1950s, Czéch and Slovakisplrltual resmtance was. geared,
quite naturally, th lan eventual relaxation of regime pressure, and
events were'to vmdrcate such an approach During the 1970s the
resistance: qulckly came to realize that the prospects for change
from within the regime were far from favourable and it was
therefore vital, without delay, to work elther on the fringes of the

- official structures or ent1rely outsrde them.

For the wrrters thrs was' a completely new ;sztuatron Wntmg
directly for samizdal was a llberatron from censorshrp, and, perhaps
more 1mportantly, from self—censorshlp Although it can be a liber-
ating experience, wr1t1ng for the unofficial network also implies a
risk of being cut off from one’s! udience. Unlike in Poland where
samizdat publlcatlons are sold in thousands or: tens, of thousands, in
Czechoslovakla typewritten copiesare 1str1bu d'in hundreds. Even
th sach’ copy reaches dozens of readers some writers are con-
ricd about the danger of creatmg a closed tist cu_lture which
remains djvorced fiom the society at'large. "The situation is par-
ticularly dlfﬁcult for; a playwrlght hke Vaélav H vel For Whorn does
he Wrrte?) o g 3 :

Drama is an art which is created in concre e placea it has to
have a home. It 1s| written forla,c tain cultural and Sp1r1tual
situation w1thout which it canniot live It isinot something that
can be transferred at will and. it-was very difficult for me to get
used to wr1tmg plays which are then performed only abroad, in
England or in Yugoslavia. I write'as if my plays were to be
performed here and now. My plays are circulated in samzzda.r

' on tape'or even video cassettes. Actors from the Prague theatres
all know my plays and generally know more about my work than
'1 & about theirs. Bit o bry' §Tddstited for the ls‘tage @hd T find,
i and'maé again, that Pedp 0 Hot khow hely
and’ Why shotild they° Plays‘aré 't lhean to! “é’rea

- seén on sﬁage So I ﬁnd myselit’r
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Although the developmerit of samizdat has since the 1970s become
a common feature of cultural life in Central Eyrope, only ‘nor-
malized’ Czechoslovakia displayed such a clear-cut divide between
officially controlled and independent culture. The trial of the leaders
of the Jazz Section of the Musicians’ Union at the end of 1986 was
the ultimate paranoid gesture in the authorities’ artempt to suppress
what Skvorecky aptly calléd the ‘grey zone’ between the two'cultures.

Elsewhere in Central’ Europe the limits berween them have
recently become mcreasmgly blurred — that is, in countries where
there is an independent culture to speak of. In Re: mania there is no
literary samizdar and the obsessmn with control even led Ceausescu
to introduce a new.law which requires all typewriters to be registered.
Asked about the effects of the law a member of the Writers’ Union
answered, ‘I would not know. I write in longhand .. .’ In Poland and
Hungary the combmatron of the vigour of mdependent culture with
the relative tolerance of the authormes is creating a new situation in
which the divides of yesterday no longer seem to be a'sure’guide.

In some countries siuch a ‘grey zone’ can develop thanks to the
role. of the Church, which is by definition an institution on the
borderlines of dissent and ofﬁcmldom, challenging the oﬁic1a1 ideol-
ogy while" en;oymg a legal if constricted existence. In Poland,

.especially since martlal law, the Catholic Church has’ provided. pro-
- tection for artists banned from. the oﬁicral media. Concerts, exhi-

bitions, theatre performances, poetry readings take place in parish
halls, the only place where people can gather freely
A srmllar role, though on a smaller scale, is played by the East

,German Protestant Church. The Kirchentag, the wannual festival of

the . Church, is the largest and’ certamly the freest cultural mani-

,festatlon in East Germany And because it is free it has its own

‘dissidents’. This is a cutious gathering, the socks-and-sandals

. ,brlgade of the Chrrsnan—Marmst d:alogue, hippies, egahtarran social-

ists, Christian ecolo- pac1ﬁsts and'punk- groups It is in East Germany

‘that you will find the last sincere Marxists in the Soviet bloc: The

ideology of East Germin counter-culture is a rhixture of critical
Marxism, Protestant moralism and ‘Green’ anti-authoritarianism.

- It has preserved a somewhat dated 1960s mixture of $ocialism and
'post 1ndustr1al utopia — and earnestness. .

. While in West Berlin

-angry ' puitks ‘andr squatters“ﬁght all"Aight: with the police, 'a“mere

stone”s throW" from the Wall express&ng their bitter hatred for the
' socréry,“m Babt 'Betlin' éven the punks have an innocent
‘eved: hspecially whién, 'alsd’a 'mere stone’s ’throw from

look ifi‘their

the Wall, they thant, ‘Gorbachiev! Gorbachevl” - .- ik

It Po'l'ahd _’thé Chin‘th‘ i the ofﬁc1al COumer culture, the ’rep031—
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tory of an, alternatwe 1deology It has'i
Lublin, its' Cracow-based pubhshlng house (Znak) andits weekly
Tygodnik Powszechny, the only truly, mdegendept legally published
papenma‘the Coemmunist world, Founded;in:| 945,;;he\pgxp’ imals she
down in: 1953 when it courageou;sly refuséd to; printian obityary
Stalin: But since its, errval in, 1956:during a,per old-,.ofh
it has managed to subtain its independence and a prestigious list of
contributors, which includes the former Archblshop of Cracow,
Pope Wojtyla. The quality and the moral stature of the paper has,
according to its editor for forty years ]erzy Turow:cz, been even
more firmly establ;lshed since its relat:onshlp w1th the censor has
been made exphert ‘

W:th the relat:vely more liberal law on: censorshlp passed m 198 1
we have the right to indicate the places wheré censorshlp

_ intetfered, so that the reader is aware of what is going on,
Although We are reasonable and prudent peopie, with.a lot of
experlence, we have every week two of.three articles taken out,
not to mention smialler ¢uts on.virtually every. page. They.

concern a variety of issues; especmlly pohncs, of course,’ and o

Church—state relatlons S :

Desplte the initial crackdown on the cultural milieu in the imme-
diate aftermath of martial law, Poland has (once again) become the
freest country in the Soviet bloc in terms of the regime’s tolerance
of. unofficial views. This, despxte official: rhetorzc, owes little to
Gorbachev-inspired glasnost; it is the result of the formidable expan-
sion of unofficial publishing over the last decade. Poland has moved
from a situation whe  most of the leading intellectuals wrote dlrectly
for the samizdat to 4 situation where the sime. artlcle can appear in
both the official and the unofficial circuit: The samzzdat is almost
the victim of its own SUCCESS, 3

"The most telhng illustration of the' hange was’ the legal pub-
lication in 1987 of a hitherto leadxng' samizdat ]ournal Réspublica,
There: was a heatvd discussion in of ition circles: about the
political . 1mphcatto as of breakmg a Boycott - imposed- on' official
media since the miiitary coup of Dece ber ‘1981. Marcin- Krol, a
well-known historian, is the ed1tor of journal.: What happens
when a dissident meets a censor? N S

It was a difficult dilemma, of course. But we thought that we
could not spend the next twenty or thirty years waiting. Today
we are the first )ournal which is totally 1ndependent of the state
and of the Churc h. It is a strange feelmg for me going to see the

atllohc Unwers1ty at

liberalizati g}?

+in ‘the long run, 1eop I
stand. , If you are’'u

ik " ST bbb Ly G sk
o 1 e, POF"‘;’FF of, Culrute., 1;&
‘ Ap ol '. sty e BERT bk T
Censora lb“t hﬁf dlY ?i.'i ally new onein Ehlﬁ@mmtrYe Slﬂ;i?‘th[ ¢ wa. -
wnd whar vep rsssns butowe have to,dg tha 13,
u fia T, bur.. . L don” :la;way,s“ )
cirap heya rmteresttsl&wsté -
QOF lnL Q.q'gh'tﬁp flﬂ L ‘% : pes%l q a 1{ {1@9{_0 [N AT i
hormrsso Aong 35, topalifananism’ o Qommumm is,fgplaced, .
‘Stahmsm .Or mstead of ‘the:Soviet Union’ ybu are asked to

put a ne1ghbour1ng country’. : Most confiscated things actually
concern the Sov1et Union, but then everybody in Poland knows
what the Sov1et Umon 1s, so 1t s ‘ ly the most. 1ntellectually
' st1mulat1ng sub;ect: o i AT S

léad.eéésaa

’ Most approprlately for a )ournal of hberal orientation Respubhca is
prwately owned! Indeed, ﬁnanc1al mdependence is; for Marcm Krol,
d precondition of edltonal 1ndependen¢e “To promote 1ndependent
cultiire you need a space. To have a space you also rieed money and
in’ Poland there are only two: sources of support: the state and the
Church.  am a Catholic but: we try: to be independent of. both Is
he worried that his‘change of status:from dissident to legal might,
d_xze his 1ntegr1ty? *You must know wheré you
ure ‘of yourself it is risky 0 ry to reach a
4 strong

$

compromise. To make a compromxse you have 1o: have ave
comrmtment to a set’ of values you: wish to prornote T
- Poland used to be. the country where things were sunple,} he battle

lines were clearly. drawn. No longer so. Now it has’ been admitted,

the ideological bankruptcy of the Party is being put to good use - 1o
the confusion of everybody .else. In this respect Poland’s cultural
{ife might come to resemble that of Hungary, the country par excel-
Ience of ¢ represswe ‘oleranc ; ,

Hungarian mt IE:Ctuals have: =become the most prohﬁc writers
on the subject | Iof

'n'orshxp ever, since ‘cknsorship itself started
withering awayr ! : - ars ago when leading phil-
osophers of the Budapest schoo (A: Heller, F. Feher, G|. Markus)
were advised to ‘exert their ‘critic: ‘powers in Australia rather than
in Budapest, when Gyorgy Konrad Became Hungary’s best-known

' non-person, and Mtklosz Haraszti 'went on trial for disseminating a

manuscript relected by an ofﬁcml b blrsher The year was 1974, the
title- l”zecewm‘k,I Hdngarlan samizdat was born. The Party stiffered a
defeat and has since given: up: hope of restormg the tdeologlcal
foundations of censorship. That was its original sin. By losing the
ideological compass and becoming increasingly vague and per-

~ missive about norms and taboos that had been the spice’ ‘of cultural

life in Central Europe for more than four decades, the retreatmg

1
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Party managed 1o spread utter confusion in the ranks of the Hun-
garian intelligentsia. Besides the ‘happy few’ such as Konrad, Kis
or Haraszti who are published in samizdar (thanks to the diligence
of their publisher, Gaber Dernszky), the others suffer at' the hands
of a vanishing censor. Each step in the liberalization has only con-
tributed to the brewmg discontent. Now that thefe are almost no
taboos left (except, of course, the Soviet Union) the revolt has been
orought into the open. At the conference of the Writers’ Union in
1987 the d1ss1dents took over and the Party loyaltsts became ‘the
‘dissidents’, forced to, set up a. ‘vival confidential groupmg And
the rallying cry of the triumphant yet' 1ncreasmgly angry -mob of
emancipated writers? ‘Bring back censorshipl” . o

This is.a typ}u:ally Hungarian paradox, but. it isnot meant to be
funny. The writer Istvan Eorsi| has beéen the ﬁrst to launch the
campaign for the restoration of censorship The - abolltzon of the
office of the censor, ‘the argument goes, 'has merely shifted the
respons1b111ty for censorship en to the-editors and ult1mately on to
the writers themselves, Sandor Osoon, ,he best known of the ‘popu-
list” writers, denounoee the unb‘ ig ﬁ self—éensorshlp
ot suﬁfocate you

But makes you t:ough You m FO
From the safe’ dlstance of the velvet p son of samzzdaz M1klos
Haraszti prov;ded a. compassxomate verdict '

The old censorshlp is. 1ncreas1ngly 'bemg superseded by sorne-
thing altogether new, less vxsxble and more dangerous. : . .
Traditional censorship presupposes the inherent, opposition of
creators and censor; the new censorsl‘up strivesito eliminate this
antagonism. The artist and the censor — the two faces of - official
culture — dlllgently and cheerfully cultxvate the gardens together
This new culture is the result not of ragmg censotship, but of its
steady disappearance. Censorshlp professes Jtself to be freedom
because it acts, like morahty, as the comimnon sp1r1t of both rulers
and ruled. :

AT

Intellectuals in Opp051t10n . |
“None of this wt)uld‘ hhve Happenecll lf‘ E o‘uple
shot in time.” “Thus spdke’ with ‘charabteristic ft:inkhessi‘lezta"
Khrtishched, niné months hfterthe Rel ATy had Suppredsed 1
Hungarlan revol‘unon df'1956.: Tt felve.':ll% the‘l(e:stag’gerated‘) bo‘wer
Cbmmunlst reglmes theh attrllﬁuted to intellebiudls! ‘Int*ellee’tft‘falé el
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the Other Europe have traditionally been seen as an alternative elite:
spokesmen for nations without a state in the nineteenth century; for
nations without a voice after the Second World War. From the poets

of the revolution of 1848 to the dissidents of 1988, cutture in Central

Europe has often been the substitute for politics, and *he intellectuals
have been the ‘conscience of their nation’.

‘But they were a “false conscience’ at the time of the Communist
takeovers. Paradoxically, the advent of Commniunism, which
destroyed the mdependence of cultural life, has been welcomed by
a majority of intellectuals in :Central Europe. They had identified
with the ideological promise of the Party, which in turn rewarded
them with the illusion of power and the realities of privilege. But
soon they found their golden cage constricting, ind the crimes
committed in the name of lofty ideals too nauseatir.g. Critics from
within at first, they became critics from without; fr.m advocates of
the 1ndependence of culture, they became advocatss of the inde-
pendence of soc1ety As such the story of Central Huropean intei-
lectuals since the waris an mtegral part of the European 1ntellectuals
Jove affair with Marxism — the story of the ‘God tha': failed’.:

‘By the time the Commumst Party openly tool power, notes
Hungarian writer Miklos, Haraszn, ‘the majority’ of artists ‘were
already . committed to loyal service.” This was particularly true of
Czechoslovakia. A brochure entitled My Attitude Towards the Com-
munist Party was pubhshed before the Communist takeover in 1948.
It read like a ‘Who’s Who’. of the Czechoslovak intéllectual elite of
the time. Commumsts dld not rely only on forcé. In fact they
followed a Gramscian model -achieving ‘cultural hegemony™ even
before they won a complete monopoly of political power. The'emeér-
gence of the ‘organic intellectual’, loyal to the Party, confusing truth
with poht1eal expedlency, ‘was, the result not just of fear; but of
conviction. In Czeslaw Milosz’s words: “The pressure of the state
machine is nothing compared with the pressure of a convmcmg
argument.” Why did so’'many intellectuals succumb? Was: it }ust a
case of the intellectuals’ br1eﬂy going astray, or was it ‘compromise
with far-reaching consequences, what ]ullen Benda in the 1930s
called the ‘betrayal of the clerks’?

Milosz himself gave us. ‘memorable portralts of leading Pollsh
intelledtlials seduéed by thié' “New Pdith” that came 'fromi 'thé Bist:
former Catholic’ rlat1ohallst3‘ l’lke Andrzejewslu, author of Ashes and
'Dzamondl) OF §utvivors of the'death camps; pre war fellow travelers
and post-war convekts' fetﬁfnin’g‘ froin exile to take part ih‘the build-
ing of socialismy’ (Gallnskx, ‘ hirmski). There was a mixtiire of fas-

cmatlon and the f‘EeI‘mg of ; rﬁbdtence, opportumsm and the urge to
! : Ry g
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belong to an 1rre51st1ble and rrreyersmle for'ee f?)tftﬁktvsiory

‘Why did I become a Communist?’ gsks, the mai

. Kundera’s novel The Joke, and explams the excztement of belonging
to a movement that was at the ‘steering, wheel of, hrstory" At

* time 'we could really decide the fate of the people ) )

with power’, but also dizziness w1th mastermg hi tory Marx, ‘after.

- all, ' claimed that the task of the 1ntellectuals was no longer to interpret
the world but to change it.
But there was. also, -Milosz suggested an element of decelt, the
- ‘art. of the Ketman’, of outward confonmsm, transposed frorn the
- Islamic to the Communist world —'to the point ‘where it became
: unclear who was decelvmg whom. M1ght not the adapting. conforrmst
.writer be in the end deceiving only himself? :
. Milan Kundera-echoed this theme in his short story ‘Edward and
- God’: ‘1If you obstlnately tell a man the truth to his. face, it would
mean that you are taking him sertously ‘And to take. somethtng S0
" unimportant ser1ously means to become less than serious oneself. I,
you, see, must lie:+if 1 don’t want t 'take madmen sertously and
become one of them myself.” :
Beyond the paradoxes of fascinatiory and deceit. perhaps the mam
reason for the apjieal of Communism: at_the end of the war was the
collapse of the c‘ld world and its values. If. you have seen and
. experlenced hell ‘You do not want to- ‘improve’ it but radically to
change it. As ]an Patocka observed,’ Masaryktan liberal rationalism
was not enough ini the age of Hitler and Stalin. Wldespread coptempt
for liberal values' and politics accounts, at least in- part; for the
weak resistance' 6 Communism. Antorin Liehm was part of that
generation: ‘At the end of the war the, Soviet solution seemed to
many of us to be*the only one, because the: Western - solutron had
-crashed so badly @t Munich in 1938 and after. So, under the wings
of our “progresswe” tradition of - a culture committed ‘to social
change and our, young men'’s experlence, we eventually ran directly,
_ blindfolded, into the trap of Stalinisth.”™
The historical setting is no- ‘doubt éssential, though perhaps not a
- sufficient explan:itton for understandmg the post~war itinerary of
Central European intellectuals. Professor ‘Vaclay. Cerny (with Jan
Pato&ka possibly the most tmportant, yet marginal, intellectual figure
in post-war Czechoslovakia) gives a less generous interpretation. In

his memoirs (1984) he paints a devastating picture of the Communist

generation, the ‘class of 1948’: zealots and opportunists, careerists
quick to lead the purge and grab vacant jobs while the going was
good. There is bitterness, sometimes unfairness, in his uncom-
promising account, but only a scholar of his stature and of his
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: challenges ‘the v
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,:,.'I‘he years 195, to 1968,
*called off the perlod of ¢ gardem
- ofs soul- searohm Wha‘av&)

~and terrorrst pre CIIC€> 3

~‘of the Prague Spring they ren:
. ‘crimes commrtted after 1948
© . ‘crimes and 1deals is ‘not ‘

intellectuals mmally denounced slavery in; the" name ;of. the ideas

[T ¥ Y7 IS IO N R

of pulture 215,

O

i‘tl:.i;li,ap x :.,'_:_:"é:ﬁ e ke
stenpahs was his.
ygnond Aron, w1th whom hel
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_’engage proved «nght m-the—en could Wl:iltﬁ ,so freely abput the

glo Y. an demlse oﬂ‘the. Caech u{lte lectdal

erny S alte Pq],apd is, the poet Zblgmew Herbert I—Ie
ew that there was no other Way than to gwe in to

1ngulst, Stahn, once satd that dne does not need to
; Ine srmply has‘to have engmeers of hurnan souls.
" The government needed legmmacy which was prov:ded by the
the spucalled creatwe 1ntelhgent51a, and espec1ally
o‘I left: the bus ess. 1 did not' want to be part of it..

: I—Ierbert, W1th false modesty, denies that saymg no to the Great -

,-ngmst requ red courage For h1rn it was . a rnatter of taste’.

\ersus consc1ence‘ De Stahmzatton
m a cemetety’ and opened a period
‘ :a-sﬂt‘,hé% latlonshtp between hocrahst theory

Sgalinism a mere! deforlnatton ‘on the
;otherW1se healthy foundattons =of socrahsm> And if 5 one. should be
careful not to/throw out the soc1a11st baby with the d1rty bathwater

(the dlrty \bathwater bemg the millions who died.in the gulag).

. Such queshons ‘dominated; intellectual debate froml Khrushchev’s
: 'Twentleth Congress speech toethe Prague Sprlng of| 1968. Between
1956 and, L

968 ‘Ceritral European intellectulals denounCed Stalinist
crimes in’ the name ‘of socialist values and ideals. After the crushing
iced soc1ahst|1deas in the name of the
nd agam after 1 468: Such a d1alect1c of
que! to the Stahmst penod French

of the Enllghtenment Many of thelr twent1eth—century SUCCESSOTS

- denounced Western ltberal -values in, the name of the crimes or

m)ustlces attnbﬂted to colomahsm
‘The intellectual foundauons iof . rev1s1on1sm a crmque of Sta-

linism from within the Marxist 1deology, were remarkably similar

in Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia. Its leading philosophers
were Leszek: Kolakowski, Gyorgy Lukacs and Karel Kosik. It
entailed a critique of Stalinism in the name of a return to an increas-
ingly elastic interpretation, of ‘the 'thought of the young’ Marx and
of the old’ Engels. Above all it rejected ends justify the means’
theory and asserted the prlmacy of ethics over pohtxcs, of the Kantlan
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‘ategorical | Jmperative over Marx s laws of history.

Khrushchev’s vehement denunciation of Stalinist crimes without
offering a plausible ‘explanation left the Marxist intellectuals in
disarray. Many, as Norberto Bobbio wrote, were concerned that the
famous secret speech was not a “Marxist analysns But then, ‘neither
is Macbeth a Marxist text A cry of horror is netther Marx1st nor
anti-Marxist: it is a cry.’

The itinerary of the leading phllosophers of ¢ reVISlomsm inaway
highlights the ambiguity of the phenomenon, its power to erode the
system and its limitations. Gyorgy Lukacs exemphﬁed the con-
tradictions of the Party intellectual. He ' was, .as'is well known,
Thomas Mann’s model for the character of Naphtha in The Magic
Mountain. Like Naphtha, the Jesurt Lukacs was torn between the
rigours of an order with a unwersahstlc 1deology and the inde-
pendence of & man of culture. Often’ on the margins of heresy, he
eventually always gave in to the Party, accepting humthatmg self-

criticism in 1949 and again after 1956. ' He provided his numerous’

disciples (Agnes I—Ielier, Ferenc Feher and Mihaly Vajda among
others) with mtellectual ammumtmn against the sterility of Com-
munist dogma Yet when it came to the crunch hrs motto remained:
‘My Party right or wrong’ — even when tanks were called in to settle
philosophical argumqnts In Istvan E0r31 s pIay apprepriately called
His Master’s Vioice, Lekacs is-the'main character. As Stalinist crimes
come to be d;scussed the character of Lukacs answers: T too had
many problems with Stalin.' For| example, 1 could néver decide
whether he had reail Hegel.’ One of the very few. Marxxst phil-
osophers of stature ill alsoi go: down in history' paying tribute to
political idiocy: ‘Even the Wworst of ocmhsm w111 always be prefetable
to the best capttahsmf’ R ' e

Kolakowski and Késik represent & dlﬁ'erent 1t1nerary from revi-
sionism’ to a complete break with Communism. The former was
forced into exile after his expulsmn from Warsaw University and
has published in the West a most devastatmg critical study of Marxist
thought. He has remained a major intellectual influence on con-
temporary Polish dissent. Karel Kosik, author of The Dialectic of
the Concreté, has been reduced to silence for twenty years. The last
time he broke that silence was:in 1975 when the police confiscated
from hith 4 thousand ‘page manu‘scrlpt wIts tﬁﬁle 'was: On Truth.

THe Pfagué Sprmg of 19%% Wa§ the’ htgh' point of “trevisibnism’,
the culminatioh’ of the' conﬂmﬂ’b'eﬁween critical ‘intelléctuals’ and
political power’ Because the Czeeﬂb"' ovik de-Sealinization hiad: been
delayed it eventually camie' withld ‘vfeng #4ndel Tn ithé forefront was
the Commumst generatton 0f "’1'943 “recovering from its 'Stalinist
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hangover and compensating (sometimes over-compensating) for its
past failures. A ‘revolution within the revolution’, 1968 marked the
apotheosis of the political influence of the intellectuals acting as a
bridge between the Party and the people, ‘enlightening’ the ruler
while expressing the democratic aspirations of the society.

The tanks of August crushed the hopes of a reformed ‘socialism
with a human face’ and defeated the inteliectuals’ attempt to salvage
the ideals of their youth. Yet many experienced defeat as a liberation,
a belated reconciliation with their nation. Pavel Kohout, the Com-
munist poet, wrote in his Diary of @ Counter-Revolutionary: ‘For the
first time, after twenty yeéars, I have the sensation of belonging to
the nation.” Milan Kundera wrote of the traumatic days of August
1968: ‘It was the most beautiful week in our lives.” Eva Kanturkova,
the novelist and former Charter 77 spokesperson, tecently described
it as the ‘expulsion from paradise’, the prime virtié'of which is that

‘the one-time critical loyalists finally found them"elves in the same
position as the rest of the nation’. _

The divorce was by no means confined to Czechoslovakia. In
Poland it was completed with the pogrom against critical intellectuals
following student unrest in. March 1968. In Hungary it started with
the petition against the invasion of Czechoslovakia (signed by Heller
and Feher) - the first open protest against the Kadar leadership since
the days of the Hungarian revolution — and cuiminated with the
purge of the Budapest school (of Lukacs disciples) in the early 1970s.

The intellectuals’ revolt.against the bureaucrazic machine could
be effective only so long as ideology was taken se:iously. In the era
of routinized Marxism, the Party cared less and less for the support
of the intellectuals. No néed for ‘engineers of human. souls’ any
more. As Zbigniew Herbert put it “They loved s, they pampered
us, and suddenly they dumped us.’

This marked the end of the utopian mentality and the advent of
a new, more humble role for the intellectual. In Kolakowski’s words,

‘when intellectuals tried to become spiritual Jeaders or professional
politicians, the results were not usually encduraging. The market-
place, with all its dangers, is in the end a mere appropriate place for
them than the royal court.”

The outcome of the failure of ‘revisionism’ and the divorce
between the Party and the intellectuals was the collapse of Marxism
in Central’ Europe Except in East Germany, nobody takes it seri-
ously-any more. These developments, all associgted with the emer-
gence of disseiit; have reshaped the intellectual landscape in Central
Europe: First; there has been the return of genuine pluralism in a
restored, indepenident intellectual community. The ‘demotion’ of
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the Communist intellectuals created a new equality of ‘status’ and
access to samizdat publishing. For the first time since the war former
Communists and conservative Catholics;iliberals and social-demo-
crats engaged in genuine dialogue, united above all by a common
concern for the defence of human rights and for the autonomy of
society. from the tptaiitarian state. The Polish Workers’ Defence
Committee (KOR) set up in 1976, the Charter 77 movement in
Czechoslovakia or similar initiatives among the Hungarian demo-
cratic opposition testified to the changing role of dissent. Adam
Michnik’s ‘new e“vfolutionism’ and Vaclav Havel’s ‘power of the
powerless’ provided the intellectual framework of this new approach:
from the (pseudo) politics of reform from within the Party-state to
the ‘anti-politics’ of the self-emancipation of civil society.

Yet that very pr "*cess, which the intellectuals so ardently desired,
may also help brini about their dernise or at least leave them with a
more marginal rol¢ in society. Different aspects of this trend are
revealed in Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia.

In Poland, whers-civil society is strongest, the role of the dissident
intellectual has be%:::n challenged in the 1980s from two sources:
Solidarity and tie Church. Aleksander Smolar has  fittingly
described the mixed feelings of the intellectuals during what Michnik

called ‘sixteen mertths of carnival’:

Paradoxically,,fdir the intellectuals, the rise of Solidarity - this
great achievement also of intellectuals — signified a sort of second
fall. This time.it'was not a moral fall; it did not mean betrayal of
their vocation ogcf of national obligations. But after being demoted
by Communist-power at the beginning of its rule, they were now
dethroned by the new worker elite. The names of the new’
national heroes and leaders were unknown only a day before:
Lech Walesa, Zbigniew Bujak, Wladyslaw Frasyniuk, Anna
Walentynowicz. They became moral; social and political
authorities for millions of Poles. ' ‘

Paradoxically, Smolar adds with a touch of irony, it was General
Jaruzelski’s crackdown on Solidarity in December 1981 which also
marked the opposing intellectuals’ ‘comeback on the historical stage’.

Yet by that time the ‘stage’ was already occupied by another
‘organic intellectual’, the Catholic Church. In the aftermath of the
defeat of Solidarity, as often in the past, the Church appeared to
many as the ultimate rampart against totalitarianism. And the Church
indeed provided consolation and a home for retreat. The defeat of
society coincided with the spiritual triumph of the Catholic Church.
“The Church so effectively provided a shelter for alternative cultural
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activities that there is viftiially no space left nm;v berween Church
and .State, As:uMaxci_ni.gigo__il_-th,iifpg‘;‘{‘,lgg.b_,ﬁEip@ep;:pgc;m; of the state

is.in a sense easier than, to,be dependent of the Church.’ Is there

not a danger, as some already suggest, of a-tacit duopoly, in Poland
between a totalitarian Party AT ‘ )
society? And if sg, what do that imply, for, the Polish intellectual?
He strove for forty years to make Polish culture independent from
the state, but how independent ‘is he now of the Catholic Church?
Is there not a danger of a second ‘betrayal of the clerks’ as they
abandon, once again, the intellectual’s independence and identity?
Such provocative questions were asked by Adam Michnik, as if
to dispel the very, anxieties they reveal, in frontof a packed audience
in a Dominican church in Cracow. Michnik, after all, is perhaps the
best qualified to discuss them. Hi$ essay “The Church, The Left and
Dialogue’ in the mid-1970$ had éonsiderable influence in bringing
about the convergence between:the hitherto hostile traditions of the

lay left and the Catholic Church. Such a coryergence around the

values of truth, human dig'n_:itygand the defence of human rights is

possible, Mjehnik argued, because under Cor}lﬁrlnunism itis precisely
the Church that helped to preserve them in society. The Church in
a way had to remain traditionalist, even obscurantist, toinsulate the

Polish people from spiritual Sovietization. But today Communist

“ideology is bankrupt and cani hardly be presented as a major

challenge. Rathet, the triumph of the Church is such ‘that questions
can be asked about its. likely ieffects on the pluralism -of Polish
culture, particularly the place of its lay, indq?p'en_dent,j free-thinking
component. M_iphnik_id;tntiﬁedithese two trislitions with the names
of Cardinal Wyszynski and Witold'Gombrowicz: |

That which is' valuable in contemporary Polish culture arose at
the crossing of its great historical paths. At the meeting of the
Christian spirit with the free-thinking spirit, competing with
each other and mutually enriching each other. ... We, unhumble
Polish intellectuals, live between the prayer of Cardinal
Wyszynski and the raillery.of Gombrowicz, between ‘the truth
of the chaplain and the truth of the jester. Both are necessary to
us because eéach of them in its own way teaches us efficiency and
humility. © vk -

It is not easy to plead for pluralism and ihi"dependenjce when the
logic of a totalitarian system has stressed the primacy of the unity
of the nation’s spiritual resistance, its need to be identified with one
institution; Yet this is what Adam Michnik, the most committed and
independent of Polish intellectuals, calls for:

-gtate, and ;the. Qﬁi@ﬁuch?s hegemony in
i
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Be then devout, unhumble intellectual, but don’t renounce
scepticism in a world of political commitments; member of an
anti-totalitarian community, protect your homelessness; while
preserving faithfillness to your I?ational roots, nurse your
permanent uprodtedness; into a world of shattéred moral norms,
carry the simplicity of evangelical injunctions, and fill the smooth
world of officially codified values with the laughter of a jester
and the doubting of a libertine. For your destiny is neither to
celebrate political victory not ‘to flatter younown nation.

- L . . TR B Lo

‘Hungary’s equivalent. of a civil society is the ‘second economy’.
Whereas in Poland the social movements of the past, and the Church,
are powerful promoters of cohesion in society, the Hungarian
‘second society’ is atomized. The economic crisis has given it greater
autonomy, but it has also revealed its inner divisions and tensions.
This puts the opposing intellectual in a-difficult position. It is not
easy to be a spokesman for an' dtomized society. Only nationalism
could provide such a possibility, as the populists are well aware. But
for the ‘urbanist’. of the democratic opposition, the spectre of anti-
Semitism prevents this from being an option. - ‘ o

In October 1987 a gathering of Hungarian, intellectuals (writers,
economists, historians, philosophers) hired a boat for a trip down
the Danube. The topic was “The Present Crisis: Prospects for the
Future’. Khrushchey’s advice, to ensure the future ofCommunism
in Hungary, would probably have been to sink that boat. As it turned
out, the ‘boat of the future’ was a-symbolic goodbye to the Kadar
era and to the ‘prophetic’ role of the dissidentintellectual.

For how many years have we been afraid [asked Gy?t%;rg:y Konrad},
for how many years have we been speaking quietly among
ourselves? I am sorry, friends, but I was getting tired of this
extended state of being underage. We've created the aesthetics
of the ‘how to remain a little boy, even with grey hair, even bald’.
There is a crisis? Great! The town is becoming interesting. There
is something in the air. The midwives are busy. A condition
wants to be over. A time of Chroniclers. What is it that wants

to be born? A néw paradigm. The ‘homo étaticus’ opens like a
wardrobe, ahd oiit steps the ¢itizenl! The normial citizerl; come

of 8z¢;'who considers What hé'says afid'$ays What ie'thinks. He
dé*es'n‘*tjét‘ék"" eEmission foF free-thinking, Hetd weiare; socialist
citizénd, Ceiittal Buropéaiis: Marginal docieéty' oh the iargins of
Eabi ahd West, And for that réason drabibig Fromd both !
experiences. Compnbiog s preeg el e
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After yearsof embourgeoisement the current economic and political

crisis reveals a society in a state of flux. What sociologists describe as

its atomization has also brought about a new individualism. Making
money can be despised by intellectuals as an unhealthy obsession
with consumerism, but the new ‘burgher’ (bourgeois/citizen) will
now demand rights. Maybe the intellectual opposition as a com-
munity will become less important in an age of rampant individu-
alism, but both the old:intellectual and the new bourgeois will help
recreate a civil society of ¢itizens, emancipated from the paternalistic
state. oo frleo

:Such 'an;opti_rriistic__ view of the crisis is chalienged by Janos Kis,
a philosopher and a leading figure of the democratic opposition.
Whatever ‘its initial merits, he argued, Konrad’s ‘anti-politics’, or
the moral superioxi}:y'bf ‘anti-politics® over the ‘filthy-business’ of
politics, is hardly relévant in timies of crisis. The idea of ‘a con-
vergence — the writer frée from cénsorship and the entrépreneur free
from bureancracy, a mixture of economic individualism and ethical
elitism - can: hardly help a society to define what to think or how to
act. The scale of the present crisis heralds the return of ‘real’ politics,

_.of competing forces anid answers to overcome it.

Thé return of the individualistic citizen and-the return of ‘real’
politics:may not be mutually exclusive. But both will challenge the
role of the intellectual as a surrogate spokesman: for society.

" Czechoslovakia is a third case where the role of the -intellectual

has been altered, this time through isolation. After 1968 the intel-

lectuals who had.been the moving force behind the Prague. Spring
‘became the prime target of the repression that followed. For the
~Czech intellectual (the situation was somewhat different in Slovakia)
‘this marked a shift from power to society, from politics to ‘anti-

politics’. The dissident intellectuals became a-moral counter-power,

‘partaking of Havel’s ‘power of the powerless’. In the words of Jan
- Vladislav: . o S : | .

N Even if they do not strive direc_tly_for powet in the Commuhity,
“in a sense they have it regardless. It is a povzer of a particular
- kind. In general it-operates outside the established power

. structures, which is probably,orie of the main reasons why the

- powerful gonsider this kind of power so darigerous though its

: ._lteso,urce:s,cqnsisp'g}-gcllusively of words and ideas.
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" IThe ‘politicd‘of cotitet-culture and the ethics of spiritual resist-
afice have'dreéhted in’ Czechoslovakia a strong sense of @ dissident
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community. They also account, at least, in part, for its relative
isolation.. \ ' ‘

has moved from autonomy to defiance; of power., Vaclav Cerny

described the, Charter as ‘a milestone in the cultgal development of
the nation, a moment in the history of Czech spirit, restoring the

moral backbone, reviving the feeling for law, justice, human dignity

and the will for truth. It was a warning and a reminder to power-

holders, ali of them, everywhere.’ EE :

It was undoubtc;d-l'y the philosopher Jan Pato¢ka who became the
spiritus movens in the shift from politics to the ethics of resistance.
~ In attempting to define the nature of Charter 77 he stated:’

No society, no matter how good its tec_hnological' foundations,
can function without a moral foundation; without conviction
that has nothing.to do with opportunism, circumstances and
expected advantage. Morality, however, does not just allow
society to function, it simply allows human beings to be human.
Man does not define morality according:to the caprice of his

~ needs; wishes, teridencies and cravings; it is morality that defines

- man. ... The aforementioned relationship between the realms of
morality and the state power indicate that Charter 77 is not a
political act in the narrow sense, that it is not a matter of
competing with or interfering in the sphere of any function of

- political power. Nor is Charter 77 an association or an- '
organization. It is based on personal morality. It.is aimed"
exclusively at cleansing and reinforcing the awareness that a
higher authority does exist. ' ' -

Jan Patolka, the first spokesman of the Charter, died after eight
hours of police interrogation. The Husak regime’s hysterical cam-
paign against the Charter if anything reinforced the notion that the
totalitarian challenge was above all a2 moral one. This accounted for
the strength and the appeal of the intellectuals’ ethics of resistance,
but it also accounted for some of its limitations. As historian Petr
Pithart observed, ir the face of power, which is obsessed only with
self-preservation, ithe opposing intellectual obtains, almost by
default, a monopoly on truth. By the same token he must be aware
of the dangers of confinement in a virtuous ghetto existence. Are the
dissidents an isolatéd elite or the tip of the iceberg?

The Catholic philosopher Vaclav Benda was in 1978 the first to
suggest the extensic}h of ethical resistance to the creation of parallel
structures: the assertion of the responsibility of each individual for

bt i
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The emergence in January 1977 of the Charter 77 human rights
maovement has created a new situation for the Czech intellectual: he
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the fate of society became rather the. coinm_and to crgate an alFefn?twe
society, a ‘parallel polis’. The thinking was cl_ose.:tp Migl:m}k $ ‘new
evelutionism’, but the process of self-organization in civil society
did not follow the Polish pattern, remaining confined to Ithe. cultural
sphere. The passivity of an atornized society, the’ gbsence of inde-
pendent institutions playing the part of the Polish Church, the
intellectuals’ preoccupation with a ti}rf:qtened European cultural
identity rather than with the more mobilizing powers of nat}ona}hsm,
mark important differences betwgen’ the C;ech _?nd Polish intel-
lectuals’ attempts to establish ties with their society over the last
decade. The Czech intellectual did not manage to rt':achlou‘t to society
the way his Polish counterpart d:idl_. ‘But then, npr"dld :he_ have to
‘compete’ for moral authority wit@hf:'the Church or _;W1th‘S:oh_d_ar1ty.

The indeperident:inteliectual_fgcls-_left out of the tacit social con-
tract between f’a‘to‘té;l.itarian power and a consumer-or;e_l}ted society
oni “which ‘normalization’ rests. ‘Respected,_t_:v,eh adml;:ed by the
society for his courage to ‘live in truth’ (which, it ldoes: not _have_:),
feared by the powers-that-be for relentlessly exposing tpeir ﬂleg;t—
imacy, the Czech intellectual’s cglturai and moral _sup_stl__t_ut_e.s. 01?
politics place him in a difficult yet in many ways grgtlfyl;;g posttion:
tie holds the symbolic power of the written u_ford and of rporal
defiance. Virtuous and isolated, he sometimes wishes .t_o‘.b.e rehcv.ed
of his role as the ‘conscience of the nation’ and to be, once again,
‘ust a writer’. Vaclav Havel’s play Largo Des'_ol_ato is a moving
depiction of the intellectual over-burdened Wq:h demands from
society, tired of his role as the pr:ot_'ess;onal. sgppi_l_er of h}op.e.‘ o

Yet he cannot escape that role because It 1s, after all, }115-destmy
as an intellectual. Havel, who after the‘death of ]Ean Pato‘cka.became
the pivotal figure of Czech spiritual resistance, speaks of ‘the tragedy
of fate stemming from responsibility; the fl..lililllty ofall human endeav-
ours to break out of the role that responsibility hasimposed; responsi-
bility as destiny’. | ! '



) Beyond Failed
- Totalitarianism

Wherever there is tyranny i ‘
Tyranny thereis - RRE i
Not just in the muzzles of rlﬂes P
Not just in the prrsons

Wherever there'is tyranny

Everyone isa link in the chain

You are enmeshed in ‘corruption
. You too are: tyranny :

(Gyula Illyes, A Seme'nce on Tymnny‘ 1952)

The concept of totalitarxamsm has been fraught w1th paradox and
misunderstandings in East-West commumcatlon At a time when
the countries of East-Central Europe were belng mcorporated in the
Soviet bloc and weré experiencing the ‘pure’ totalitarianism of the
Stalinist era, they were, for obv1ous reasons, absent from the debate
on the concept taking place in the West. Conversely, twenty years

later, when the concept had been’ virtually banishéd from Western

Sovietology as an unscientific product of the Cold War, it was
reappropriated by all the independest thinkers 'in East-Centrai
Europe. The watershed year 1968 marked a pohtlcal parting of the
ways and was the catglyst which set the concept of totalitarianism
on a separaté course, East and West. In the West, 1968 marked the
dawning of détente, which profoundly affected the way in which
politicians, academics and journalists ;assessed the nature of the
Communist system. For the intellectuals of the Other Europe the
Soviet tanks in Prague were seen as ﬁnal ev1dence of the failure of

reform from wiffiniand of th : f nent ‘totalitarian’
core at the heant of the Cominu:g E‘:gﬁte %

n,s uently, in exam-
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ining the journey followed by the concept of totalitarianism, one
must take into account the various attempts of the Central European
intellectuals to make sense of the experience of their societies over
the last forty years and the extent to which they affected, or were
influenced by, West European perceptions of their predicament.

In the early days of Stalinism when a large. number of leading
intellectuals were engaged in provndmg the new Sovietized political
system with legitimacy, while many ¢ others were silenced in the gulag
or completely marglnahzed independent ideas ahout the new regime
of the ‘radiant future’ were confined to private diaries. Jiri Kolar’s
1949 diary, now published under the title of Eye?vzmess, is a powerful
testimony to an individual’s spiritual resistarce in the midst of
surroundmg ‘total mobilization. In the circur stances, East Euro-
pean involvement in the’ debate ‘'on totalitarianism could only be
1nd1rect, via such’ émigré authors as Czeslaw Milosz. In his Captive
Mind, Milosz provxded one of the most original insights into the
sub)uganon of intellectuals by a totalitarian 1deology, by what he
called the ‘new faith® from the East.

The poems of Gyula Hiyes in Budapest, of Jiri Kolar in Prague
of Zbigniew Herbert ini Warsaw show that not all the intellectuals
in the Other Europe swallowed the ‘murtibing’ pill Milosz spoke
aboutJ the pill that converts one to “the new faith from the East’.
They provided — with a lucidity never since equalled — remarkable

insights into the natufe of totalitarianism. Their writings point to

another feature of attempts to define the totalitarian phenomenon:
originally they tended to be literary and philosophical rather than
political. In the West ithe concept had first assumed literary form
through Orwell’s Nmezeen Eighty-Four, whose publication was fol-
lowed by Hannah Arendt s classic work of political phllosophy Only
aftér Orwell and Arendt was it systematized by political science.
Although the same sequence of lxterature—phtlosophy—polmcs can
be discerned in both West and East, in the former it was.condensed
into the span of a few short years, while in the latter it has extended
over three decades. There are a number of reasons for this. First, as
soon as it appeared, and in spite of its limited circulation behind the
Iron Curtain, Orwell’s novel had a-feal rmpact in' the intellectual
circles there, whereas Western political science had a much delayed
efTéct. East'Europea‘n jfitelledtudls were not to come dcross Western
pdhttcal writinigs o the'subject urtil'the perlod of de-Stalinization,
Wthh ‘naturally’ meant that they weré more preoccupied with change
from within the“"systém ratherthan with totalitarian obstacles to

change: In other Wwotds, between 1956 and 1968 they were keener

to dxsprove the’ concept re]ect it-as outdated Oqu after the crushing
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of the Prague Spring of 1968 did, the word ‘total itarianism. make a
fresh appearance among what hegame known as dissident gjrcles., ..

- This reappropriation of the concept by unofficial political thought

in Central Europe:has taken place on. different Jevels, In the: first

place the word ‘tofalitarianism’ or the adjective, ‘totalitarian’ have

become .common parlance. A sociological survey of corruption;con-
ducted in post-Solidarity Poland (carried out by Kicinski in:1983)
revealed that a majority ‘of those polled considered the political
system as its main cause. T'he most frequent responses encountered
were ‘the concentration of power inthe hands of a few’ and ‘the lack
of democracy, making control by society impossible’, but there was
also ‘thee system of totalitarian rule’.and ‘the nomenklatura’. .
Secondly, the term has become the common denominator of dis-
sident political writing. A recent instance of that —one which reveals
how much' the concept has taken .different -paths in Eastern and
Western Europe ~ is the difference in the role played by references to
totalitarianism in discussions about disarmament between Western
peace moverments and a major section.of East _Eurbpeai‘;,difséident
opinion. Their disagreement can be summed up by saying that, in
the eyes of many dissidents, Western pacifists tend to focu$ their
“attention on the manifestations of military threat, i.e. upon 'the
stockpiling of nucledr weapons; for their part the. ‘dissidents’ prefer
to stress the roots of conflict, which they perceive as stemming from
the logic of a totalitarian system which risks transforming the internal
‘state of - war’ into ari ‘external one. R T
In the wake of 1668, political scientists in their approach to the
Communist system took into account not only the concept of totali-
tarianism, but also the new realities of the Brezhnev era. The failed
or interrupted revollitions of Budapest in 1956, of the 1968 Prague
Spring, or of Soliddrity in Poland in 1980-1 forced a -double con-
clusion: that totalitagianism is no longer what it used to.be; and that
the Party-state hold over society has changed since-the Stalin era.
Those three great struggles (not'to mention other minor ones) are
proof that the systém is far from static;, and’ that its. stability is
extremely precarigus. On the other hand, those three very different
attempts to confrort, dissolve and then neutralize the “‘totalitarian
core’ of the system'zll came to grief, which has prompted dissident
political writers to veconsider the concept of totalitarianism in the
light of the constants as well as the realities of the Communist
system. C g :

The way the coricept of totalitarianism is employed in the Other

Europe also depends very much on circumstances, and on what -

mioht he deerrihad as ‘the possible future’, as it is perceived at a
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tempted, 1o, 33y, :that,jﬂ;nsisqnc.@,pﬁ-..oﬁ totalitarianism; does oy feature .

prominently inl political, vocabulagywhen, there. {8 8,hopg of change
on the horizon. Conversely, the expression makes a comeback when

the prospect, of; overcoming the Yalfa. legacy seems o have been

postpened until doomsday. Byt herg pne “should {be, careful. not. to

over-generalize: Polish political discourse of the 1970s and 19808

referred to totalitarianism at the same time as it was preoccupied
with the idea of transforming the relationship between state and
society. . 1R I ‘ T

1t is this interaction between the realities’of “Soviet-style :Com-
munism and their analysis by‘independent thinkets drawing on ‘the
Hiffetent experiences iof thejr countries that lies at the centre of
the following -effort to trace -the course taken by the concept of
totalitarianism in Bastern Europe. It is possibir’z to speak of two
major phases which correspond to two-attitudes towards the concept
of totalitarianism: the first, ‘corresponding roughly ‘to. the period
of 'd:e—‘St'alinization.(1956ﬂ68), could be called the East European
contribution to efféi‘ts to dcmo}is'h the concept; the second, sparked
off by the Soviet-fed invasion of Czechoslovakia in August I 968 and

“‘consolidated’ by the establié'hrriéﬁt_; in December 1981, of martial
law-in Poland, has taken the form of an original effort to redefine

the concept of totalitarianism, itsés:ources, its means of sogial control

‘and its present crisis. It remains to be seen whether the Gorbachev

era will inspire

a reappraisal of the totalitarian Ql?enomqnon.
AREN FHNREE T B (RS R A '
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Totalitarianism Redefined -~

The events of 1968 represent the zenith of both Gommunist ‘reform-
ism’ and the’ challenge to the concept of totai%a'rianigrh. But the
crishing of reform and, more generally, the ensuing period of con-
servative restoration throughout the Soviet blo¢ were perceived as
the defeat of the very idea of a fundamental reforrﬁ of the system from
within, and the ultimate proof of the impossibility of [ detotalizing
totalitarianism’ (Svitak). Ir.also meant, a_ccording!to Kolakowski, the
‘clinical death’ of Marxist revisionism in Eastern Europe. From that
moment, Communism ‘ceased 16 be an intgllectual problem and
became merely a question of power’. One is tempted to add: Com-
munist ideology ceased to be an intellectual pro‘Piem, whe;eas power
became one. | ‘ : o _ f."“ ;o } _ _
The second, related aspect of this evolution is thé¢ progressive
jettisoning of the concept of ."Sgtélinism’, the ifnisoning so dear to
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the ‘revisionist” Marxists of the 1960s in the East and the “Euro-
communists’ of the T970s in the West. Solzhenitsyn is categorical
on the subject: ‘there never was any such thing as Stalinism (elther
as a doctrine, or as a path of national life, or as a state system). .
Stalin was a very consistent and falthful if also very untalented -
heir to the spirit of Lenin’s teaching.’ The touchstone of Sol-
zhenitsyn s argument is the gulag, the concentration-camp system
whose originsgo back to Lenin’s time, and, most.importantly, whose
extent and central rdie in the system are what makes Communism
‘akin to Nazism. Indeed, the bulk of writings by the survivors of the
gulag, such as Solzhemtsyn, Evgen‘ia Ginzburg, Varlam Shalamov
and Anatoly Marchenko, makes the concentration-camp system and
its links with Marxist—Leninist 1deoiogy the pivot of Communist
totalitarianism. |
It was. within this new 1nteIlectuaI framework that the concept
of totalitarianism surfaced once more, and subsequently became a
common denominator in independent political thinking in Eastern
Europe. This: rediscovery of the concept (and. realities) of totali-
tarianism was by no means a return to the' American political science
of the 1950s. It was a oompletely new attempt to redefine the concept
in the light of the. system s evolution and the new methods of Com-
munist rule. .One can distinguish two  basic approaches, cor-
responding to two deﬁ1mt10ns of the concept of totalitarianism. The
first of them— more literary and philosophical - attempts to discern
the ‘essence’ of totalitarian rule.  The second approach relies on
political analy31s in Iseeking to 'lay bare the new workings of
totalitarian or ‘post-totalitarian’ rule; both approaches: nievertheless
converge in explormg the or1gms of the totalitarlan phenomenon

The Orwelllan Herltage' 'I'he ‘Institutionalized L1e

Tell me what!is your reading of Nmeteen Ezghty Four and 1 will
tell you who you are. The Orwellian year of 1984 has brought from
East and West a new spate of very contrastmg interpretations of the
famous novel. /¢

One example among many In 1984 an Orwell Kalender was pub-
lished ih 'West' Gemhahy with' eoﬁmbutieﬂs"frbm‘leadirig WEtETS
depictitlg the slot $lidé of "Weésterfi 'sdcietiés intd- soniethmg stipt!

posediy’ resémblmg‘“ri Orwe]hah world bf téfevision sereetisy nutlear

weapohs | and  elvirohitightall dastictibi, Cases 'of beople Being
sacked from théir' ]obs for' 'politidal Ferdoad were menti c:)néd ds fiirthér

Phrider e, In order' to 1llustrate Oi*_vv'eil §'insightiints the superpow%rs
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{Oceania and Eurasia) waging wars by PIOXY, Der Orwell Kalender
gave a detailed ehronology of conflicts since 1945, 1nclud1ng a long
list of US involvement in Central and Latin Amenca and even,
curiously, the 1969 ‘football war’ between El. Salvador and
Honduras. No mention, however, was made of the Warsaw Pact.
invasion of Czechoslovakia or of ‘martial law’ in Poland.

The same year another, Orwell calendar was published in Warsaw
by the Nowa mdependent publishers. Under each month it lists
appropriate anniversaries which leave no doubt whatsoever of the
real identity of Big Brother (and its totalitarian alter ego ‘Little
Brother): ‘2 April 1948. The Big Brother starts blockade of a city
soon to be surrounded by a Wall’; ‘3~6 August 1940. The Big Brother
swallows up his. three little neighbours (the Baltic Repubhcs) '
September 1939. Little Brother marches eastwards.” ‘17 September
1939. Big Brother marches westwards and together they swal]ow up
their common neighbour’ (Poland) ‘

The .two calendars (and one could give many : other similar
examples) point to the contrastlng interpretations of Orwell and
more generally to the totalitarian phenomenon in thé two halves of
Europe. In the West Nineteen Eighty-Four now tends to be read as -
a prophecy or a warning about the threat to open government
stemming. from the emergence of new techno]ogiesﬂof communi-
cation and social ‘control. In! the lands of so-called ‘real socialism’
Orwell. is read as an allegory, as a lucid and often incredibly
accurate analysis of the. nature of Communist rufe. This duality
might well be inherent in the ambigumes of Orwell’s novel, which
would also. account for its:-universal success. But the Contrastlng
ways in which the novel.is read in the two Europes reveal different
perceptions and assumptlons about the totalitarian phenomenon.
They also point to some of the dlfﬁCUlthS of East—West intellectual

s

commumcatlon . ., ' ?"

Many have read Koestler’s. Darkness at Noon, but few have a
knowledge of Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four. Because of the
difficulties in obtaining the book and the risk facéd by anyone
possessing it, it is only known to a handful of members of the
‘Inner Party’. These privileged individuals are fascinated by
Orwell’s Swiftian: manner of observing details so familiar to, |,
thems Itis. 1mp0ssrble to er;np]qy. such a style in the countrles of |
the;New Haith, becaqsc allegory, being by, nature capable of |
several 1nterpretatrons, wguld run counter.to the precepts of
socialist reahsm and the, requirements of the censor.

This otiéervation by Czeslawa M:losz 'in 1952 deserves w© be up-
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dated’. First, it is difficult these days to overestimate the profound
impact that Orwell's novel has had on; the intellectualy of East-
Central Europe. It is one of the great. pos:t‘_—iwgur‘lgjt;ra‘lry‘ works' that
have marked a whole generation, The book escaped from 'the
sanctum. of the ‘Inner Party’, to, which Milosz réfers, and has been

R . o R N e A Gl e b Uk i [T .
widely distributed in samizdat form,. Orwell’s readers have recog-
nized themselves in this book, which, in the countries of ‘existing
socialism’, is regarded not solely as 2 wark of science fiction but as
a description - a precise and pertinent one at that — of their reality.
Intellectuals of the Other Europe read Nineteen Eighty-Four with
the same feelings as: Winston Smith on discovering the key to the
system in Goldstein’s book: they discover ‘what they knew already’.

The Czech philosopher Milan Simecka describes movingly his
identification with' Qrwell’s hero: “Like Winston, I had grown up in
a totalitarian systemi had never been elsewhere, lacked all knowledge
of the past, the predent, not to speak of:the future. In a way too I
was an employee of the Ministry of Truth and lived in.the thrall of
- its ideology. Just like Winston, I knew only too well how lies were
- manufactured. . . .’ Simecka says he felt ‘invariably stunned. when,
- again and again, Fwould come across situations in Nineteen Eighty-
Four resembling fmy own, events and .experiences which were so like
- those I had seen only the day before’.: Those who, like Simecka,
‘have lived through the “‘victories” and defeats of real socialism, are
struck when reading Nineteen Eighty-Four, by the many astounding
similarities, until the London of Nineteen Eighty-Four becomes
willynilly synonymous with home®. When he finished Orwell’s novel,
Simecka says, ‘the book lay in front of me, I looked at its last page,
and I think my hands shook a little. I had an incommunicable feeling
of identification, and the feeling would not be chased away even
- outside in the sun. I was alone with my comrade Winston Smith,
and we both knew what it was all about.” |

Not surprisingly; an Orwellian or Swiftian literary genre, well
suited to describing and interpreting the Communist system, has
evolved over the past decade, the masterpieces of the genre being
Tadeusz Konwicki’s Minor Apocalypse and Alexander Zinoviev’s
Yawning Heights. : _

‘Mendacity is the immortal soul of Communism,” said Leszek
Kolakowski. This sims up what it is that constitutes the essence of
the totalitarian system in the view of Central European intellectuals:
the primacy of ideclogy as the institutionalized lie. The Orwellian
theme of ‘the lie’ and resistance to it (or ‘living in truth’ as Havel
put it) is the point of departure for the reconstitution of independent
political thinking in the Soviet bloc countries. :

|
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Kolakowski provides the most Tucid explanation of the lie’s func-
tionip the tptalitariansystem. By systemarically destroying historical
memoryand manipylating,all wlormation, the totalitarian, regime
destroys the basic criterion. of iruth, $ince truth changes in accord-
ance with the Meeds of the rplers, a lie can become the truth, or

LRNR RN

rather the notion of truth disappears: “This is the great cognitive

triumph of totalitarianism: By managing to abrogate the very idea
of truth, it can no longer be accused of lying.’ ,
In other words, we are not talking about the ‘white lies’ or half-

truths in which politicians in all possible polifical systems indulge.
We are talking about the Lie with a capital L., which constitutes
the foundation of a political system, what Kolakowski calls a ‘new

civilization®. ' ‘ : R

Defined in this way, the totalitarian lie rests on double pillars: the
destruction of memory, and totalitarian language. Consciousness is
impossible without memory. And the destrua'jtion of the past and
of historical memory is precisely at the heart -of the totalitarian
endeavour: ‘A people whose memory — either individual or col-

lective — has been nationalized: and passed into state hands, and is

therefore perfectly malleable and manipulable, are entirely at the
mercy of their rulers; they have been robbed of their identity’

(Kolakowski). Under the ‘;'regin:]e-of oblivion’, any attempt, however

ltmited, to preserve orie’s memory and hence one’s freedom to think

‘represents, according to Simecka, ‘an act of self-preservation, and
self-defence in the face of total disintegration, as well‘as an assertion

of human dignity. Nowhere in the world -dogs history _have such
importance as in Eastern Europe.” In Milan Kundera’s words: “The
struggle of man against power’is the struggle of memory against
forgetting.’ ; ) o _

Needless to say, the totalitarian power’s manipulation of history
is enforced in the name of history, since the regimes claim to be the
embodiment of historical necessity. In Vaclav Havel’s words: It
began with an interpretation of history from a single aspect of it;
then it made that aspect absolute and finally it:reduced all history to
it. The existing multiplicity of history was replaced with an easily
understood interaction of ‘‘historical laws”, ““social formations’” and
“relations of production’’; so pleasing to the order-loving eye of the
scientist.” . ‘ o

"The destruction of history as memory goes hand in hand with the
replacement of actual evenis, ‘stories’ that constitute history, by a
timeless succession of preorddined rituals. In a 1987 essay Havel
describes the ‘normalization’ period in Czechojslovakia as a ‘cessation
of history’: 5
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History was replaced by pseudo hrstory, by a calendar of
rhythmically reeurrmg anniversaries, congresses, celebrations
and mass gymnastlc events; in other words by precisely the kind
of artificial activity that is not an open-ended play of agents
confronting one another but a one-dimensional, transparent and
utterly predictable séif-manifestation (and self—celebranon) of a
single, central agent of truth and power

Czeslaw Mllosz sub‘pltled hlS Ca,prwe Mmd an ‘Essay on the
People’s Logocracies’. While the conquest of power could be
achieved through ‘the barrel of a gun’, the maintenance of power is

Ph1eved through the ‘muzzle of language’. This key idea of Orwell’s

Jineteen Eighty-Four ~ that totalitarian power cannot be maintained
wlthout a totalitarian language which is not solely the vehicle of the
state ideology but is above all intended to prevent the emergence of
‘heretical’ ideas — has been taken up again by dissident intellectuals
in Russia and East-Central Europe alike. And rightly so. Indeed,
the historian Michel Heller has convincingly shown this Orwellian
heritage through official Soviet: reference books, which exemplify
the concept of discourse and language current in the Soviet system.

The alrn, accordmg to Heller, is. to ‘confer a political nuance on
all words’, in line wm}1 the regime’s goal of ‘politicizing all areas of
life’. Looked at in thlS way, Soviet Communism would appear to be

a ‘linguistic dlctatorshxp by the Macl.uhan method (the ‘medium
is the message’): ‘the state has rationalized language and the means
of information; it has become both the medium and the message; its

-ubject of discourse is itself. It declares that the state is the most
important thirig of all, of which the citizens are no more than min-
uscule parts. Hence power must be maintained. Earlier ideologies
admitted discussion. Ln contrast, thls ‘magnificent technology of
power — the rationalization of the vocabulary — prevents any re-
sponse.’ Thisis not solely a theoretical model but, as Milan
Simecka points out, ‘a process which is already so far advanced in
Eastern Burope that it truly threatens to destroy the capacity of a
defenceless population freely to articulate a non-official evaluation
of political, social and economic realities’.

How can this vision of a totahtanan ‘logocracy be reconciled with
what has been sa1d about the bankruptcy of the 'official 1deology>

The answer 18 to be fdund n ﬂle notlon of ‘the ¢ ex1stent1al lie’, whlch
is qulte dlstmct from consmoUs (or even enthusmsnc) support or
the ruhng 1deology indeed 1n the gresent s {itdation, aecc)rdmg | To
Vaclav Havel Jong. necd not beheve all jthese mystiﬁcati‘o‘né bur one
must behave as if ong d1d or at least put up with' them tacfﬂy’, or
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get along with those who use them. But this means living within a
lie. One is not required to believe the lie; it is enough to accept life
with it and within it. In so doing one conﬁrms the system, gives it
meaning, creates it ... and merges with it.” Looked at this way, it is
irrelevant whether, in terms of ‘effectiveness’, th official propaganda
receives conscious support or merely arouses inore or less cymcal
indifference. Most 1mportant1y, the Institutionalized lie is an imper-
sonal one. One can live in the lie without beirg taken for a‘liar’.
“The impersonal lie and the impersonal murder ire two forms of the
political art that the totalitarian states have brought to perfection’
{Fidelins).

From Social Control to ‘Social Contract’

Western political science in the 1950s (especially the classic work of
Friedrich and Brzezinski) defined totalitarianism by a set of criteria
which included the presence of a charismatic leader, mass terror, the
‘permanent purge’ and ideological mobilization. These criteria were
superseded not-only by Khrushchevian (or now Gorbachevian) re-
formism, but also by the conservatism of the Brezhnev era. Instead
of rejecting out of hand the concept of totalitarianism in favour of
othérs, borrowed either from the study of Western political systems
(such as interest groups, political participation), or from theories
of ‘modernization’, independent political thinkers in East-Central
Europe have redefined it in the light of their experience of the past
twenty-five years. These -analyses tend to stress' the new machinery
of social contro!l: an evolution of the means of power, rather than of
its nature. Among these studies one should alse distinguish between
the more theoretical approaches, such as those of Zinoviev and
Mlynar, which seek to supply a coherent explanation of the relative
non-violence of. social .control, and the analytical approaches which
try, by observing closely the realities of the ‘noymalization’ process,
to discern how a model of ‘totalitarian nortnality’ functions in
practice, so as to bring out both the factors of its stab:llty and its
current changes.

The theoretical trajectory of Zdenek Mlynar (an ‘official’ Czech
politologist ‘tutnied Politbiro member in 1968, turned “dissident’
and forced into exile i the 1970s) provides a good illustration of the
tifme-lag between Eastern and Western thinking on totalitatianism.
At the very mortient in'the 19708 ‘when Western Sovietology was
commg fo'abcept Mlynat's'ideds from the 1960sabout howd“lirited
plaralism® ‘ahtd” the ‘existence’ of interest groups could ‘be insti-
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tutionalized, the Czach author himself ~ by then a s:gnatory of
Charter 77 — was discovering the merits of the concept of totali-
tarianism, which he considers to be the most adeqqate interpret-
ation of the Communist system. And- irony. of i 1romes> in order, to
(re)discover and refo’rmulate the concept, and rid it of certaip, out—
dated: parameters, Mlynar invokes cybernetlcs and the concepts of
power elaborated by another political scientist, Prague born Karl
Deutsch. The latter, at a celebrated symposium organized in 1953
by the American Academy of Sciences, asséerted the inevitability of
the centrifugal dynamics which would eventually strike at the very
heart of the Commumst system. Now Mlynar has redefined totali-

tarianism precisely. by taking as a starting point Deutsch’s definition
of power: :

By power we mean the ability of an 1nd1v1dua1 or an orgamzanon
to impose extrapolatlons or projections of their inner structure
upon their environment. In simple language, to have power
means not to have to give in, and to force the environment or
the other person to do so. Power in this narrow sense is the
priority of output over intake, the ability to talk instead of hsten
In a sense, it is the ability to afford not to learn.

In terms of this deﬁmtzon, says Mlynar, totalitarian power is able,
in all spheres of activity and in relation to all ‘subjects’ (social groups,
eco_notmc agents, citizens), ‘to impose the extrapolation or projection
of its internal structure’. The chief characteristic of totalitarianism
is its continuing capatity to limit all scope for independent action in
every possible sphere of social activity. In other words, it has nothing
to do with the degrer:of violence or terror employed. Power remains

‘totalitarian’ even when the forms of repression are less visible (albeit
still virtually present). One could go so far as to say that a system
becomes truly totalitarian only when the ‘terrorist’ phase is
completed, i.e. when all the subjects have lost their autonomy and
capacity for self-government (the Opportunlty to change objectives,
behaviour, etc.). Consequently, it is not a matter of i interpreting the
limitation of autonomy solely in terms of legal or penal constraints;
it must always be interpreted also in the ‘cybernetic’ sense with
which Deutsch invests it:

A somety or commumty that is to steer itself must continue to

- receive a full flow of three kinds of information: first, information
about the world outSLde, second, information from the past, with
a wide range of recall and recombination; and third, information
about itself and its own parts. Let any one of these streams be
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long mterrupted such as by Oppressmn OF secrecy, and the
society becomes an automaton,ia walkmg corpse

Autonomy is thus hrmted by the fact that those in power tend to
contrpi all these sources and c1rcu1ts of mformatlon An Mlynar 8
view, it is. poss1b1e 1o talt< of totahtarlamsm m those cases where the
only contact that the overwhe1rn1ng ma]omty of the’ popuIatlon is
able to have with other subjects or the outside world is through those
circuits controlled.by the regime (which is consequently able to
determine the nature and extent of that information).

Through his reflections on the relationship between memory and
autonomy, Mlynar renews the theme dear to Orwell (and now
Kundera) of the érosion of memory as the permanent goal of total-
itarian power. In this respect, ideology continues to be the mainstay
of the ‘real socialist’ countries, by creating a system based on the
Yamming’ of information and memory. Hence all the talk of the
revolutionary break with the past; the New Age , the ‘new com-
munity of socialist nations’, the ‘new social forcés’ and, last but not
least, the ‘New Man’. The ultlmate logic of totalitarianism would be
the instrumentalizatioﬁ of all components of socigty as a consequence
of its lost autonomy. What Mlynar proposed was no more than a
model, and he is the first to admit that in reality there is a whole
range of situations as well as of possibilities for future devclopments
The main thing is to discover the ‘threshold * at which autonomy is
lost in order to provide a definition of a totalitarian situation. Thus,
as soon as one moves from the theoretical model to the analysis
of reality, the concept of totalitarianism gives way to notions
such as ‘totalitarian situations’ or an underiymg trend towards
totalitarianism’,

Alexander Zincviev has gone furthest towards constructmg atheor-
etical model explaining the mechanisms of nonavxoient. social control
and the stability of the Soviet system In fact, he re;ects the very
concept of totalitarianism because, in his view, it overemphasizes
the similarities between the terrorist methods of wielding power
employed by Nazism and Stalinism. Such apparent similarities apply
solely: to the installation phases of those regimes; consequently,
the concept of totalitarianism ignores' the specific features of the
Communist phenomenon. Zinoviev regards ! ‘\Tamsm as essennally
violence ‘from above’, whereas Communism, in its mature phase, is

‘totalitarianismi from below’. In contrast to Solzhenitsyn, who
regards the concentration-camp system as the incarnation of Com-
munism’s true nature — a yoke foisted on péople from outside —
Zinoviev sees the camps at most as an epiphenomenon and regards
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Communist society #2 *%~ ~7lmination of ‘mankind’s natural, inher-
ent’ activity. Commuuism as a form of social organization corre-
sponds, according to this interpretation, to a natural phenomenon
in the history of mankind, which he calls the communal spirit; it
is a system in which the usual counterbalances or safeguards of
community life (law, morality, religion, etc.), that is, ‘civilization’,
are suppressed. : '

Taking up a position somewhere between Hobbes and Henri
Laborit, Zinoviev sums up the essence of communalism in the
phrase: ‘Man is wolfish towards Man.” The key component of the
system is the ‘cell’, by means of which the individual is slotted into
society. This cell (the factory, the state farm, the institute, etc.)
constitutes the microstructure whose salient features are reproduced
at the level of the state macrostructure. In other words,.in contrast
with the dominant theories in Central Europe which present totali-
tarianism as a, conflicr between the Party-state and a fragmenting
society, Zinoviev regards the Communist state as'a reflection of a
communalist society whose cell is the key reproductive link and the
chosen place for the formation of the ‘New Man’; homd sovieticus.
This view ultimmately leads to the' conclusion that every action,
whether individual of collective, must necessarily be ‘manipulated’,
even when it is directed against the regime. From such a standpoint,
resistance becomes meaningless, since everything is programmed or
manipulated. Thus, however original Zinoviev’s idea of regarding
Communism as a social rather than a political systern, and however
much he puts his finger, even hyperbolically, on.one of the major
sources of the system’s stability, his homo sovieticus nevertheless
borders on caricature, and is in sharp contrast to the analyses of
‘Communism as reality’ coming out of Central Europe. '

The Contours o‘lf Totalitarian Powei'

What, then, are the contours of totalitarian power in its post-ideo-

logical and post-terrorist phase? The ‘polymorphous Party’ is the

sole autonomous organization in a system in which all other insti-

tutions of state and society are subordinated to it. The Party ensures

the monopoly of use of the state appatat afid thereby ‘all organized

‘forms of social life. This subdrdiﬂé'tidﬁ of state to Party operates by
‘means of the Tomenkidtura, wHich''enSures the' Party’s conttol bver
ey posts in the state’s admiifiistrition! THIS unified 4hd ‘Unifying
Party can, occasionally, diverge from the political line formulated in

Moscow but may nevér abdicaté its'monopoly of power. Any failtire
[ EET A N . C i e [
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on this point (as in Czechoslovakia in 1968) calls for.a massive purge.
There is always a new ‘vanguard’ waiting in the wings.

For the benefit of Western observers, unimpressed by the quiet,
boring facade of everyday life, Vaclav Havel attempted to ex-
plain why Czechoslovakia is not a poorer and duller version of
Switzerland: :

Almost every day I am struck by the ambiguity of this social
quiescence, which is essentially only the visible expression of an
invisible war between the totalitarian system and life itself. It is
not true therefore to say that our country is free of warfare and
murder. The war and the killing merely assume a different form:
they have been shifted from the sphere of obsezvable social events
to-the twilight of an unobservable inner destriction . . .; the slow,
secretive, bloodless, never quite absolute yet horrifying ever-
present death of ‘non-action’, ‘non-story’, ‘non-life’ and ‘non-
time’; the strange collective deadening — or more precisely
anaesthetizing.— of social and historical nihilization.

‘Civilized violence’, as Simecka calls it, has replaced the arbitrary
terrorist violence .of .the -Stalin era. It is harazsment rather than
physical terror, selective -non-bloody repression. The police and
judiciary make a show of respecting the regulations in force and
prefer interrogations during office hours to those at three o’clock in
the morning. This change is perfectly illustrated by the role of the
‘confession’ in the functioning of the Communist system, as analysed
by historian Kare} Bartosek. Defining the confession as the ‘total
submission of the individual to the lie and the agents of the lie’,
Bartosek traces the development from the ‘big confessions’ of the
1950s show-trials to the ‘petty confessions’ of ‘normalization’ in the
1970s. The ‘big confessions’ of the show-trials had a deterrent
function vis-d-vis the population, who had to take part in msti-
tutionalizing the lie in the course of campaigns in which the media
whipped up a climate of hysteria. By contrast, the ‘petty confession’
meéthod exacts submission to the lie from the population by means
of purges, screening and ‘loyalty oaths’, as in Poland during martial
law, The goal is to create ‘complicity’ with the system, and to smash
the individual 48 the ‘last step’in the subjugation’of civil society’.

Although Violent‘méthods and the use of tanks’prove necessary in
timés 6f opéh crisis, the' Commuiiist regime possesses other, no less
effective meand Sf atomizing society. The system of ‘petty con-
fessions® is ablle fo ‘fiiiction only “because the state is the sole
employer. Simecka provides a remarkable definition of this system:

' \
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The toralitarian state has far more powerful weapons af its
disposal [than violence]: all citizens arg its employees and it ;s
no problem to shiftl}hem up or.down a scale of incentives —
rewarding the good and punishing the bad. This capacity is a_
thoroughly modern weapon. It has worked well, because it was,
brought.into play only when existing socialism, in its, infra-, ..
structures, most resembled a consumer society, i.e. when it had
something to reward or punish with.

Not only did this recipe prove particularly effective in the period
of ‘normalization’, but it in fact represents the very basis of the
Communist system in its post-terrorist phase. Since employment of
labour is the pre-eminent instrument of ‘social control, the
workplace, as Peter Kende points out, is ‘the prime location for the
regimentation of Sovietized societies’.” Within this system, police
repression is replaced by the personnel office, the police officer-by
the personnel officer. Hungary, which enjoys the reputation of being
‘different’ from other Communist countries, is a past master in the
use of more sophisticated methods of repression and social control.

From social control 't is a short step to an implicit ‘social contract’
between the state and vhe citizen: the citizens ‘adapt themselves’ by

" giving up their individigal rights (civil liberties) and collective rights
(freedom of associatiort), and receive in exchange job security and a
slowly — though fairly _,qf%eadily ~rising standard of living. The advent
of the consumer society has reinforced this ‘contract’ which has been
in gestation since the ;960s. According to Simecka, the contract ‘is
a far more reliable guarantee of order in the state than all those
expensive and ever-expanding organs of surveillance. The essential
condition for the functI‘Ening of this contract is the level of enjoyment
the state permits its citizens in their private lives.’ This system has
been perfected since 968 with the creation of a (small) ‘army of
unemployed’, i.e. dissident intellectuals. The ‘new social contract’
in fact requires the intellectuals to submit to censorship, in other
words to renounce their function as intellectuals. But, even here,
things have greatly changed since the 1950s. ‘Under Stalin,” says
Gyorgy Konrad, ‘censorship was both positive and aggressive, now-
adays it is negative and defensive. Before, it used to tell you what to
say. Now it advises you what not to say. . . . In a totalitarian situation,
censorship cannot be formalized.” In the same way that the transition
has been made from mass terror to ‘civilized violence’, totali-
tarianism now prefers internalized self-censorship to insti-
tutionalized censorship. The relative isolation of dissident
intellectuals (except in periods of open crisis) would seem, in a way,
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to confirm the effectiveness of these new technigues of totalitarian
social control. ‘
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Totalitarianism or Authoritarianism?,

B T B EIE TR LW AT & U P A AP I T
Might not theisé new non-vic;]'e‘nt meichanisms of social control and
the very emergence of dissidence since the 19705 in fact prove that
it would be obsolete to speak in terms of totalitdrianism?

Ideology which was once — with terror — the pillar of the system,
has been reduced to a ritual, and over the past,fifteen years Com-
munist regimes have tended to seek legitimacy either through
nationalism (Romania) or. through economic measures (Hungary).
This inevitably recalls the sort of values that, Juan Linz tells us,
are espoused by right-wing ‘authoritarian’ regimes: nationalism,
economic development, order. If one also takes into account the
growing role of the military — particularly in Poland — one is tempted
to see there the signs of an evolution from totalitarian to author-
itarian/bureaucratic regimes. The latter display a ‘very limited plu-

" ralism’, do not have any precise ideology but instead exhibit a typical

‘mentality’ in which, -according to Linz, ‘aleader or ajsmall group
exercises power within formally, ;il:l-_fdeﬁj_n\.ed but perfectly predictable
limits”. Interestingly, the two political scientists who seem closest to
this position turn out to be Polish (one close to the regime, the_ o.ther
to the opposition). The first is Jerzy Wiatr: he formuiated his idea
of Polish-style ‘authoritarianism’ (or Bonapartism) on the eve of the
military coup d’érar in 1981; he was calling for. ‘a new political
system’ in which the army and the Church (as institutions enjoying
legitimacy, representing the state and society respeétﬁvely)'wquld
take the place of the Party and Solidarity, which were engaged in a
suicidal confrontation. After the coup, Wiatr was appointed by
General Jaruzelski to head the Institute of Marxism~Leninism, but
was relieved of this post after the Soviets publicly denounced his
views. ' _ :

The other theory of the slide from ‘totalitarianism’ into ‘author-
itarianism’ came from quite a different standpoint. In her book
entitled Poland’s Self-Limiting Revolution, Jadwiga Staniszkis ana-
lysed the dynamic of relations within a Communist regime, seekipg
‘a reduction from above of totalitarian domination’ to prevent its
happening ‘from below’. It is in order to be better able to absorb
this pressure from society that ‘post-totalitarianism’ resorts to a
‘bandy-legged pluralism’ or to the ‘fragmentation’ (horizontal and
vertical) of state structures and a sort of “‘corporatism’ whose appar-

1



ent aim is that of ‘borrowing from the Catholic Church its legiti-
macy’. The aftermath of the 13 December coup would seem to
have put paid to the hypothesis of a slide towards an ‘enlightened
authoritarianism® having more in common with Pilsudski than Marx
and Lenin, and practising a corporatism legitimized by the modus
vivend: with the Church. With the ‘restoration of order’, one also
saw the re-emergence of the Party and its (admittedly moribund)
ideology. Poland perhaps illustrates a double failure: a ‘failed total-
itarianism’, given that the Party can no ‘longer claim to control all
spheres of social life, and a ‘failed authoritarianism’ as well.

In the end, all these debates over whether or not the Communist
systems deserve the authoritarian Jabel h1nge on the status of ideol-
ogy. Is the Soviet system still ‘utopia’in power’, as Heller and
Nekritch marntam, or is it being transformed,.as Castoriadis
suggested, into a “stratocracy’ with nationalism taking the place of
Marxism? Writers from East-Central Europe have made some very
apposite contributions to this debate. Whereas none of them seems
to discern an 1nc1p1ent ‘stratocracy’ in East-Central Europe, and
although the plausxbﬂrty of the phenomenon with respect to the
Soviet Union is sometimes recogmzed {by Vajda, for example),
most writers concur in the view that the 1deology is in a state of

im“ornposrtronI The ‘radiant future’ has given way to the ‘cold
utopia’ (Simeeka) ;

In the ‘post- totahtarlan phase, rdeology nonetheless remains not
only the sole means of communication- between: the state and the
cmzen, but also, and perhaps above all, the chief means of homo-
genizing and integrating the ruhng apparat. The upshot of this is a
dichotomy in |the system, whichis totahtanan inside the Party
(clinging to anudeologrcai legltnnacy) and ‘post-totalitarian’ outsrde
(with a mere ideological ritual).

No so-called ‘totalrtarian’ system can achieve total control over
society. It would be better, therefore, to talk of the system’s total-
itarian tendencies (anchored in the ideclogy, with its own inherent
self-perpetuating logic, according to Havel). What differentiates
Communist totalitarianism from other so-called authorrtarlan dic-
tatorships'is not the degree of v1olence but its intention.
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The Orlgrns of Totalrtariamsm :
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Authors’ from ‘the Other Europe ‘Have' breathed new life into the
debate about totahtanamsm, they Ls’arelt-.qually thOught provoking
about totahtarlamsm s sources Hor the st ‘Centtal Europeans, the
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chief source is, understandably, external — that is, in Jacek Kuron’s
words, Soviet:

The totalitarian system was imposed on Poland thirty years ago
by the armed forces of the Soviet Union with the approval of
the Western powers, in particular the United States and Great
Britain. The system’s stability is assured by the Soviet Union’s
propensity demonstrated on three occasions already ~ to
reimpose itself by force on any nation which might attempt to
liberate itself,

Apart from this fact, which is as essential as it is elementary, one
notes in the course of the past decade a new approach to the internal
factors. This approach might help reveal the more deep seated
social and:cultural. supports of the totalitarian system s hold over
societies.

The Czech phllosopher ]an Patotka takes up: Husserl’s view on
the crisis of the European conscience, a crisis whose origrns he sees
in the triumph of an impersonal rationality which he contrasts with
the sub;ectlve umversalrty of das Lebenswelt. T hus, in the same way
that, in PatoZka’s view, Galileo based the science of hature on a
mathematization of the universe, so also according to one of

- Patodka’s most talented disciples, Vaclav Beloradsky, does Mach-

iavelli reduce politics to a technology of power. Looked at in this way,
miodern political theory from Machiavelli to Max Weber converges
towards an autonemization of the state, whose functions obey a
ratlonahty divorced from conscience. From the moment that legit-
imacy is founded on (or confused with) rational-bureaucratic legal-

‘ity,ithere is the risk that ]egttlmacy and conscience will be absorbed
by the institution ‘or ‘the apparat. This theme of ‘law’ ‘devoid of

‘human meaning’ and therefore, in the extreme: absurd runs through

‘the whole of early-twentieth- -century Central European literature,
‘and it is no accident that it is in Kafka, Musil, Broch or Roth (i.e.

somewhere between Prague and Vienna) that one discovers the
most enlrghtenrng premonitions of the totalitarian potential within
impersonal rationality, And, for certain writers, there is a great
temptation to see in socialism — first imaginary and then ‘real’ social-
ism ~ the culmination of modern state power s long rnarch towards
“transparency’ and “innocenté?. ‘

From this point of view, the factor which transformed these
potentialities into realities was Marxism and (for Kolakowski or
Shafarevich) so,crahsm as such The Machiavellian state may well be
unpersonai’ but it remains circumscribed within the field of politics:
it has no ambmon to change ‘hurnan nature The Marxists, and

T e L A R T



242 Toralitarianism in Decay

even Gramsci (precisely in his study of Machiayelli) maintain i'tl[;_a:t
mankind is no more than a ‘fixed ensemble of historically determined
social relations’; consequently, by- changing . these., conditigns,
regimes can transform human nature. When. interpreted in this way,
Karel Kosik argued, the theory of the.‘New: Man’ risks. drifting
towards an:‘insane utopia’ legitimizing unlimited and irresponsible
power. : e : '
Kolakowski and Shafarevich share the view that all socialist doc-
trines involving the ceatral control of production and distribution
inevitably engender thé temptation to control minds. Starting with
Plato’s Republic, Shafarevich draws up the family tree of what he
considers to be the ‘kerhel’ of the ‘socialist doctrines of the medieval
heresies’ (Cathari, Hussites, etc.) and: the vatious types. of utopia,
not forgetting the eighteenth-century Enlightenment. These all bear
in his rendéring an uncinny resemblance to twentieth-century ‘exist-
ing socialism’, with its ‘destruction of private:property, religion and
the family® and its cortesponding ‘demand fot equality’. Tn short,
when the socialist utopia is made into a science; the result is fairly
predictable. Kolakowskl, on the other hand, believes that the socialist
utopia only becomes ‘totalitarian when it is-combined with.a téy-
olutionary will: it is in this sense that Bolshevism and fascism for him
are closely related, incarnating the internationalist and nationalist
variants of socialist totalitarianism respectively.- - .. o

: o
1

Intellectuals, the State and the Regime -

Although, as we have seen, bureaucratic étatism and  Marxism are
often perceived as the sources of totalitarianism, ‘one should not
forget the factor that links them, i.e. ‘the intellectuals’ march to
power’ (Konrad and Szelenyi). Milosz and Kundera explored the
individual reasons for the fascination of intellectuals with the ‘magic
circle of power’ and its ideology. The contribution of the Hungarian
school has been to investigate the motives of the intelligentsia as a
social group.

The ‘Hungarian thesi$’ can be summed up in the following way.
In the absence of a real bourgeoisie, it is the state in Eastern Europe
which becomes the actual driving force of economic modernization;
the intelligentsia naturally identifies with the state and, more than
elsewhere, its nationalist and socialist ideologies acquire a clearly
€tatist complexion. Looked at in this light, the Marxist phase (the
triumph of Communisra) was no more than the culmination of a
lengthy process in which the intelligentsia, as the repositories of
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historians, for whom the establishment of the Communist system
after the Second World War was not just the unfortunate outcome
of the Cold War, but rather the continuation of the destruction or
reshaping of social; political and cultural structures which started
with the war and Nazi occupation.

Jan Patotka examined the issue from a philosophical perspective
in his celebrated essay, “The Wars of the Twentieth Century and
thq Tyventieth Century as War’. He views the problem of totali-
tarianism as symptomatic of the crisis of European cultural identity
aqd the triumph ofi-a metaphysics of history, which identifies being
with force, which in turn paves the way for the ‘totalitarian night’,
in which an external ‘state of war’ goes hand in hand with an internal
‘state of war’: - | '

in .thfz twentieth ¢entury war has become a revolution against
existing everyday values. ... War is a.universal declaration that
‘everything is permitted’; as savage freedom, war invades states
and becomes ‘total’. Everyday life and the orgy are organized by
one and the same hand. The author of five-year plans is also the
director of show-trials, which form part of the witch-hunt of
modern times. War represents at one and the same time the
greatest project of industrial civilization; the product and the
instrument of total mobilization (as Ernst Junger saw so well)
and the release of an orgiastic potential which nowhere else could
cause destruction to such an extreme limit of intoxication.

Beyond 'Tbtali-’rcarianism-

When a social order survives for more than'seventy years, it is
rel§vant to raise the. question of its legitimacy. The Hungarian
philosopher ‘Agnes Heller regards the Soviet Union as possessing a
‘n?gatiye_ Ieg;it:imac&’tderived from the absence from society’s con-
sciousness _o:f a recognized altér'native to the existingfs’ocial order;
here too is a: fundamental difference between the Soviet Union and
Central Europe as to the way totalitarianism is experienced and
perpeiygd. Indeed, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary differ from
the Soviet Union; il Flellér’s view, in'that théy fifid themSelves'in'a
‘state of perfanent crisis of Iegitiniady’, Which!in peridds of open
crisis C1956’196,8 By

crisis (1956,/1968, 1980) ot Bily A 468 ety ‘Bur d18s provdkes
the, d Fd@HP§¥.fi{OE-JEdF thé Cotiththist Party itself.’ It'16"4" cHisfdrof
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only by charnelling all human activity into the private sphere; to
this end, however, it is forced to introduce a mechanism which
threatens the system as much as the socially orientated initiatives.’
In the face of what Djilas calls the ‘disintegration of Leninist total-
itarianism’, the gulf is widening between the centre of the empire
and its peripheries. This gulf is also reflected 'in dissident writings
on totalitarianism. :

Tolstoy’s novel Anna Karenina begins with the famous sentence:
‘Happy families are all alike; each unhappy fagnily is unhappy in its
own way.” One is tempted to say that in the view of dissident writers
all regimes of the ‘radiant future’ are alike in terms of their political
systems, while each of the societies concerned has its own particular
experience of the ‘unhappy’ realities of totalitarianism. Whereas
most of the unofficial writings refer to the concept of totalitarianism,
each of them defines it differently, and the approaches of the different
authors naturally reflect the situation of their own country and the
characteristics of their political culture.

The notion of civil society is clearly at the centre of the divide
between images of totalitarianism and alternatives to it in the Soviet
Union and East-Central Europe.

In Polish oppositional thinking of the 1970s and 1980s, Communist
power, invariably defined as totalitarian, is to bé ‘rolled back’ by the
revival or reconstitution of civil society. Adam Michnik’s famous
‘new evolutionism’ was the key turning pointiwhen the opposition
ceased addressing the Party-state and turned directly to society. The
Party was to be driven back, so to speak, into the state by the steady
emancipation of civil society through a cont'nuing process of self-
organization. The corollary of this idea is that one can try to ‘undo’
totalitarianism at the peripheries of the empire so long as on¢ keeps
the Party-state as a necessary umbrella and intermediary with the
‘centre’. General Jaruzelski’s military coup cut short the Solidarity
debate over the limits of ‘new evolutionism’, but without being able
to restore the ancien régime. To the extent that Solidarity represented
a ‘self-limiting’ revolution, what followed was a ‘gelf-limiting coun-
ter-revolution’. Thus the present situation is no longer shaped by a
powerful social movement like Solidarity, but there are a variety of

old drid new’ ways$'in’ which- the ‘societies of Poland, Hungary and
i zechoslovakia try with ‘miked fesults to sustain their aspirations
for autonomy. The econoriic decay of the system created space for
' miakket and privatization) the collapse of Marxist ideology enhanced
Uithe seéarch fo&’-’iiii'tc{ﬁb‘fﬂy in'the sphere of culture. : e

o t:‘“‘I‘His‘-‘léac‘i:é?‘Kﬁi‘é:r%f}d‘ﬂé?dr'rﬂiﬂé'tte the idea of the autonomy of civil
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soctety: “Today Polish society is outside the totalitarian system. Now
we have to bring ourselves to inject our independence into dependent

state structures. Now is the time for what I cajl the “interdependent
economy”. It is the time to form self-manggement workers’ counclls |

istrative control with the market.” = ;. U e Fo

This is very much in iine with Hungarian poli- cal thinking of the
last decade in which references to the totalitarian features of the
system are a by-product of discussions concerning the political
obstacles to a genuine evolution in the direction of a market economy.
Hungarian economic thinking (by no means confined to the demo-
cratic opposition) identifies the economy with society and calls for
its independence from the Party-state. Whether belonging to the
liberal variant (e.g. Tibor Liska as a ‘Friédmanite’ proporent of
the integral market) or, to the more socially aware libertarian self-
managing one (e.g. T. Bauer and Forintos), the Hungarians tend to
agree that a Polish-style solution is to bé avoided,-and that in
Hungary the economy (the local equivalent of society} should
become an autonomous sphere while keeping the Party-state
involved in a self-limiting process or retreat. ' =

In Czechoslovakia, too, the thinking about totalitarianism and
civil society reflects a specific situation. In the face of the apparently
unending ‘normalization’ process, considerations tend to focus on
the ‘metaphysics’ of totalitarian language and modes of - thinking
relentlessly imposed on society by the system. Hence the importance
of the emergence of d! ‘parallel’ or ‘undefground’ culture which
helped to bring about the Charter 77 movement as a community of
citizens, a ‘parallel polis’, as Catholic philosopher Vaclav Benda
called it. As in the ‘Age of Darkness’, the period of the Counter-
Reformation in the Czech lands in the seventeenth century, culture
becomes the substitute for politics. From this point of view, total-
itarianism’s victory over society can never be lasting so long as the
nation’s culture has not been quelled, so long as there survives the
‘resistance of the typewriter’. I S

There are, howeveré two mutually reinforcing theses concerning
totalitarianism in East-Central Europe which downplay the notion
of civil society. The frst, put forward by several Hungarian his-
torians and sociologists, stresses that the weakness of civil society
in the region actually predates Communism (and sometimes even
contributed to its introduction). The second is a reminder that
totalitarian systems have systematically attempted to destroy what-
ever civil society was left at the end of the Second World War. The
first thesis tends to luthp Russia and Central Europe together, the

in factories, to make state enterprises autonomous, to replace admin-
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Europe, under Soviey rule (the houndarigs of the so-catled Sone
serfdom’ roughly coincide with those of the Warsaw Fact) ptim-
ulating, refsi)onses to this view can be found m Jeno Szucz's ¢ssay
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showing thit there were ‘three Eutopes’ (if one wishes fo g0 back to

historical regions in Europe). The history of the Hung:arlans,_the
Poles or the Czechs might not fit the Western model but it certaml,y
had even less to do with the Eastern, or Russian, quel‘ .Kundera 3
article on the ‘tragedy of Central Europe’ torn be’tw;een its cultural
dllegiance to the West and its political *kidnapping l:?y ’the .Ea_sF takesf
the argument one step further: the ‘Caesaro-Papist’ tradition ©
subservience to the state and its ideology, and the_ very a‘psenge in
Russia of the notion of civil society, are seen as prirhary historical~
cultural features separating Russia and Europe. ‘ 3

The second, less loaded argument is that, as Raymond Aron
pointed out, ‘fortunately or unfortunately, pohtm.] systems rarely
entirely fulfil their essence’. This was all the. mere 0 in Centraé
Europe where a political culture rad_lcaliy dl_ﬁ"ell'ent_from that o
Soviet Russia helped to sustain the idea of society as somethmg
distinct from the state and thus created the conditions for the emer-
gence of new society-centre dissent after 1968. . :

Georges Nivat, a leading French expert on Russ%an culture, once
observed that the key word for understanding Russia was nq'ro-d, the
beople. In contrast, the key word for understanding centemporary

oland is society. It could also be argued that most of the countries

in Bast-Central Europe represent an intermediate stage between the

atomized Soviet-siyle people and Polish-type civil society. Vaclav

~ Benda’s ‘parallel polis’ or Elerner;Hankiss’ ‘second society’ are the

nearest Czech and Hungarian approximations o ﬂ"l¢ P_ohsh model
of the emancipation of civil society in the post-totahtangn‘ era.
There is no better illustration of the gul_f tpat separates C_ent.ral
European and Russian ideas about totalitgrlar}zsm than the thinking
of Solzhenitsyn or that of Alexander Zinoviev. Tl_]e latter Szees a
totalitarianism from below, homo sovieticus belpn‘gmg to a ‘com-
fnunity’ but certainly not a ‘society’. So!zhemE%yn belleve_s ?that
Communism came from without, and that it has ‘stifled Russia’. At

. the root of the catastrophe'is the fact that people have ‘forgotten

. ' God’. Communism is the fruit of unbelief, the result of a process of

secularization of the state which can be traced back to the Renais-
sance. Whereas Communism has suppressed the spirituality of the

S . N :
* Russian people, it is the West, the origin of th_e ‘disease’ of atheism
" and secularization, which is now in a state of internal decay, warns

- Solzhenitsyn.



In contrast, the Central Europeans insist on their Western
cultural ties even in the field of political or economic thought. Signi-
ficantly, the Poles centre their thinking on the notion of ‘civil society’;
the Hungarians oo the market economy and the liberal traditior;
and the Czechs on their attachment to European culture. In other
words, here are three components of their European and Western
heritage which are all obstacles to the ambitions of totalitarian power.
As far as the Russian pariicipants in the debate are concerned, these
are mostly writers of genius who, when it comes to potitical thinking,
turn into prophets of doom who blame their ‘misfortune’ either on
the hated West or on a Sovietized people who, when all is said and
done, have got what they deserve.

However, above and beyond their different analyses of the
‘essence’ of totalitarianism, its mechanisms or its strengths and weak-
nesses, all the samizdar authors mentioned here, who represent the
emergence of independent political thinking in Russia and Central
Europe, are united in contradicting Orwell’s vision of Nineteen Eighty-
Four on one point. In contrast to the pessimistic message conveyed
by the case of Winston Smith, who ends up ‘loving’ Big Brother,
running through the writings of independent intellectuals is the
implication that the resistance to totalitarianism, even in the gulag
as Solzhenitsyn shows, is possible and necessary. This stance is
echoed in the break with the ‘enslavement to everydayness’ and the
‘solidarity of the shaken’ that Patocka speaks of, in Adam Michnik’s
‘living in dignity’ or Havel’s ‘living in truth’. But at this point
we have already gone beyond political analysis of the totalitarian
phenomenon to enter the field of ethics and ‘spiritual resistance’. It
is symptomatic that this should happen, because it suggests that it
is precisely this ethical unity of resistance which in the end is the

" common denominator, among dissident thinkers, of reflections on

totalitarianism. If this is so, we can justifiably conclude that we are
not dealing with a ‘scientific’ concept, but a ‘subjective’ notion
which, like ‘democracy’ or ‘liberty’, rests on a value judgement and
inevitably implicates those who employ it.
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Reform and
Revolution

The peoples of Europe enjoy only the degree of freedom
that their audacity conquers from fear. :
{Stendhal)

When Moscow sneezes Central Europe catches a cold. Change at
the centre of the Empire is bound to have repercussions at the
periphery. However, because Communist rule is weaker there and
because these societies have a stronger democratic tradition, the
risks of change are much greater there than in the Soviet Union
itself. -

Gorbachev has little experience with the countries of Central
Europe, but he must have on his mind the unrest and revolt in
Poland and Hungary prompted by Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization.
He might also ponder that the Red Army’s suppression of the
Czechoslovak reform movement in 1968 was followed by two
decddes of conservative stagnation not just in Prague but in Maoscow
as well. Are reform of the system and feform of the Empire com-
patible? Is Gorbachev the great white’ ‘hope of disillusioned Central
Europeans? Or might, as many in the West already worry, the
unrtily Central Europeans jeopardize the prospects of perestroika and
provoke a setback for East—West relations? Perhaps the best way to
understand the Central European response is to recall that, if
anything, it is the nature of Soviet domination which has been the
prime cause of instability in the area. The crises of Budapest in 1956,
Prague in 1968 or Warsaw in 1980 were all separate artempts to
reform or shake off a Soviet-imposed system in countries with a
radically different political and cultural tradition.

Budapest 1956 was the first anti-totalitarian revolution to shake
the foundations of a Communist state. The subsequent practice of
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calling it a ‘revolt’ or an ‘uprising’ is essentially an attempt to
present it merely as a violent outburst, at the expense of its political
significance. It is also a way to gloss over the fact that the violence
(as well as the decision to leave the Warsaw Pact) was provoked by
a first Soviet intervention on 24 October, which in turn brought
about a second one on 4 November. The year 1956 also brought the
first war between Communist countries.

In 1968 the Czechs and Slovaks were anxious to avoid the Hun-
garian syndrome: they wanted not the collapse of the Party but its
rejuvenation. The fact that it was the Party itself which initiated a
reform carried out/in the name of socialism, combined with the
absence of anti-Russian feeling in the population, had convinced the
Dubéek leadership that their comrades in Moscow would show
understanding for a reform not directed against them or against the
system, but designed to improve it and make it more attractive. In
retrospect, of course, there was some naivety in Dubéek’s attempt
to persuade Brezhnev that the abolition of censorship and the
curbing of police control were good for the popularity of the Party
and for socialism in Europe. Brezhnev, as we know from Zdenek
Mlynar’s account of the post-invasion talks in Moscow, replied that
he could not care less about the image of socialism in the West, that
security for him megnt control, and that, as they had been since the
end of the war, Czech borders were also Soviet borders. Twenty
years later, only Dubcek still believes that it was all a terrible
misunderstanding. .

Twelve vears after the Warsaw Pact troops rolled into Prague,

Solidarity was born in Gdansk. It was the first genuine workers’
revolution since the Paris Commune of 187:1. But instead of pictures
of Marx they carried pictures of the Polish Pope; instead of the
‘Internationale’ they sang ‘Poland is Not Yet Lost’.

The lesson from:Budapest and Prague had not been forgotten:
neither a violent revolutzon against the Party nor a reform from
within, Solidarity ersori=1 as 2 powerful social movement from the
roots. Solidarity was also the first revolution which zimed not to
seize state power but to gain autonomy for society. It was a self-
limiting, non-violent revolution — not quite the stereotype of Polish
revolunonary Romanticism. Its violent suppression had far-reachmg
consequences for the whole Smhet bloc. After a ‘revélution in
Budapest and a Party-led reform'ih Prague; the defeat of Solidarity
seemed to bdr all prospects for fundamentsal chahge; it'left a feehng
of hOpeiessness, 4 feeling that everythmg had been tr1ed and every-
thing had failed. S

I\/‘loscow too Showed that it had learned a great deal about ‘crisis
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management in Central Europe (if not actualiy about its causes and
sighificance): a bloodbath by the Red Army in Budapest in 1956, a
collective Warsaw Pact invasion in 1968, then a domestic military
coup by proxy in Poland in December 1981. In each case the methods
used to suppress a reform movement were mcre sophisticated —
repression was quicker, casualties were fewer — than in the previous
one. And each time, Soviet involvement in repression was less direct.
The effectiveness of the ‘restoration of order’, Moscow found out,
was related to the degree of its delegation. But there are drawbacks
as well: the delegation of repression makes Soviet control over the
ensuing process of ‘normalization’ more difficult. General Jaruzelski
liquidated Solidarity with considerable aplomb, but his policy of
seeking a compromise with the Catholic Church, instead of root-
ing out the heresy as Gustav Husak had dome in neighbouring
Czechoslovakia, has proved to be a considerable constraint on
‘normalization’.

‘Normalization, in Communist language means the restoration of
Soviet control over the country, and of the Party’s self-confidence
and control over society. It rests not just on repression, but above
all on society’s acceptance of defeat. Indeed ‘normalization’ has
succeeded when overt violence becomes nc longer necessary.
Kadar’s Hungary provided the model: the Party had experienced its
first great scare and had seen how quickly its ruie could crumble. It
realized that after 1956 things could never be the same. Hungarian
society also knew that it stood little chance against the might of
Soviet tanks; evolutionary change would have to take place within
the system. According to one argument, something good could come
out of the tragedy: sevére punishment (the execution in cold blood
of Imre Nagy in June 1958, and the continuing executions of hun-
dreds of participants in the years up to 1960) in a way prepared the
ground for Kadar’s offer of compromise ~ “Who is not against us is
with us.” This, of course, is a cynical argument. Kadar had never
read Machiavelli and his ‘discovery’ was purely a pragmatic one: to
avoid a repetition of 1956 repression is not enough; the Party should
keep its exasperation with society to a minimum while remaining
within the limnits of what is acceptable to Mescow.

Kadar was helped by the favourable context created by Khrush-
chev’s’ second’ wave of ‘de-Stalinization in the early 1960s. Kadar
also obtained the co-operation of the intellectuals, by allowing them
to publish wnhout humxhatmg recantations. Finally, he was able,
for some twenty years, to offer the workers a slow but steady increase
in living standdrds. This does not mean that Kadar kad to follow a

flexible policy. Ceausescu’s Romania or Husak’s Czechoslovakia are
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reminders that there is no such thing as an imperative for reform,
nor set limits to the suffering inflicted on a society. by the local
satraps.

When Gustav Husak took over from Alexander Dubcek in Aprll
1969, many thought he would be a Czechoslovakian Kadar. After
all, like Kadar, he was a former victim of Stalinist purges and a
prominent reformer during the Prague Spring. Who remembers that
on the eve of the invasion of 21 August 1968, Husak declared: ‘I
am firmly convinced that the new course represented by Comrade
Dubéek is so powerful among the Czech and Slovak people that
there is no force capable of turning us back’? Except, of course, a
Soviet invasion, which gave Husak the opportunity to offer his
services to the Russians. Only a week after the invasion Husak
concluded his speech at the Conference of Slovak Communists with
the words: ‘For my part, I support Dubgek’s concept, I took part in
its elaboration and will support it fully: either T°’ll stay with him
or 'l leave.” Within months Husak had signed a new ‘treaty of
friendship’ with the Soviet Union, accepting the Brezhnev doctrine
of limited sovereignty, and embarked on an extensive and ruthless
eradication of reform. In contrast to Kadar, who never allowed
Rakosi’s old guard to return after 1956 {(Rakost’s rule had preceded
the reforms of Imre Magy), Husak allied himself with the ultra-
Stalinist faction led by Vasil Bilak. What followed were twenty years
of repression and stagnation. Compared to the Hungarian model,
the Czechoslovak ‘normalization’ was only a semi-success, or a semi-
failure. True, it brought Moscow twenty years of quiet. The econ-
omic carrot helped to buy the passivity of the population; the skilful
use of the Slovak card, as part of a ‘divide and rule’ strategy, did
help find a constituency for a ‘normalized’ status quo. But the
intellectuals have not been co-opted, and rigid control rather than
the search for consensus is still official policy. After two decades of
complete immobility and paranoia about the spectre of 1968, Husak
has been unceremomously ousted. “What did you do in 1968?" was
the question asked by Husak’s inquisition in all the purges and
‘verifications’ which led to the expulsion of half a million people
from the Party. Husak assuredly deserves Kundera’s nickname as
the ‘President of forgettmg By clinging to power he tried to impose
amnesia on a whole nation.

In Poland martial law and the repression of Solidarity were effec-
tive, but certain ingredients of ‘normalization’ in the Hungarian or
even the Czechoslovak style were lacking. The leaders of Solidarity
were neither physically liquidated as Nagy was in Hungary nor
forced to capitulate as Dubgek was in Czechoslovakia, Walesa and
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Solidarity remaln as a symbol of connnuxty and resxstance The co-
optation of intellectuals is 1mp0331b1e The Church can be used as a
moderatmg, stabllxzmg mﬂuence, but in exchange it has obtained
the recogmnon of.its 1de010g1ca] domlnance in society. Over the last
decade the Polish Church has meorporated the notion of human
rights mto its doctrine. The Pope 5 h0m111es on this subject during
his successive visits to his homeland suggest that, whatever practical
arrangements Primate Glemp may have conceded, the Polish
Church stands for spiritual resistance to ‘normalization’ — another
major difference with post-1956 Hungary or post-1968 Czecho-
slovakia. Finally, the economic disaster of the 1980s meant that
Jaruzelski had nothing to offer the workers after the crackdown on
Solidarity. The result is sporadic strikes in the factories and, as Jacek
Kuron points out, the new official trade unions ar¢ often closer to
the legacy of Solidarity than to the old- style transmlssmn belt’ of
the Party. :

Bronislaw Geremek, the well-known historian and an adviser to
Solidarity, says that society is tired .of confrontation, but that the
expertence of martial law has deepened the ‘them ahnd us’ divide.

After Budapest in 1956 resistance was destroyed within weeks.
After 1968 in Prague resistance was destroyed iri one year. In
Poland, more than six years after the coup, you still have the
same movement, weaker than before, but still in existence. You
have hundreds of underground publications. For the first time
in the Eastern bloc we are a country in which the opposition is a
political fact. When I say the opposition, I mean a civil society
with its own means of communication and expre$sion, with an
independent public opinion. How could one ca ?i ‘this real
normalization? ‘ o

Looklng back at the three major crises it is clear that the techmques
of repression have proved each time to be more effective. But ‘nor-
malization’, what Simecka called the ‘restoration of order’, each
time proved more difficult: falrly good in Hungary, medlocre in
Czechoslovakia, very dubious in Poland.

. At the end of the 1980s the legacy of the three interrupted rev-
olutions is being reclaimed, though nobody believes they will be
repeated. In Hungary, the end of the Kadar era aiso ended what

- Janos Kis called the ‘contract of silence’ concerning 1956 which a

traumatized society had tacitly accepted. Today the legacy of 1956
is reclaimed not just by the opposition but especm'liy by the young
generation, which does not remember the repression of the 1950s
and sees the promise of consumerism rapidly fading away. There is
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a symbolic and a pelitical legacy at stake. ‘Our problem,’ says Gyorgy

Konrad, ‘is that of Antigone. We have to bury our dead; those who
fell during the revolution or were afterwards executed in so cowardly
a manner.” On 16 June 1988 a demonstration to commemorate the!

assassination of Imre Nagy was dispersed by police, whereas only
two weeks later a much larger demonstration, in support of the
Hungarian minority in Transylvania, received official blessing. Ironi-
cally, thirty years after 1956, nationalism is more acceptable to
the Hungarian Party leadership than rehabilitating one of its sons,
perhaps the only one whose name is really popular in the country.
A year later they were forced to grant a national funeral to Nagy
without being able to claim credit for it. The reason for their lagging
behind the public mood was their inability to accept the substance
of the 1956 legacy. For a nation that had suffered two humiliating
defeats in this century, a nation divided along cultural and political
lines, 1956 provided a liberating experience of unity around the
defence of democratic ideas. Nobody wishes a replay of 1956, but
the reclaiming of its values by the democratic opposition is of import-
ance for the future of Hungarian politics.

In contrast t¢ Kadar’s post-1956 ‘contract of forgetting’, the
Prague regime’s:relentless settling of accounts with the ideas and
the protagonists!of 1968 means that, even twenty years later, the
question still touches a raw nerve in Czechoslovakia. There are
essentially three responses to its legacy. That of Dubclek and the
Communist dignitaries expelled from the Party: after a long period
of silence (and criticism from non-Communists) they, at last, feel
vindicated by Gorbachev. Their only mistake was to be right twem’y
years too early, ‘The basic ideological directions are the same,’ says
Dubctek. ;

: 4
The needs and the aims in both cases are the same: economic
reform and the democratization of the Party and the whole
society. . ;. In our official propaganda to this day the idea prevails
that there is no similarity between the two programmes. But you
need only look at our Action Programme of 1968 and their
programme and you’ll find that they are very alike. ... But

(Gorbachev has one advantage for him there is no danger of the

tanks whtch roiled over us m 1968 o o

Zdenek Mlynar, who was 2 member of the Party Pohtburo in
1968, is cr1t1ca] of Dubcek’ dlusmns ' o

There was the illusion of'the Pafty leadership about its own
I S A ' ! R
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possibilities within the Soviet bloc. You had the idea of reform,
but under no conditions was a rift envisaged with the Soviet
Union, as had happened in Yugoslavia. And with such
assumptions one could only do what the majority of the leadership
would agree to at the time; that is, roughly what Kadar was
doing in Hungary. In that case there was hardly any point in
starting at all. Illusion number two was that, because twenty
years of totalitarian diktat had freed the way to democratization,
the Czechoslovak Party leadership enjoyed enormous support
and that this was likely to continue and to guarantee that people
would always be satisfied with what the leadership granted.
Finally, there was the population’s illusion about the leadership:
that it can transgress certain limits provided there is sufficient
push from below.

The more plausible, Realpolitik approach favoured by Mlynar would
have been a slower and more controlled process of reform. To abolish
censorship while keeping the hardliners in the Farty apparatus, even
at the highest level, was a recipe for disaster. Meanwhile Prague
intellectuals seemed to follow the slogan of their Parisian counter-
parts: ‘Be realists, demand the impossible!”

The non-Communists, in their assessment of 1968, arc less con-
cerned with the merits. of Party tactics in the clash of reformers and
conservatives. Vaclav. Havel sees in the Prague Spring the cul-
mination of a long process of ‘self-awareness and self-liberation of
society’. If anything,’ the lesson of 1968 was that a Communist
monopoly of power cannot be dismantled by the Party itself. In a
samizdar study entitled Prague Spring 1968: Hopes and Disil-
lusionment, published twenty years later, Miroslav Synek writes:

. Just as the nations of our continent are unlikely to forget the
Napoleonic Wars, the slaughter at Verdun or Hitler’s European
campaign, so the year 1968 will be forever etched in the historical
memory of the Czechs and Slovaks. That sudden and
spontaneous outburst of popular activity and its cynical
suppression provided unmistakable proof that a ruling
Communist Party is incapable of restoring democratic liberties
to.a closed society. 1968 is a permanent warning to all nations
and peoples thdt grand talk about peace and friendship,
-sovereignty and territorial inviolability count for far less than
the interests of naked power,

As an atternpt to reconcile a ruling Communist Party with the
democratu: polmcal culture of its people, the Prague Spring came
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too late for Khrushchev and too early for Gorbachev. It is not an
experience that will be repeated. Yert it is a reminder of how quickly
things can change, of ‘all the potentialities that slumber within the
soul of the populace’. “Who’, says Vaclav Havel, ‘at the time of
Novotny’s decaying regime, could have anticipated that in the space
of half a year genuine civil awareness would stir within that self-
same society, or that a year later a society so recently apathetic,
sceptical and virtually demoralized would resist foreign invasion
with such audacity and resourcefulness!’

In Poland, Solidarity and General Jaruzelski’s military coup
showed the success and the limits of the strategy of ‘new evolu-
tionism’. But even the crushing of the independent trade union did
not mean a return to the situation that existed before 1980. There
is a curnulative effect in the emancipation of Polish society from the
state through a series of crises. In 1956 the Church and the peasantry
(allowed to return to private agriculture) gained autonomy from the
state. In 1968 intellectuals made their break with the ideology of the
regime. Through a series of strikes in 1970, 1976 and 1980 the
workers made their bid for self-organization. In the periods between
crises the regime has, of course, tried to regain control and withdraw
its concessions but with only partial success. Thus the whole period
since 1956 can be seen as a gradual process of the emancipation of
civil society. _

For Jacek Kuron the crises are essentially periods when the social
movement expands: i

It goes back to 1956 We had not yet abandoned Communism
but we were already of the opinion that social movements should
be independent of the Party and the government. 1968 and 1970
were crucial times for the relationship bétween the intellectuals
and the workers. In 1968 the intellectuals realized that they must
ally themselves with the workers. After 1970 the workers reached
a similar conclusion about the need for an alliance with the
intellectuals. KOR [the Workers’ Defence Committee] was born
from this experierice, and its attempts to foster the self-
organization of social movements eventually bore splendid fruits
in 1980. True, Sclidarity has been crushed and driven
underground, but this cannot change the fact that the
foundations of the totalitarian system have been broken. We have
created and sustained freedom of expression so that the
authorities have had to open up the official media, Because of the
pressure of the Solidarity underground, even all those dummy
social movements which they created now cease to be dummies,

. Reform and Revolutibn 259
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There is only one road: from totalitarianism to democracy, and
we have.covered a great length of it.(If you compare the way in
which we live today — this very conversation, here < with the
times when for a word, for a joke, one went to prison, you will
see that ‘we'live'in a different country, in a different social order.

Poland, as alwéys, magnifies a trend. A would-be totalitarian state
coexists with a society which it can no longer control with the old
methods. As Adam Michnik put it, this is not ‘socialism with a
human face, but totalitarianism with broken teeth’. Its relative
tolerance is proof not of enlightened liberalism, but of \_:veakness
anid disintegration. Between abortive reforms and abortive ‘nor-
malizations’ society tries to assert its autonomy.

‘On three occasions attempts ar democratic change have be_en
suppressed by Moscow all the more easily because: t‘he'counmes
which made them were isolated from the other countries of Fhe
Soviet bloc. But today there is change in Moscow and 4 crisis brewing
simultaneously in several countries. There is a growing awareness —
at least among the opposition — of the interdependence of the fate of
the nations of Central Europe. The optimistic view is that, for the
first time, conditions might be ripe. The greater bfeathinfg space
conquered by society, the argument goes, combines with change and
adaptation within the political system. Thanks to Gorbachev there
is a chance for the long-awsited synthesis of change from above and
from below, from within and from outside the system. _

" There is also the dramatic, catastrophist reading, of the new situ-
ation: historically, the combination of economic crisis and pollt@cal
liberalism is a known recipe for disaster. Some, like Zbigniew
Brzezinski, at one time America’s National Security A‘dviser? believe
that Central Eurcl)pe.is in a pre-revolutionary situation. In 1988' a
rrew Spring of Nations is in the offing, parallel to that of 1848. Th}S,
of course, would mean the end of Gorbachev’s perestroika, with
unpleasant repercussions for East—West relations_. : E

The problem with the revolutionary scenario is '_that it rests on a
concept of ‘crisis’ which is used ds a common denominator for
gituations which are completely different. To say that Poland is in
crisis is hardly new; ‘crisis’ has been on and off the ‘normal’ state of

he country since 1956. Crisis, used to describe Cea-usespu’s

Romania, is a polite understatement. For Hunga_g.y_ it is a sl}ght
exaggeration: crisis there means a sharp deterioration in comparison
to the apparent prosperity of recent years. In Czechoslovakia 1988
tias been launched with Husak’s departure from office and Dubclek’s
interview in L’Unita claiming that the difference between him and



Gorbachev is no more than twenty years. Exciting, but hardly evi-
dence of ‘crisis’.

The “optimo-pessimistic’ view of the situation is that few people
in Central Europe éxpect anything from hypothetical upheavals
because there is little reason to believe that, with or without Gorba-
chev, the Soviet Union would behave any differently from how it
has in the past. Gradual change of far-reaching significance is taking
place, but in a context of decay, even disintegration: the steady
erosion of imperial Seviet control over Central Furope combines
with the erosion of state control over society. Ideology has collapsed
under the combined forces of the use of tanks against ‘socialism with
a human face’ in Prague and against workers in Gdansk. Ideocracies
without an ideology, the Communist regimes have been looking for
substitutes, of which nationalism is the favourite. Ceausescu has
followed the Balkan pattern of authoritarian nationalism. After his
military coup General Jaruzelski abandoned the language of Com-
munism for that of nationalism. The Hungarian Party, so reluctant
to express any national feeling under Kadar, is now endorsing the
cause of the Hungarians in Transylvania. Even the East German
Party, for whom the very word ‘nation’ used to be taboo, is now
reclaiming the Prussian past; Clausewitz and Bismarck are rehabili-
tated, Martin Luther and Frederick the Great are presented as
forerunners of socialism. The immediate advantages of attempting
to tap the nationalist feelings of the population are obvious. But it
might also prove to be a dangerous game. The dynamics of popular
nationalism might outrun those who wish to manipulate it; Moscow
too might find it useful to play ‘divide and rule’. Yet, in the long run
nationalism is bound to foster centrifugal tendencies within the
Soviet Empire, .

Economic decline has become the prime cause of change. In the
1970s it was fashionable to predict that economic modernization
and more trade with the West would eventually also bring greater
freedom in the East. Statesmen such as Chancellor Schmidt and
President Giscard d’Estaing were convinced that economic inter-
dependence would make the systems of the Other Europe more
stable and thus more relaxed. These hopes have failed to materialize.
In the 1980s the Soviet bloc economies have been sliding into decay
and demodernization. At the end of the war, as one observer put it,
the Communist Parties of Central Europe claimed to follow ‘national
roads to socialism’; today, they seem to follow national roads from
socialism. The degree to which the Party retreats from the economy
reflects the scale of the disastér: thi$, as much as politidal circiith-
stances, explains why Poland anid Hungary are the foreruriners of

AT

reform, while the conservative economies of East Germany and
Czechoslovakia are doing relatively better. The combination of decay
and retreat opens more space for independent private initiative. But
this is not a zero-sum game in which the crisis of the Party-state
system of control automatically means greater freedom for society.
The economic collapse, especially in Poland, affects social services,
the fabric of everyday life. The Party’s partial withdrawal from the
economic sphere gives society the opportunity and the challenge to
provide alternative answers to the crisis. The question for the future
1s, as Janos Kis suggested, whether after decades under anaesthesia
the pace of self-organization in civil society can match the pace of
disintegration in the Communist system.

As the Soviet bloc regimes fall into decay, it has dawned on some
of the more enlightened Party leaders that the crisis might have
something to do with the Party’s obstinate insistence on controlling
things. Besides, if you control everything, you also get blamed for
everything. Hence the idea that the Party should retreat from the
sphere of culture and the economy and relax political control as well.
But this is easier said than done. Can you shake off your Stalinist
legacy and yet retain power? And once you start retreating, where do
you stop? Each Party has to find its own answers to these questions,
answers which depend not so much on Gorbachev as on the strength
and the resistance of each society. :
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