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Cultural Opposition:
Concepts and Approaches

The COURAGE Handbook

The Handbook, which is the main publication that grows out of the COUR-
AGE project, presents the initial findings of the research consortium. The
main aim of the volume is to discuss the complexities and the legacy of cultur-
al opposition from the perspective of the collections and suggest possible
frameworks of re-conceptualizations of the history of dissent and non-con-
formism in the former socialist countries of Central, Eastern, and Southeast-
ern Europe. Since the format of the publication is a handbook, the narrative
aims to offer a synthesis of the existing scholarship, but also to break new
ground at the same time. The structure of the individual chapters reflects this
ambition.

The Handbook revolves around the material heritage of cultural opposi-
tion: the collections. It provides an overview of the history and typology of
collections in the countries studied in the framework of the project and offers
a concise analysis of the various types of cultural opposition from the perspec-
tive of collections. The volume is divided into three parts: the introductory
chapters; the country chapters; and the thematic chapters. The introductory
section of the book contains two chapters that outline the main aim of COUR-
AGE, introduce the key concepts with which the book engages, and provide a
general historical-sociological assessment of the collections represented in the
COURAGE Registry. Part II of the handbook consists of concise overviews of
the countries—or a cluster of countries—that were explored as part of the
project. The country chapters reflect on the history and the material heritage
of cultural opposition in the respective countries from the viewpoint of the
collections that have shaped and continue to shape the legacy of dissent in the
region. The focus of the volume shifts from countries to themes in Part III,
which is the most substantial part of the handbook. The chapters in Part III
analyze individual collections with regard to specific types or forms of cultur-
al opposition. Each chapter consists of a brief yet comprehensive introduction
to the overall theme, as well as a number of case studies discussing one or a
small number of relevant collections. Although the narratives in the individu-
al chapters were shaped by the specific stories that emerged from the collec-
tions, all chapters reflect on the history and social/political use (or abuse) of
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the respective collections. While the thematic chapters present only a repre-
sentative sample of the collections that were analyzed in the framework of
COURAGE, they all follow a comparative approach and highlight the similar-
ities, parallels, and transnational entanglements that the study of collections
in different social and cultural contexts brought to the fore.

No single book could do justice to the spectacular diversity and richness
of material contained in the collections of cultural opposition in Europe and,
indeed, across the globe. Thus, the present volume should serve mostly as a
first port of call and an essential guide for the curious reader who wishes to
navigate through the muddied waters of cultural opposition and its material
heritage in the post-Soviet world. The book seeks to demonstrate that the
“hidden transcripts” of communist Eastern Europe matter and continue to
shape political culture in the respective societies to a significant extent. The
notion of “hidden transcript” is understood in the context of cultural opposi-
tion as defined by James C. Scott— “offstage,” unsanctioned discourses of
power—but also in the literal sense, because collections very often contain
actual texts that were hidden from the watchful eyes of communist authori-
ties.! At the same time, the Handbook highlights the fluidity and elusiveness
of the notion of cultural opposition and underscores the importance of ana-
lyzing situational factors, individual agency, and intentions behind practices
of dissent and non-conformism in order to arrive at a sophisticated under-
standing of the phenomenon.

The handbook is the product of intense collaboration between over 60
scholars who come from diverse academic backgrounds and over a dozen
countries in Europe and North America. While individual approaches to the
topic may differ, the contributions are connected by a common thread: the
continuing relevance of cultural opposition.

Studying Cultural Opposition: Key Concepts and Approach

Since the regime change, former socialist countries have been in the process of
constructing and negotiating their relationships with their recent past, which
includes the heritage of cultural opposition. Opposition, in this context, is typ-
ically understood in a narrow sense as referring to open political resistance to
communist governments.? This book proposes a more nuanced historical con-
ception of cultural opposition, expanding the concept towards broader frame-
works of political participation to facilitate a better understanding of how
dissent and criticism were possible in the former socialist regimes of Eastern
Europe.

1 Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance.
2 Todorova, Dimou, and Troebst, Remembering Communism.
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CULTURAL OPPOSITION: CONCEPTS AND APPROACHES

When authorities aim to control public speech and opportunities for
democratic public debates are radically restricted, underground public
spheres are likely to emerge, and nonconformist movements, whether demo-
cratic, Church related, or nationalist, may openly declare their oppositional
stances towards the state. Although these kinds of movements are the ones
usually associated with cultural opposition today in the memory culture of
late socialism, dissident cultures were much more diverse.® Several cultural
groups with no explicit political program (e.g. punk groups, avantgarde art-
ists, or alternative religious communities) were also branded oppositional by
the authorities and, as a result, they were also forced underground.* Even
communities that formulated a dissident political agenda were not necessari-
ly established with direct political aims in mind, but rather gradually came to
accept the role assigned to them by the authorities and society.” Studying
“cultural opposition,” therefore, requires a shift in focus from mainstream
narratives of politically articulate dissident groups and individuals towards a
set of complex scenes of nonconformist cultural practices. Or, to put it differ-
ently, when we frame the question, the word “cultural” needs to be emanci-
pated from the dominance of the word “opposition.”

Cultural opposition, no doubt, was partly a consequence of and response
to socialist state practices. Any attempt to come to terms with cultural opposi-
tion, therefore, would be impossible without considering and examining the
various practices of state control and the effects of these practices on citizens.
However, while emphasizing the role of the state in shaping the definitions of
cultural opposition, we also seek to further reflection on the agency of the
citizens of the former socialist countries who engaged in autonomous or non-
conformist cultural activities. This allows us to re-conceptualize cultural op-
position to include both forms of deliberate dissent and autonomous exercises
of cultural freedom. Certainly, what is perhaps most exciting in the individu-
al cases of cultural dissent is the tension between these two forms of opposi-
tional culture (deliberate and even programmatic on the one hand and more
an incidental but no less meaningful part of cultural pursuits on the other),
which were, more often than not, constantly shifting. Rather than creating a
rigidly prescriptive definition of cultural opposition, we work with a more
dynamic concept which takes into consideration both the diversity of its
meanings in various nation states and periods and the fact that the concept of
cultural opposition (and its definitions) is a historical product itself.

The most pressing methodological difficulty is how to address both the
deliberately oppositional and the nonconformist agencies with a similar his-
torical toolkit so that one can do justice to the complexity of the issue and, at
the same time, create a common platform for discussion, comparison, and

3 See Falk, “Resistance and Dissent”; Falk, The Dilemmas of Dissidence.
4 Risch, Youth and Rock in the Soviet Bloc.
5 Bolton, Worlds of Dissent.
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assessment of dissident activities. Some dissenters seriously contemplated
their positions and produced elaborate texts, while others did not seek to re-
flect explicitly on their situations or their relationships to the socialist state.
Emphasis on the former cases will necessarily lead to a one-sided understand-
ing of cultural opposition. One way to deal with this difficulty is to consider
the role of the collections in defining what cultural opposition means. Collect-
ing and creating collections on cultural opposition became a cultural activity
in and of itself: a context that framed the everyday lives of socialist citizens
working outside or inside official institutions. By investigating this culture of
archiving, one might open new perspectives on the world of dissent which
would enable researchers to consider a greater variety of dissident activities.
We propose to analyze the types of collections that were produced in the for-
mer socialist countries and, in particular, the ways in which the collections
created implicit or explicit understandings of the political system and the
roles of the regime in the genesis of these collections.

The attempt to decenter somewhat the state when understanding cultur-
al opposition and recognize a wide variety of citizens as agents in the creation of
the notion of cultural opposition itself has consequences for the periodization
of state socialism in Eastern and Central Europe. Archival practices suggest a
different chronology than political history, which typically takes 1953, 1956
and 1968 as turning points when it comes to the first decades of communist rule.
In contrast, as has been the case in the study of the cultural history of the re-
gion in general, a look at archiving culture in the context of cultural opposi-
tion suggests a major shift in the mid-1960s. Until then, cultural opposition
consisted predominantly of the often clandestine and persecuted preservation
of pre-communist cultural heritage, rather than initiatives to create novel crit-
ical cultural forms and genres. Drawing a chronological distinction between
the preservation of pre-communist traditions and the creation of new cultural
practices furthers a more nuanced understanding of the continuities and dis-
continuities in the cultural heritage of cultural opposition and draws attention
to different types of collections based on this (pre-communist and post-com-
munist) heritage. This, in turn, will allow us further to differentiate forms of
opposition that manifested themselves in elite and popular culture and oppo-
sitional aspects of the culture of everyday life, tastes, and lifestyles.

While we noted above that our approach aims to decenter the state to a
certain extent in the study of cultural opposition, we nonetheless expect that,
as we shed light on the histories of collections of cultural opposition, we will
make significant contributions to the study of state practices as well. Histori-
cal scholarship often uses the term “state” as a rhetorical shortcut for the mul-
ti-layered complex network of centrally funded institutions and the related
individuals in decision-making positions. There is a vast secondary literature
on state socialism which examines decision-making processes and the often
conflicting personal agendas of high ranked officials. A focus on the prove-
nance of collections will complement this research, because in the cases of
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state archives and museums, it will show how local authorities reacted, on the
one hand, to grassroots initiatives and emerging new cultural scenes and, on
the other, to central administrative measures. As such, this new approach
might further a more refined understanding of how the state functioned.
“Cultural opposition” is most commonly understood as evidence of the total-
itarian control of the state over society, rather than as evidence of the complex-
ities of the relationship between state and society.® We propose to work in this
direction, and we claim that cultural opposition should be seen as a historical-
ly shaped and socially contextualized phenomenon instead of a set of individ-
ual activities carried out by individual actors or communities.

The Changing Status of Collections: Towards a New Transitology

A typical approach adopted by the post-1989 governments of the region to
this question was to take a proactive role and establish specialized archives,
collections, and institutes of memory charged with the task of clarifying the
“recent past,” uncovering the “truth,” and furthering the “search for historical
justice.”” The genesis and trajectories of the private and public collections on
the cultural opposition movements needs to be considered in this context.
These collections often began as parts of civil rights movements in the 1970s
and 1980s, but their place in the public sphere only became a key issue after
1989.% The documents, objects, and audio-visual footage of the cultural oppo-
sition became artifacts during the transition from dictatorship to democracy.
In the former socialist countries, a variety of approaches emerged to the
preservation of collections on cultural opposition.” Victims’ associations, of-
ten backed by pressure groups and public intellectuals, connected post-com-
munist morality to questions of transparency and sincerity about the past: if
the “perpetrators” or the “victims” could now be discovered, on moral grounds
they had to be discovered. These campaigns were also conceptualized as an im-
portant test of post-communist society’s moral strength to “face up” to its
dictatorial past.!? Thus, the history of cultural opposition was determined by
the ways in which the private collections on cultural opposition became open
to the public and the ways in which they made, channeled, or masked the
history of the former opposition, which became mainstream after 1989.

6 Mark, “Society, Resistance and Revolution.”

7 Hayner, Unspeakable Truths; Stan, Transitional Justice; Nalepa, Skeletons in the Closet; Nedelsky
and Stan, Encyclopedia of Transitional Justice.

8 Pollack and Wielgohs, Dissent and Opposition; Killingsworth, Civil Society in Communist Eastern
Europe.

9 Light, “An Unwanted Past”; Light, “Gazing on Communism”; Young and Kaczmarek, “The
Socialist Past.”

10 Los, “Lustration and Truth Claims”; Ash, “Trial, Purges, and History Lessons”; Stan, “The

Vanishing Truth?”
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We aim to understand this process by focusing on the role of the collec-
tions as historical agents in this process. This requires interrogating the ways
in which post-socialist cultures have produced knowledge of cultural opposi-
tion. The functions, social representation, and history of the collections, secret
police archives, and institutes of national memory that have played key roles
in the production and promotion of the idea of cultural opposition need to be
examined. In addition, by making critical institutional histories the subject of
inquiry, we also need to explore how these institutions themselves contribut-
ed to the production, reproduction, and shaping of the memory of cultural
opposition.

Examining the birth and uses of the collections on cultural opposition is
an important means of liberating their holdings from the fetishisation of arti-
facts as repositories of truth, which was the product of regional understand-
ings of the communist experience. First, the artifacts of these collections en-
joyed a widespread faith in their authenticity among the general population
in post-communist societies, in part because, before 1989, they had been hid-
den. Second, unlike third-wave transitions, in which oral testimony was part
of the work of state-sponsored efforts to salvage memory (in e.g. History
Commissions), the written record was granted particular authority. Despite
several important research initiatives, oral history remained marginal in the
construction of the public image of the pre-1989 period.!! This is true despite
a number of important initiatives in both the late and post-socialist periods,
such as the interview collections in the KARTA Centre in Warsaw or the 1956
Institute’s Oral History Archive in Budapest. These emerged primarily from
former dissident circles, and they sought to give a voice to other experiences
under socialism. In a manner that at first glance may seem somewhat para-
doxical, the collections that were originally created to safeguard the artifacts
of cultural opposition did not always facilitate research into the documents or
artifacts.

These collections remained relatively unfamiliar or obscure, both among
academics and in public debates, in no small part simply because most of
them acquired the status they enjoy today only after 1989. The collections,
which were founded in acts of elaborately symbolic political ritual that were
broadly publicized by the media, often with major political figures sitting on
the boards of the institutions, were then required to grant the artifacts of the
collections a particular status and protection, often out of concerns for the
protection of information or personal privacy. In addition, they sometimes
had very vaguely defined missions. Last but not least, these new institutions
struggled with financial difficulties that left them vulnerable to governmental
influence. It is high time to ask how different collections (institutions) reacted
to similar problems.

11 Koleva, Talking History; Kovacs, Tiikirszilankok; Kovacs, “Mirror Splinters.”
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In recent decades, these institutions have undergone a change in image.
Increasingly distanced from the politicized moment of their founding and
blessed with an array of resources, they have drawn some of the best profes-
sionals away from other academic and archival posts. Parallel with this, they
have increasingly attempted to present themselves less as institutions of the
state and more as specialized collections and professional research institutes.
Nevertheless, historians and archivists have often encountered professional
conflicts, as their identities as state bureaucrats have been brought into con-
flict with their identities as scholars and historians.

In this story, the émigré collections fulfil a particularly significant role.
Collections that were created by members of exile communities were partly
returned to the home countries after the political transition and now are part
of the mainstream historical literature and sources in national libraries and
archives. These collections and archives were crucial in generating the idea of
the “other Europe,” i.e. the anti-communist opposition. After 1989, as the stor-
age sites of authentic evidence of cultural opposition, they provided templates
for organizing similar domestic collections, and they shaped the understand-
ing of cultural opposition both in Eastern and Western Europe.

Intellectuals and cultural figures left Eastern Europe in four major waves
after World War II. Some fled to the West in fear of the Red Army and the con-
sequences of Soviet rule or did not return to their home countries if they sur-
vived deportation in 1945. A larger wave left the region following the commu-
nist takeover in 1948-49, and another left after 1956. The fourth was provoked
by the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia. Certainly, however, emigration contin-
ued later in the 1970s and 1980s as well, when the emerging opposition move-
ments began to be persecuted by the communist authorities.!? These intellectu-
als and opposition members formed exile communities, mostly in France, the
UK (such as POSK, the Polish Socio-Cultural Centre and PUNO, the Polish Uni-
versity Abroad in London), West-Germany, and the USA, and they created im-
portant journals, publishing houses, and cultural societies.!® These institutions
were important both in informing Western audiences about the other side of the
Iron Curtain and in transmitting critical ideas and expressions of dissent back
home. They regularly published the works of the domestic oppositions (in jour-
nals like Pdrizsi Magyar Fiizetek or KULTURA, which was founded and edited by
Jerzy Giedroyc, a resident of Maisons-Laffitte), and they supported these oppo-
sitional movements with technical equipment and mobilized the foreign media
to support their political actions.!* The exile networks had a particular interest
in documenting all possible forms of criticism of and opposition to the commu-
nist governments of Eastern Europe. They therefore collected documents of do-
mestic underground, dissent, and nonconformist movements and intellectuals,

12 Major, Behind the Berlin Wall; Raska, The Long Road to Victory.
13 Jaroszynska-Kirchmann, The Exile Mission; Olszewska, Wanderers Across Language.
14 Neubauer and Torok, The Exile and Return of Writers; Stocker, “Eine transnationale Geschichte.”
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while also keeping records of their own oppositional activities. These exile
groups thus created sizable archives that documented the international circula-
tion of oppositional ideas'® and had a major impact on the modes, genres, and
institutions of cultural dissent.

The Matrix of Studying the Culture of Dissent

When studying the history of collections representing cultural opposition in a
way or another, there is a set of central aspects that we would like to highlight.
We defined four focus points that will orientate research: the material culture
of cultural opposition, the order of collections, the central agents related to the

collections, and the networks in which the agents and institutions were em-
bedded.

Material Culture

The material culture of socialism went rapidly into museums or archives after
the political transitions, in particular into sculpture parks, museums of com-
munism, archives of the former state security bodies, and archival collections
of the communist parties.!® In a paradoxical way, the heritage of the opposi-
tion was not met with similar interest (neither in politics nor in the public
sphere), in large part because it became an important political tool and thus
“resisted” the transformation into a part of the “past.”!” Clearly, collections
are more than neutral professional institutions concerned simply with the
preservation of knowledge. Through processes of selection, processing, ex-
hibiting, and the presentation to the public of their holdings, the archives and
museums in this field take part in the production of knowledge. The modali-
ties of selection and presentation chosen by these institutions constitute state-
ments on the possible forms of culture and cultural opposition, the ideal role
of culture in society, and the envisioned makeup of a culturally diverse socie-
ty. By producing representations, the archives and museums under examina-
tion produce concepts of the past and social identities.'

Drawing on these insights, one might consider both the collections and
their individual objects and documents as actors which participate in the pro-
duction and negotiation of identities and knowledge. Social and cultural prac-
tices occur in the context of material objects. Debates on the meanings of cul-
ture (or cultural opposition in our case) in society tend to center on the inter-

15 Kind-Kovacs and Labov, Samizdat, Tamizdat, and Beyond.

16 Troebst, Postdiktatorische Geschichtskulturen; Brunnbauer and Troebst, Zwischen Amnesie und
Nostalgie.

17 Sarkisova and Apor, Past for the Eyes.

18 Crane, Museums and Memory.
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pretation of works of art, artifacts, audiovisual footage, and material docu-
ments. Ideas about culture are linked to and are associated with objects, and
the objects, in turn, trigger processes of interpretation.!® Therefore, the study
of how the definitions of different categories of documents, objects, and me-
dia preserved in the collections have been shaped seems central to our en-
deavor.

The Order of the Collections

The insight that European modernity was concerned with the rational (re)or-
dering of archival and museum collections is central to our inquiries.?’ We
seek to understand the transnational interactions that shaped the organiza-
tion of the collections by answering the following questions: 1) do collections
organize their materials according to national and/or international standards;
2) what patterns did they and do they use to preserve the collected docu-
ments/objects/media; 3) how have these organizational strategies influenced
the typology of cultural opposition movements in the historical scholarship
and cultural studies in the former socialist countries.

The strategies on the basis of which the collections have been organized
are analyzed in the historical context of “entangled modernity,” which helps
us understand how the collections incorporated, adapted, or rejected “mod-
ern elements” of preservation.?! Understanding how the collections reflected
the power contests among the actors of the cultural opposition and the stake-
holders of the collections seems essential in this regard. Recently, archival
studies have pointed out how inquiries into the methods and procedures ac-
cording to which archives are created and maintained yield important episte-
mological, historical, and cultural policy-related insights.?? Instead of merely
creating institutional histories, we study collections as instruments of power
which have been used to channel and shape cultural discourses.

Since the 1980s, as pointed out above, the role of cultural opposition has
changed significantly, and this has had a significant impact on the emerging
collections. In the late 1970s, dissident intellectuals and artists could effective-
ly subvert the system of cultural administration by creating their independ-
ent, although illegal, fora of publicity. This “second” or alternative public
sphere discarded the rules of the official public sphere when its representa-
tives decided not to compete for opportunities within the institutional infra-
structure and started to publish samizdat literature.?> With the change of the
political regime, the status of the collections also changed. The collections,

19 Latour, Reassembling the Social.

20 Foucault, The Order of Things; Bann, The Clothing of Clio; Bennett, The Birth of the Museum.
21 David-Fox, “Multiple Modernities vs. Neo-Traditionalism.”

22 Cook and Schwartz, “Archives, Records, and Power.”

23 Kind-Kovacs, Written Here, Published There.
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which represented new political and cultural identities, became part of the
national and international mainstream, while the majority of the cultural
goods produced by small dissent communities remained relics of various sub-
cultures. This process and the ways collections have been organized are inter-
dependent and worth studying together.

Agents

The focus on collections provides a chance not only to approach well-known
figures of cultural opposition from their involvement in archiving practices,
but also to shed light on the less visible but important agents of dissident cul-
ture, like archivists, curators, and translators, who until now have remained
largely hidden from historical scholarship.

In search of the people who took part in the production of cultural oppo-
sition and in the production of the relevant collections, we identified eight
basic categories that might serve as points of reference from the outset. The
first category consists of the members of the “hardcore” democratic opposi-
tion, who were banned during the socialist period.?* Their secret collections
(samizdat, photo documentations of cultural and political performances, foot-
age, art objects, flying university lectures, etc.) were archived only sporadical-
ly, and it is high time to map these sources.

Secondly, we are analyzing the activities and networks of elite and intel-
lectual groups of cultural opposition. Members of the democratic opposition
became partly involved in socialist artistic and scientific production through
their contacts with intellectuals who were employed by state institutions. This
elastic but closed formation included both the prohibited non-conformist art-
ists and scholars and intellectuals who sympathized with the democratic op-
position in secret.?’ In the late 1960s and early 1970s, Eastern European art
began increasingly to draw on contemporary European and North American
avantgarde trends, such as Fluxus and performance art. Alternative networks
emerged, in which artists developed new forms of social and cultural criti-
cism addressing the repercussions of technological societies.

Thirdly, radical leftist and experimental theatre was also important. Late
socialism offered opportunities for leftist groups to work within semi-official
youth or theatrical environments; they were critical both of official socialism
for having abandoned the cause of the working class or progressive avant-
garde culture and of consumer society, which was identified with the petit
bourgeois mentality, for cultivating mediocre popular culture. Several of these
groups, such as Jerzy Grotowski’s Laboratorium and Péter Halasz’s Squat The-
atre, won international fame.

24 Pollack and Wielgohs, Dissent and Opposition; Wasiak, “’Schleichwege” in der Galerie.”
25 E.g. Haraszti, The Velvet Prison; Neubert, Geschichte der Opposition; Carneci, Artele plastice in
Romania.
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Fourthly, underground and nonconformist youth and popular culture
offers a scene worthy of close examination. From the late 1970s on, many new
forms of alternative mass and popular culture emerged, such as rock bands,
dance house and folklore movements, hippies, and youth culture figures who
developed their own autonomous spheres of cultural activism and criticism
of the regimes. Rock bands practiced a kind of criticism of the social and cul-
tural repercussions of political repression and cultivated new models of indi-
vidual autonomy and communities. Folklore cultural networks, the dance
house movement, and even architects (who drew on peasant traditions and
ideas of “organic architecture”) developed various critical alternatives to late
socialist industrial societies (often in the context of semi-supported profes-
sional or leisure organizations). Members of these youth subcultures and con-
sumers of rock music were often cast in state politics not as symbolic repre-
sentatives of a possible way of life, but as enemies of the state, the family,
youth, and socialism.?® The fifth type of agents belonged to various religious
groups and institutions. They were particularly significant in community
building on the local level. The Church became a protective umbrella for cul-
tural opposition in many cases (e.g. Poland, Romania, and Lithuania), and it
played a seminal role in sustaining a sense of national identity, especially
with regards to the preservation of national languages and rites of passage.?’
At the turn of the 1960s and 1970s, for instance, a range of non-conformist
Catholic groupings began to develop forms of religious practice that were
critical towards of the communist state and of official Church authorities. Re-
ligious groups developed the idea of autonomous moral communities of
everyday spiritual practice and called for a more active social presence of
Catholics. These groups had grown into nationwide movements by the end of
the communist period. During late socialism, transnational religious ideas
and practices, mainly the Taizé and Focolare movements, influenced Catholic
activist networks and, after 1989, contributed to the formation of broader Eu-
ropean networks of Christian value-based solidarity.?

A further category might be the employees of the cultural and scientific
institutions that implemented the research agenda of the opposition. Several
topics and disciplines (such as sociology, psychology, and other fields of the
social sciences) were prohibited from academic institutions in the former so-
cialist countries during the Stalinist period. However, as a result of “consoli-
dation” and the modification of the socialist political system, some social sci-
ence research was tolerated and given a place in academic institutions.?’ Nev-
ertheless, scientific discourse was limited and censored. The scientific com-
munity and institutions produced material of the cultural opposition move-

26 Risch, Youth and Rock.

27 Garbowski, Religious Life in Poland; Luxmoore and Babiuch, The Vatican and the Red Flag.
28 Apor, Clifford and Townson, “Faith.”

29 Bock, Scharf iiberwachte Kommunikation; Haraszti, Velvet Prison.
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ments, even in this censored and limited work atmosphere. This category
partially overlaps with the one described in the second place above, but we
count agents whose work was officially recognized and tolerated.

Some survivors of the Nazi and Stalinist persecutions played a special
role in cultural opposition in the socialist era as people who collected and
protected material and nonmaterial memories of Nazism and Stalinism in
very secret and private ways. These people did not participate in the activities
of secret groups and movements, nor did they come into any direct confron-
tation with the Soviet regime. Rather, they kept the material heritage of vic-
tims with the hope that it might be presented to the public and recognized as
important once communism had fallen.

Finally, one might consider the roles of the “observers,” which can be
studied on the basis of police files on cultural opposition. The institutions
created with the purpose of maintaining the files of the former secret police
services have had a seminal role in shaping the history of cultural opposition
in the former socialist countries. The files they contain helped to create very
particular post-communist scholarly understandings of dissent and collabo-
ration. The secret police files were treated as a privileged kind of document,
i.e. one that offered more promise of objectivity than the usual historical
source.’? The study of the ways in which the archives of the secret police ser-
vices organize the files regarding cultural opposition movements will shed
light on the ways in which they influence historical scholarship and the pop-
ular understanding of cultural opposition.

Networks

The question of networking is crucial to an understanding of the interactions
among different actors of the cultural opposition and the collections during
and after the socialist period. Several levels, forms, and “fields” can be identi-
fied, including local, individual (secret), national, and transnational, as well as
private and public. Studies on political transition prove that the interactions
between different types of actors of opposition was of central importance to
the chances and modes of democratic change.3! We identify, on the one hand,
the networks used in different countries for creating collections and, on the
other, the types of networks of the actors of cultural opposition behind these
networks. Studying the hierarchy and the organizational structure of this
double network, which created the representative collections across the for-
mer socialist countries, will facilitate innovative uses of the documents, ob-
jects, and media in the collections as historical sources.

Different types and forms of meetings and collaborative undertakings
show how actors of the cultural opposition were able to interact under social-

30 Apor, Horvath and Mark, The Faces of the Agent.
31 Stark and Bruszt, Postsocialist Pathways; Welsh, “Political Transition Processes.”
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ism. Personal networks were of crucial importance in the socialist social mi-
lieu. Cultural opposition society is built around relationships among individ-
uals, groups, and organizations expressing themselves differently in different
cultural settings. The private networks overwhelmed public institutions, in
part because they had more specific objectives, target groups, and communi-
cational activities.*

Film festivals, cultural festivals, scientific conferences, and international cul-
tural scientific scholarships and summer camps were the main sites of meeting
and the exchange of ideas, implicitly providing opportunities for cooperation
and networking for figures of the cultural opposition. For instance, the Hungar-
ian “counter cultural forum” was organized as an underground satellite event of
the officially promoted ‘85 European Cultural Forum. In Germany, the Lutheran
initiative of Aktion Siihnezeichen (AS) played a similar role. Formally founded
in the GDR in 1958, the AS operated in both German states as an alternative
peace movement initiative and, thus, linked East and West German peace and
cultural activists together.® As a result of the political transition in 1989, social
networks in the post-socialist societies changed radically. Some of the cultural
opposition groups disappeared, while others came out from hiding. Opposition
members could get central positions in the new political systems, but they could
also stay in their subcultures. The memory of cultural opposition and related
identity constructions, however, continues to exert an influence on the local, na-
tional, and transnational level in all post socialist countries.

Summary: The Legacy of Cultural Opposition

While the persecution of opposition movements by the communist authori-
ties and the nature of state oppression in general have fascinated both
post-communist societies and the wider world, it is surprising how little has
been written on the nature of communist-era cultural dissent and on the pro-
cesses through which post-communist societies have sought to make sense of
different forms and meanings of opposition and resistance and how opposi-
tion and resistance should be dealt with in the present. Much attention has
been given to violent, political upheavals against Stalinist rule in 1953 or 1956
and to the generation of political reforms in 1968. Dissent has been typically
approached as a path taken by intellectuals towards “politicization” in a nor-
mative sense and towards the creation of anti-communist politics.> The role
of cultural networks, artists, and intellectuals is usually explored to arrive at
an understanding of their contribution to the crafting of novel forms of polit-
ical thought. This work is, no doubt, important to further an understanding of

32 Konopasek and Andrews, “A Cautious Ethnography of Socialism.”
33 Kiraly, “Portable Projects?”; Legerer, Tatort.
34 Falk, Resistance and Dissent; Csizmadia, A magyar demokratikus ellenzék.
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the emergence of democratic politics in the former socialist countries and rec-
ognize the existence of an “other Europe.”® However, we would like to con-
tribute to the growing recognition of various forms of non-political cultural
activism and explore the roles this non-political cultural activism played in
generating non-conformist, alternative, and dissenting sub-cultures that chal-
lenged one-party rule in multiple ways.

Popular (and often lurid) accounts of opposition tend to naturalize the
concept as an obvious and incontestable characterization of communist-era
dissent behavior. It might be worth interrogating, for a change, the ways in
which post-socialist cultures produce the idea of and knowledge of anti-com-
munist “opposition” and “cultural opposition.” By addressing the institutions
that produce the concept and examining the functions, social representations,
and histories of archives and institutes dealing with cultural dissent that cre-
ate these histories of cultural opposition, researchers might demonstrate the
remarkable complexity of these regimes and the everyday embeddedness of
cultural opposition, as well as how they capture many important aspects of
the ways in which these regimes were dismantled.

Cultural opposition in the former socialist countries is part of a pan-Eu-
ropean culture. The circulation of ideas and cultural resources (such as litera-
ture and works of art) were essential to the scene, and transnational linkages
emerged among various groups of artists and intellectuals. Countercultures
played a central role in a growing awareness of regional identities that were
fostered in part by these processes. Drawing on the idea of ['histoire croisée
(entangled history),3® we seek to further analyses of the different modalities of
cultural opposition and the similar socio-cultural milieus in which they
emerged in the various countries. From this perspective, there is a promising
perspective from which to write the history of East and Central Europe that is
not reduced to the sum of the histories of the different states. In contrast to the
dominant comparative focus on East-Central European states, this project
seeks to understand regional, cross-national processes that often transgressed
the Cold War boundaries of East and West.

Finally, the COURAGE project highlights the positive values of the cul-
tural opposition in the former socialist countries, which affirm a pan-Europe-
an cultural legacy: democratic participation, civic courage, solidarity with the
oppressed and the poor, and cultural diversity. This approach will break
through the barriers that so far have hindered the discovery of the pan-Euro-
pean relevance of cultural opposition. By focusing on its cultural values, we
will detach the legacy of the cultural opposition from its conventional narrow
political framings, which have confined cultural dissent to a specific political
system: Communism.

35 Rupnik, The Other Europe.
36 See Werner and Zimmermann, “Beyond Comparison”; Ther, “Beyond the Nation”; Da-
vid-Fox, Holquist and Martin, Fascination and Enmity.
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The Registry:
Empirical and Epistemological Analyses

Introduction

In this chapter we will discuss the methodological background of the core el-
ement of the COURAGE project—the Registry. At the intersection of sociolog-
ical and IT methodology, the Registry came into being as an interdisciplinary,
transnational and innovative online database on cultural opposition with the
ambitious aim to create a new approach to analyzing cultural opposition dur-
ing state socialism in Central and Eastern Europe. One of the main tasks of the
COURAGE project was to create an electronic registry of representative col-
lections of cultural opposition (online and offline, private and public) in all
former socialist countries in Europe. The aim was to understand how private,
public, hidden alternative and large mainstream collections operate, what
functions and roles they serve in the respective societies, and how they pres-
ent their holdings to the public. The online Registry is a transnational data-
base of collections in both the original languages and in English (and, in a few
cases also in minority languages), and is now accessible for European archival
platforms. The Registry highlights the progressive aspects of the former cul-
tural opposition movements such as democratic participation, autonomy and
cultural plurality in times of oppression. Just as importantly, it affirms that
civic courage and autonomous cultural values can thrive even under authori-
tarian rule.

Collections were established and continued to grow from the 1960s, and
by the 1970s and 1980s, they had become a part of the opposition movements.
Immediately after 1989, the governments and NGOs of the region quickly es-
tablished specialized archives, collections, museums and institutes of memo-
ry, but the “memory fever”! of the political transitions had subsided by the
late 1990s. Meanwhile, fundamental cultural changes emerged in the world
with the widespread use of the World Wide Web and the expansion of the
Internet in the second half of the 1990s, which posed a challenge for the archi-
val profession, as well as researchers in the field of social sciences. “The
place-specific learning that historical research in a pre-digital world required

1 Huyssen, Present Pasts.
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is no longer baked into the process.”? The “transnational turn” and the “digi-
tal turn” went hand in hand in the past two decades. Source digitization and
public digital registries have crucially influenced the practices and geograph-
ic scope of research projects. It became possible to conduct cross-border re-
search without having to leave the reading room of the library. Web-based
full-text search is currently a regular praxis worldwide, and over the last few
years it has produced its own new vocabulary, such as “text-mining,” “distant
reading,” “counting, graphing or mapping” digital sources, “big data,” etc.?
The COURAGE Registry takes advantage of these developments using the
so-called linked data principle, and publishing structured, interlinked data
that enables semantic queries.

The emergence of new conceptions of archiving had an impact on every-
one involved in collecting or researching sources and material in different
parts of the world. As Aleida Assmann has argued “[...] an archive is not a
museum; it is not designed for public access and popular presentations [...]
There is, of course, some order and arrangement in the digital archive, too,
but it is one that ensures only the retrieval of information, not an intellectual-
ly or emotionally effective display. The archive, in other words, is not a form
of presentation but of preservation; it collects and stores information, it does
not arrange, exhibit, process, or interpret it.* In an ideal-typical sense, this is
true. However, an analysis of the mission statements and the institutional his-
tories of the collections in the COURAGE Registry reveals that the institutions
and collections have performed more complex functions. The forms of preser-
vation and presentation, the objectives of commemorative practices linked to
the collections, the methods of retrieving information for historical research,
and representations of emotion in mass education and artistic projects—in
short: the use of digital collections in archives and museums—are varied. As
explained in the previous chapter, the reasons for this are—in part—linked to
the politicization of the memory of the communist past and the establishment
of various institutions after 1989 that became responsible for “uncovering the
truth” about the recent past.

The COURAGE Registry differs from conventional archival databases
due to the particular “collecting-oneself”> character that many of the collec-
tions have. As Richard Brown and Beth Davis-Brown wrote: “Archives are the
manufacturers of memory and not merely the guardians of it.”® It is not sur-
prising that, simultaneous with the establishment of large digital archives, a
new wave has appeared in the field of research, and private digitized collec-
tions have become frequent sources of mainstream historical and cultural in-

2 Putman, “The Transnational and the Text-Searchable,” 377.

3 Ibid.

4 Assmann, “History, Memory, and the Genre of Testimony,” 262.
5 Otto and Pedersen, “Collecting Oneself.”

6 Brown, and Davis-Brown, “The Making of Memory,” 22.
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vestigations. The landscape has changed and considerable efforts have been
undertaken to integrate these types of private memories and collections into
historiography and public history, not only because the owners were promi-
nent representatives of dissent, but also because these are the only sources
that bear witness to certain historical events.

Increased and faster access to digital archives has many advantages and
disadvantages. The research conditions can be more egalitarian, as well as
more open or cost-effective with digitized sources than in the case of classical
historical research in the archives. Online access has enabled many scholars
who cannot travel extensively or spend months at different research locations
to conduct comparative or transnational studies. However, digitization pro-
jects were initially completed in English and in other Western European lan-
guages, and digitized testimonies in other languages do not reach the same
level of transnational visibility and recognition. Hence, certain international
collections either in the English language or with an English search engine can
be overrepresented, not only in comparative but also in microstudies or in
national historiography written by Western scholars. The COURAGE Regis-
try is unique because all descriptions have been produced in both the original
language and in English. Due to the transnational character of the Registry,
the database also places special emphasis on minority voices, as it includes
ethnic, national and religious minorities, as well. The minority voice inherent-
ly represents a certain degree of deviation from, and thus opposition to, the
official internationalist ideology of state socialism. The Registry thus sheds
light on important, but thus far marginalized problems related to minorities
in the region.

I. Mixed Methods

Capturing the specificities of the collections of cultural opposition in the Reg-
istry required special research methods. The research team developed a mixed
approach which combined the practices and core concepts of historical, socio-
logical and ethnographic research methods, resulting in a coherent database
that captures the complexity and the uniqueness of the collections at the same
time. In addition, we also developed an interview guideline that helped re-
searchers to conduct interviews in an effective way. The guide organizes in-
terview questions into thematic sections pertaining to the major themes of the
COURAGE project. This structure enabled researchers to find quick answers
to specific questions related to the subject. The guideline also contains instruc-
tions/suggestions to assist researchers in dealing with the narrative questions.
Furthermore, we compiled a questionnaire to facilitate the gathering of infor-
mation during desk research. Information for the Registry was gathered in
accordance with both the interview guideline and the questionnaire.
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The Collections

The Registry as a specific type of database is at the same time an archival, a
sociological, historiographical and an IT project, which contains collections as
basic units. ‘Collection” as a concept is defined more broadly by COURAGE
than by the specific institutions, and it also applies to cases where the items
were not collected intentionally. Besides the large institutionalized collections
which had already existed as established collections before COURAGE, such
as archives, libraries, documentary centers, we have also included private col-
lections and archives. In particular cases, certain items such as family relics
have also been turned into collections as a result of the COURAGE project.

A good example of an established collection is the Vaclav Havel Library
in Prague,” founded in 2004 and containing various types of recordings on
Vaclav Havel that are constantly being archived and digitalized. The Artpool
Art Research Centre,® founded in 1979, represents a similar case as an essen-
tial Hungarian archive for alternative arts. The well-known collections of Ra-
dio Free Europe could be mentioned here, too. Private collections were estab-
lished according to a different logic. Their creation is typically linked to per-
sonal motivations—most commonly the spouse (usually the wife) or a de-
scendant of an important figure would store documents or personal belong-
ings, not necessarily with the purpose of creating a collection, but often just to
create an archive for personal reasons. A good example is the collection of the
works, letters and photographs of Vasyl Stus, a Ukrainian poet and human
rights activist who died in a Soviet prison camp. His son and widow decided
to entrust all of Stus” materials to the Institute of Literature, which eventually
turned into the Vasyl Stus Collection.® The Ion Monoran Collection!® repre-
sents a similar case, where Ion Monoran’s materials—letters, manuscripts,
including his poems and his army diary, and his typewriting machine—re-
mained in the possession of the Monoran family, and are kept in their private
home and preserved by Monoran’s widow.

A particular type of collection is represented by those that have been es-
tablished with the purpose of self-archiving. This was the case of Lazar Sto-
janovic,!! film maker of the Yugoslav Black Wave movement, and director of
the scandalous cult film Plastic Jesus—an ironic work with subtle political im-

7 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vaclav Havel Library”, by Michaela Ktizelova, 2018. Accessed: Oc-
tober 11, 2018.
8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Artpool Art Collection”, by Baldzs Betthy and Julia Klaniczay,
2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018, doi: 10.24389/5123
9 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vasyl Stus Collection”, by Orysia Maria Kulick, 2018. Accessed:
October 11, 2018.
10 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Ion Monoran Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and Cristian
Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.
11 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Lazar Stojanovi¢ Collection”, by Jacqueline Niefler, 2018. Accessed:
October 11, 2018.
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plications. Stojanovic had been preserving his works since his arrest in 1971
when the journal Vidici, which he was editor of, made comparisons between
the Yugoslav regime and Nazism. Manuscripts, magazines and films pro-
duced by him had been confiscated by the authorities numerous times, and
only fragments of them have survived. The collection is currently kept by
Stojanovic’s widow, Suzana Jovanovic.

The majority of collections (86.7%) were already existing, meaning that
they had already been defined and institutionalized as a collection related to
opposition prior to the project. In cases where only some contents of a collec-
tion were deemed relevant for the database, or a collection had a very broad
thematic focus, the term “ad hoc collection” was used. Only 13.3 % of the col-
lections in the Registry are ad hoc collections. Ad hoc collection is a separate
category within the Registry, and includes entries that were defined as a col-
lection specifically by COURAGE. Most of the ad hoc collections are operated
by governmental or state organizations (73.3%), thus the majority of such col-
lections belong to large institutions. Only some countries have ad hoc collec-
tions in the database; Croatia has the most (26.9%). Ad hoc collections include
works (typically political, art or academic) that are often not organized as a
collection—as in the case of the collection Only the Forbidden Newspapers
Remain in History!2—or archival materials under a particular subject that be-
long together as relics of the resistance, but are stored in diverse locations. The
Black Church Restoration!? illustrates the latter category, embracing different
kinds of materials through different political systems from the late 1930s until
2000. It documents the restoration process which has involved issues of reli-
gious freedom, of ethnic self-representation of the Saxons in Transylvania,
local politics and of the different aspects of political repression in Romania.
Some unusual collections also fall into this category, such as the Life Beyond
the Patterns of Communism, ' which is the private collection of a Bulgarian school
teacher and consists of photographs, books, articles and personal memoirs.

The Main Questions about the Collections

In order to organize and categorize the collections in the Registry, it was
essential to obtain informative and comparable data and metadata. This task
was completed on the basis of a standardized set of questions in relation to:

— The history of the collection: how, when, and why it has been founded;

- Key agents; i.e. people and institutions that played an important role in
establishing and/or managing the collection;

— The contents of the collection;

12 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Only the Forbidden Newspapers Remain in History”, by Anelia
Kasabova, Dr., 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

13 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Black Church Restoration Ad Hoc Collection in Brasov”, by Corn-
eliu Pintilescu, 2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

14 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Life Beyond the Patterns of Communism”, by Anelia Kasabova,
Dr., 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.
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— The operation of the collection (people and institutions) including the
owners of, and contributors to the collection (founders, collectors);

— The financial situation of the collection;

— Typical items that represent the collection;

— Important events in the history of the collection;

— Access, visitors, publications.

At the beginning, there were three competing methodological approach-
es to the research: 1) the interview, which is a typical field method of qualita-
tive sociological inquiry; 2) the questionnaire, which is the standard tool of
quantitative research, and 3) archival research, which is generally applied in
historical research. The consortium eventually decided to implement a mixed
methodology, combining interviewing and data collection with desk research.
An interview guideline was prepared which followed the structure of the
Registry and enabled researchers to ask interviewees about the collections in
detail. In general, researchers were instructed to aim at conducting an inter-
view, instead of doing desk research only. The objective was to highlight the
importance of primary sources, and make the database of COURAGE unique.
Furthermore, the interview and the questionnaire also gave an opportunity to
obtain data and metadata on small, marginal or less known collections, and
where it was more difficult or even impossible to find archival information. A
case in point is Gheorghe Muruziuc,'®> a Moldavian worker, who put the Ro-
manian flag on the factory building as an expression of resistance against the
Soviet occupation. In addition, even in the case of well-known collections, an
interview with the founder(s) could highlight the unique and authentic as-
pects of the history of the collections and bring them closer to the general
public. An example of this is the Polish Exchange Gallery'® and the interview
with its founder, Jézef Robakowski. Since it was not always possible to con-
duct an interview researchers also used archival materials, available publica-
tions or audial materials (lectures) on the subject. 83% of all the collections
have been described using one interview source. For 9% of the collections,
two or more interviews have been used. 8% of the collections were described
without using any interviews—in these cases, the researchers could describe
their sources in a separate tab.

15 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Gheorghe Muruziuc Collection at SIS Archive Moldova”, by Crist-
ina Petrescu and Andrei Cusco, 2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018, doi: 10.24389/23399

16 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Exchange Gallery”, by Xawery Stanczyk, 2017. Accessed: October
11, 2018.
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II. The Digital Databank of the Registry

Registry is based on a linked data structure. For this purpose, it was es-

sential to structure the Registry —and the interview guidelines—around dis-
crete entities that can be linked afterwards to highlight the rich connections
between them. Research was organized, and data was collected around the
following main entities:!”

The collection. It is the most important entity of the Registry; every other

entity is connected to one or more collection(s). We investigated the his-

tory, provenance, the importance of a collection, its content, how it is ac-

cessible, who the visitors are, etc.;

Interviews with knowledgeable persons who could provide information

about collections;

People, groups and organizations that had an important role in the histo-

ry of the collection from its foundation to the present, such as:

° owner(s),

o founder(s),

° operator(s),

o others who do not belong to the above-mentioned categories but have
an important stakeholder role,

o creator(s) of the content in a collection,

o creator of a collection,

o supporters of a collection;

Key events in the history of a collection;

Featured items that are important/characteristic/interesting/typical of a

collection;

Roles. All the above-mentioned categories are connected with one or

more collection(s) via one or more “roles(s)”. For example, a national li-

brary can have an operator role connected to several collections, and/or

can be the owner of them. Or a person collecting interesting materials can

have a founder or a creator role for the same collection. Data was also

collected with regard to the characteristics of the roles. For example, un-

der the operator role in the Registry, one could find information about

employees, the budget, the networking activities and the structure of the

organization operating the collection. The chronology of the collections

can be traced due to the fact that all the roles have beginning and end

dates.

The Registry stores data using the linked data model, which uses the fol-

lowing building blocks:

Xis of type T,
X has OP property Y (object property),

17 There are many more.
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e X has TP property: “...some text...” in language L (text property),

® X has DP property: “some number, true/false, date” (data property).
An example description of a collection could be:

e X is of Collection type,

® X has founders Y (Julia Klaniczay) and Z (Gyorgy Galantai),

® X has name “Artpool Art Research Center” in English,

e X was founded in 1979, etc.

Therefore, we get typed connections between items which can be used in
both directions: the founders of X, or the things founded by Y. This is the main
advantage of linked data compared to traditional questionnaires; there is a
greater number of described entities which are then reusable. The Archive of
the Party History Institute of Soviet Lithuania,!'® for example, figures several
times in different collections. It appears as a founder for at least five different
collections, as an owner for at least seven, as collector in five collections, and
as a main actor in three others (with overlaps). The other advantage is the
avoidance of duplication: if person X had two collections and the per collec-
tion description method was used, they could have two separate and some-
what different descriptions for each collection. In the COURAGE Registry,
however, person X has a single description connected to all collections where
they had a role (Figure A0).

Andras Wahorn crestor of content &t Tamas Szdnyei P oster C ollection ]

sctor of

[ O pen Space E xhibition ]

mem ber of

el ol WarsawPunkPact ]

[ Lajos Vajda Studio ]

m em ber of

Lajos Vajda Studio Archive ]

Istvan ef Zambo
Figure A0. An excerpt from the connection network in the Registry
Furthermore, the types and properties have a predefined structure, which

is called schema or ontology, depending on the complexity of constructs used.
In essence, the properties an item may have depends on its type. Types and

18 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archive of the Party History Institute of Soviet Lithuania”, by
Vladas Sirutavicius, 2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018.
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properties may have one or more subtypes or sub-properties respectively,
leading to a type and a property hierarchy. A part of the type hierarchy of the
COURAGE Registry is shown in Figure Al. The main type is a Historical item,
which is described for historical purposes. This type may have a name, a loca-
tion, a short description, and a website. On the next level there are agents,
assets, events and interviews. An asset can be a collection, an item of a collec-
tion or a publication (e.g. a collection catalogue), and as common properties
they may have topics, they may be available in some languages and their re-
use may be restricted in some way. Interviews are handled separately from
assets and events, although interviews may have some common characteris-
tics with both types, but the aim was to separate them as sources of informa-
tion and personal statements from the other descriptive items. Events (such as
exhibitions, donations, important acquisitions, publications) have a start and
end date in common and are connected with collections and the related
agents. For all date properties the database uses years, as exact dates are often
difficult to establish. On occasion the year is only an estimation; in such cases
a special comment field containing an explanation was added.

Agents have the most complex type of hierarchy. They share the ability to
take roles for assets or events. An agent can be a person or a group, which in
turn can be a formal organization with some legal documentation, an infor-
mal group, or a network. People are divided into three subtypes: researchers
conduct interviews or desk research to describe the other two types of people:

pay
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Figure A1. The main types of the Registry and their type hierarchy
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the people who are researched and described in the COURAGE Registry, and
people without a role in our focused research, of whom less data is provided;
this is the category called interviewee. People naturally have common proper-
ties such as first and last name, birth place, birth date and other personal data.

The roles are also assigned a start and an end date (interval role), while
the founder only has a single date property (Figure A2).

Creator of
content
Operator of
collection
Owner of
collection

Supporter
Stakeholder

Figure A2. Role types of the Registry

Temporal
property \

Figure A3 shows how the subsequent owners of a collection are stored in
the Registry using the owner role construct.

Figure A3. Example: the owner roles of Artpool

III. Some Characteristics of the Registry

It needs to be stressed that the current analysis does not focus on the collec-
tions of cultural opposition under socialism in general but solely on the collec-
tions in the Registry. Although the selection of the collections was a delibera-
tive process at the beginning of the project, it was largely the responsibility of
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the researchers to choose from a wide variety of different collections. Besides
academic reasons, practical considerations also played a role.!” Nevertheless,
the Registry of COURAGE grew to be the most comprehensive database on
cultural opposition to date and thus provides a valuable source material for
an analysis on the subject.

Content

There are almost 300 published collections in the COURAGE Registry (as of
27 September 2018). The project aims at describing 400-500 collections alto-
gether by the end of the project. The collections can be categorized accord-
ing to various typologies. They come from over 15 countries, include dozens
of private, public and ad hoc collections, and cover hundreds of subjects re-
lated to cultural opposition, which demonstrates just how diverse the oppo-
sition was.

On the basis of who produced the materials it is possible to make a differ-
entiation between collections “from below” and the ones “from above.” Most
of the collections fall under the first category and contain collections repre-
senting the opposition of the “people” (artists, scholars, human right activists,
church representatives, or just “ordinary” people), and documentary traces of
their activities. Collections “from above” contain materials that were collected
about the activists by the regime. There are numerous collections about KGB
surveillance, including the Lithuanian, Latvian, Estonian, Moldavian KGB,
and the activities of the Stasi in East Germany. The collections representing
the voices “from below” are the most numerous in the Registry. Such collec-
tions also reveal details about the activities of various minorities, including
the activities of national minority groups (Hungarians in Romania and pres-
ent day Slovakia, Turkish minorities in Bulgaria), ethnic groups (the Roma),
or sexual minorities (gay activists in Poland and in Hungary).

The content of the collections is very diverse, with 65% containing two or
more types of content. 20 categories were identified to describe the type of
materials a collection can contain. The researchers were able to specify as
many categories as they found appropriate. The category “legal manuscripts”
is the most common, approximately 49% of all the collections in the Registry
contain such materials. Both publications and photos were represented in ap-
proximately 45% of the collections. Grey literature with 33% was the fourth
most common content type.

The numbers of collections in each country represented in the Registry
are the following;:

19 Practical considerations may include good personal or institutional relations with collections
or their operators.
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Number of collections by countries
N Y%
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1 0,3
Bulgaria 12 41
Croatia 37 12,6
Czech Republic 38 13,0
Estonia 9 3,1
Germany 14 4,8
Hungary 44 15,0
Kosovo 1 0,3
Latvia 7 2,4
Lithuania 22 7,5
Poland 22 7,5
Republic of Moldova 14 4,8
Romania 36 12,3
Serbia 12 4,1
Slovakia 9 3,1
Slovenia 3 1,0
Turkey 1 0,3
Ukraine 6 2,0
United Kingdom 3 1,0
United States of America 2 0,7
Total 293 100,0

Nodes

Due to the linked structure of the database, it is possible to identify the most
significant nodes of the Registry: points where many collections connect. The
five largest nodes of organizations are the following: Soviet Moldavian KGB;
Croatian State Archives; Museum of Czech Literature; the Securitate (Roma-
nia), and the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Croatia. These institutions
have the highest number of connections to different collections in the Regis-
try.?0 The persons who are connected to the highest number of collections and
institutions are the following: Gydrgy Galantai and Jalia Klaniczay from

20 The project partners adopted different strategies in completing the Registry: some of the part-
ners added many persons to an institution/collection, others only added the most important
organizations, or individuals.
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Hungary, Vaclav Havel from Czechia, Igor Casu from Moldova, and Jifi
Gruntorad from Czechia. These nodes do not necessarily reflect a ranking of
these people in terms of their significance in the history of cultural opposition;
they merely indicate their position(s) in relation to collections on specific top-
ics. The nodes are also determined by the number of collections from a specif-
ic country in the Registry.

The average ratio of female employees among the persons, groups or in-
stitutions operating the collections is 56%.?! This means that women are
slightly overrepresented as employees. In the Registry, however, approxi-
mately 74% of the researched persons are male. This seems to be a substantial
disparity. It requires further research to establish whether such a discrepancy
is due to the sampling of the collections in the project, or due to the overrep-
resentation of men in cultural opposition.

Topics

One of the most important aims of COURAGE is to highlight the rich diversi-
ty of alternative cultural scenes that flourished in Eastern Europe despite
strict state control before 1989. In order to present the complexity and the va-
riety of cultural opposition in the former socialist countries of Eastern Europe,
35 thematic categories (topics) were identified for the Registry. The research-
ers were free to select the topics to best describe their collections. Due to some
overlaps between the different topics, researchers were able to describe collec-
tions as accurately as possible, without a limitation on the number of topics
that they could choose. The topics are (1) alternative forms of education (e.g.
flying universities), (2) alternative lifestyles and everyday resistance, (3)
avant-garde, neo-avant-garde, (4) censorship, (5) conscientious objectors, (6)
critical science (against state-supported), (7) democratic opposition, (8) emi-
gration/exile, (9) environmental protection (e.g. antinuclear movement), (10)
ethnic movements, (11) film, (12) fine arts, (13) folk culture (e.g. folk dance
movements) (14) human rights movements, (15) independent journalism, (16)
literature and literary criticism, (17) media arts (digital arts), (18) minority
movements, (19) music (rock, punk, alternative, classical, etc.), (20) national
movements (patriotic opposition), (21) party dissidents (outcasts from the
party), (22) peace movements, (23) philosophical/theoretical movements
(neo-Marxists, Maoists, reform socialists, etc.), (24) religious activism, (25)
samizdat and tamizdat, (26) scientific criticism, (27) social movements (gener-
al), (28) student movement, (29) surveillance (various), (30) survivors of per-
secutions under authoritarian/totalitarian regimes, (31) theatre and perform-
ing arts, (32) underground culture, (33) visual arts, (34) women’s movement
(35) youth culture.

21 COURAGE has information about approximately 89% of the current operators.
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Topic Number.of times %
mentioned

alternative education 11 3,8%
alternative lifestyle 54 18,0%
avantgarde 38 13,0%
censorship 35 11,9%
conscientious objectors 2 0,7%
critical science 10 3,4%
democratic opposition 73 24,9%
emigration 52 17,7%
environmental protection 10 3,4%
ethnic movements 5 1,7%
film 11 3,8%
fine arts 25 8,5%
folk 10 3,4%
human rights 54 18,4%
independent journalism 13 4,4%
literature 47 16,0%
media arts 8 2,7%
minority movements 11 3,8%
music 24 8,2%
national movements 50 17,1%
party dissident 11 3,8%
peace movements 7 2,4%
philosophical movements 11 3,8%
popular culture 16 5,5%
religious activism 27 9,2%
samizdat 51 17,4%
scientific criticism 14 4,8%
social movement 14 4,8%
student movement 18 6,1%
surveillance 24 8,2%
survivors of persecutions 22 7,5%
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Numberof s

theatre 13 4,4%
underground culture 36 12,3%
visual arts 35 11,9%
women 7 2,4%
youth culture 34 11,6%

More than one topic was assigned to the majority of the collections. The
graph below shows the average number of topics selected by researchers per
collection:

Number of topics
N %

1 38 13,0
2 67 22,9
3 101 34,5
4 46 15,7
5 22 7,5
6 4 1,4
7 4 1,4
8 5 1,7
9 3 1,0
10 2 0,7
17 1 0,3
Total 100 100,0

Most of the collections cover three (35.0%) or two (22%) topics.?? 13% of
the collections are single topic collections. Collections with more than 5 topics
are very rare in the Registry. In a very extreme case, 17 topics were assigned
to a single collection (Memory Nation from the Czech Republic).?®

The Registry consists of collections from 17 different countries, with
small differences noticeable in the number of topics they cover.

22 The number of topics chosen for a collection was undoubtedly dependent on the researchers’
subjective considerations and attitudes to the topic, as well.

23 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Memory of Nations”, by Anna Vrtalkova, 2017. Accessed: October
11, 2018.
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There is a relatively high rate of single topic collections (over 10%) in
Latvia (57% of all the Latvian collections), Lithuania (32% of all Lithuanian
collections) and in Hungary (18% of all the Hungarian collections). Collec-
tions from Czechia, Estonia, Poland and Ukraine are characterized by rich
thematic relations, and most of these collections include four or more topics.

Democratic Opposition

Even though an explicit aim of the project was to bring the less known and
less represented collections to the foreground instead of reproducing already
existing narratives of the democratic opposition, the most frequent topic in
the collections in the Registry is democratic opposition. Democratic opposi-
tion was selected as a topic for 90 collections (31% of the collections), and it
appears most frequently in collections from the Czech Republic. However,
while 26% of such topics are assigned to Czech collections, the topic also fea-
tures prominently in collections from Germany (67% of the collections) and in
Bulgaria (58% of collections). COURAGE also anticipated a more prominent
representation of the fine arts and the avant-garde in the collections. Howev-
er, these topics only feature in a small minority of the collections (with 8.5% of
the collections covering fine arts and 13% concerning avant-garde, with some
overlaps).

Environmental Movements

At the same time, environmental movements, which had a great influence on
the crystallization of the opposition in several countries (Hungary, Bulgaria,
Romania, the Baltic states etc.), appear to feature less prominently in the Reg-
istry. The theme is covered by 13 collections (1%), which include collections
about the Danube movement® in Hungary, the protests against the Daugavpils
plant® in Latvia and the anti-chlorine pollution demonstrations in Ruse, Bul-
garia.?® These ratios are far from being representative, as the total number of
collections in the respective societies remains (and will remain) unknown.
Nevertheless, they demonstrate the challenges of producing new narratives
on cultural opposition in the region.

Data in the Registry also shows that collections related to democratic op-
position are mainly operated by governmental/state organizations, and are
therefore, connected to other collections in larger institutions. This indicates
that the heritage of the democratic opposition has mostly been archived by

24 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Documents of the Danube Circle’s Association”, by Zoltan Pal,
2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018, doi: 10.24389/16054

25 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Protest campaign against construction of the Daugavpils HPP in
1986-1987”, by Daina Bleiere, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

26 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Ecological protests against the chlorine pollution in Ruse”, by
Anelia Kasabova, Dr., 2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018.
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governmental institutions. The diagram below shows the collections that in-
clude “democratic opposition” among the topics assigned to them (the col-
umn labeled with “yes”); the ones that do not include material relevant to this
topic (the column labeled with “no”); and the overall average (column with-
out a label).

Democratic opposition collections by current operator type
no yes total
association 4,7% 16,7% 7,8%
corporation 0,5% 0,0% 0,4%
Government/State orga-nisation 50,7% 56,9% 52,3%
international organisation 0,5% 0,0% 0,4%
other for-profit organiza-tion 0,5% 0,0% 0,4%
other non-profit organi-zation 12,8% 6,9% 11,3%
partnership 0,5% 2,8% 1,1%
private foundation 6,6% 2,8% 5,7%
public foundation 3,3% 4,2% 3,5%
person or group 19,9% 9,7% 17,3%

Alternative Lifestyles

The themes of alternative lifestyle (Aktionsgruppe Banat?” in Romania, the Pol-
ish Punk Collection of Anna Dabrowska-Lyons),?® human rights (Jan Patocka
Archives),?’ samizdat (Havel collection),?® national movements (Ithe Promet-
hean movement®! coordinated by the Polish military intelligence), religious
activism (The Jesuit Order in Hungary),*? avant-garde (the FV 112/15 Group

27 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Aktionsgruppe Banat Ad-hoc Collection at CNSAS”, by Cristina
Petrescu and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

28 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Polish Punk Collection by Anna Dabrowska-Lyons”, by Xawery
Stanczyk, 2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

29 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “]an Patocka Archives”, by Michaela Ktizelova and Anna Vrtalkova,
2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

30 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vaclav Havel Collection of the Czechoslovak Documentation Cent-
re”, by Anna Vrtalkova, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vaclav
Havel Library”, by Michaela Kuzelova, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

31 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Prometheus Collection”, by Mikotaj Kunicki, 2017. Accessed: Octo-
ber 11, 2018.

32 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archives of the Jesuit Order Hungary”, by Béla Mihalik and Zoltan
Pal, 2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018, doi: 10.24389/10677
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Collection® in Slovenia), and literature (Danilo Ki§ Collection)* also appear
repeatedly in the Registry. Literature as a topic was selected in more than 16%
of the collections. Other topics such as alternative education, minority move-
ments, women, ethnic movements, folk movements are rarely represented in
the Registry. From the perspective of the topics, the collections of the Registry
can be regarded as heterogeneous.

Operators

Among the current operators of the collections, approximately 24% are ar-
chives, 19% are museums, 16% are libraries and 17% are private persons. Oth-
er types of operators (societies, or galleries, for example) feature in the collec-
tions much less frequently. More than half of the organizations in the Registry
operating a collection are government or state organizations, 11% are
non-profit organizations, 17% are private individuals or groups.

Approximately one third of the collections employ 1-8 employees, with
15% of all the collections are run only by a single employee, usually the owner
of the collection. In such cases the term “employee” does not necessarily in-
volve formal employment. Another third of the collections have 9-65 employ-
ees; the last third consists of large collections with more than 65 employees.
Networking seems to play a fairly important role in the lives of these opera-
tors: approximately 80% of them take part in some networking activities (ar-
chiving, digitizing, etc.) involving other institutions.

Approximately 12% of operators have no financial support for managing
the collections.® The mean yearly budget in EUR is 1,915,703, but the stand-
ard deviation is very high. This high figure is generated by a relatively small
number of large organizations. For all the operators we have information on,
the median yearly budget is approximately 530,000 EUR. This means that 50%
of all the operators have a budget lower than the median. The figures in the
Registry often include the entire budget of the institution operating the collec-
tion, and therefore indicate the size of the institution that hosts the collection.
However, the figures do not normally include the amount of money dedicat-
ed to the management of a single collection. The institutions in the Registry
operating with the largest budget come from Germany, followed —after a
large gap—by Croatia. The amounts in EUR are shown below.

33 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “EV_112/15 Group Collection”, by Marta Rendla, 2018. Accessed:
October 11, 2018.

34 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Danilo Ki$ Collection”, by Sanja, Radovi¢, 2017. Accessed: October
11, 2018.

35 There is no information about the budget for 16% of the operators.
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country Mean N Std. Deviation
Bulgaria 867885,5 8 1157895,31
Croatia 3379436,94 35 2679495,737
Czech Republic 1111826,53 34 2301084,775
Estonia 2369571,43 7 2631693,615
Germany 13523137,5 8 35779969,44
Hungary 1475783,19 27 2650699,556
Kosovo 700000 1
Latvia 1448164 7 2142642,258
Lithuania 978854,79 19 541662,691
Poland 736686,87 16 1281423,461
Republic of Moldova 0 3 0
Romania 761107,94 36 962357,94
Serbia 502965,5 4 308815,679
Slovakia 773465 2 1093844,693
Slovenia 350000 1
Ukraine 207271 1
Total 1915703,6 209 7276286,395

Germany’s position on the list is mostly due to the substantial annaul
budget of EUR 101,970,000 of the Federal Commissioner for the Records of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic (BStU). The
institution in the Registry with the second largest budget (12,761,667 EUR) is
the Hungarian Heritage House, followed by the National Gallery in Prague
with a budget of 12,583,000 EUR. The most frequent current operators and
those with the largest budgets are government or state organizations, fol-
lowed by (a very small number of) partnerships:
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Type of the operator Mean N Std. Deviation
association 158555 18 162628,125
Government/State organization 3011956,95 119 9410530,384
other for-profit organization 675675 1
other non-profit organization 566284 15 1436556,337
partnership 2850000 3 0
private foundation 218881 12 300251,78
public foundation 2079838,56 9 4331585,658
person or group 1253 32 7070,52
Total 1915703,6 209 7276286,395

IV. Conclusion

This chapter introduced the methodological background and the construction
of the Registry as a particular type of database, and an interdisciplinary prod-
uct at the cross-roads of archiving, sociology, historiography and IT, with col-
lections as its basic units. The Registry has clearly benefited from the changes
in archiving practices in recent years: it applies the so-called linked principle,
which enabled semantic queries and the interlinking of data. The Registry is
unique in the sense that it allows the interactive updating of data with the
special “collecting-oneself” character.
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The Baltic States

Cultural opposition: Controversies of the Concept

Several problems arise when discussing the historiography of cultural opposi-
tion in the Baltic States First, and most importantly, Baltic academics and histo-
rians have not offered any clear scientific definition of what constitutes cultural
opposition. As a result, we are left to consider what the concept of cultural op-
position does not mean. In our view, this unclear definition is the product of
various factors. As the three Baltic states each fought for and won state inde-
pendence, historians from these nations have dedicated most of their attention
to discussions of the armed resistance, the operation of Soviet repressive struc-
tures and the repression of peaceful civilians. The selection of these themes as
research topics can be explained by the fact that such subjects were off limits
during the Soviet period, and academics were to conduct academic research
according to the prevailing ideological and political parameters. In addition, in
the post-Soviet scholarly environment, the positions of various social groups
and individuals were described in a simplistic way, with the help of three sche-
matic categories: collaborators who expressed active support for the Soviet re-
gime; the freedom fighters, who are usually identified with the armed resist-
ance movement; and conformists, who have received limited attention thus far.
Research agendas were also heavily influenced by the Cold War totalitarian
paradigm that postulated that Soviet-type political regimes in Eastern Europe
were all monolithic and totalitarian, and there were only minor and insignifi-
cant differences between them. Moreover, the totalitarian framework contribut-
ed to the blurring of differences between the Stalinist and post-Stalinist periods.
In sum, “cultural opposition” in works by Baltic historians was first of all un-
derstood as unarmed opposition, i.e., non-violent resistance to the Soviet re-
gime’s political, ideological and cultural pressure.

Historiography

Emigre historians from the Baltic States before 1990 dedicated most of their
attention to the analysis of the Soviet political regime, and the government’s
socio-economic, cultural, educational, and cadre policies.! In other words,

1 Stanley, Lithuania under the Soviets; Karklins, Ethnic Relations in the USSR.
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they analyzed the process of the Sovietization of societies and discussed how
respective societies reacted to this process.? In the second half of the 1980s,
influential works about the anti-Soviet partisan war emerged, while> attempts
were made to discuss “intellectual culture” in the Soviet period, to search for
a “critique” of the “official culture” and expressions of intellectual autono-
my,* and to analyze the works of artists and writers from the post-Stalinist
period.® Such studies attempted to explain the factors that affected the posi-
tion of different social groups, especially the intelligentsia with regard to the
Soviet regime. Such works were not usually written by historians, and only
published sources were used to support their arguments and conclusions. In
contrast, émigré authors merely stated that once the armed resistance had
ended, other non-violent forms of resistance emerged in the Soviet Baltic re-
publics. They paid particular attention to the activities of religious groups—
primarily the Catholic Church and individual members of the clergy —and to
the movement for believers’ rights.®

Romualdas Misitinas from Lithuania and Rein Taagepera from Estonia
are two emigre scholars who presented one of the most comprehensive ac-
counts of cultural policy during the Soviet period in the Baltic states. (Their
monograph was first published in 1983, and a revised edition came out in
1993).7 1t is not without reason that reviewers considered the monograph by
Misitinas and Taagepera to be a thorough, academically grounded and “hith-
erto unsurpassed analysis of the Soviet regime in the Baltic States.”® Misitinas
and Taagepera discussed the formation of Soviet political-economic struc-
tures, the evolution of Sovietization, and the scale of the armed resistance and
repression. Nevertheless, probably the most fascinating and valuable of the
authors’ contributions were related to Soviet cultural policy and to social and
cultural responses to such policies. According to Misitinas and Taagepera,
de-Stalinization in 1954-68 created conditions that were conducive to the
self-expression of the cultural elite in the three republics. The literature and

2 Shtromas, “Official Soviet Ideology and the Lithuanian People,” 57-73.

3 In Lithuanian historiography, see: Girnius, Partizany kovos Lietuvoje. The book was re-released
in Lithuania in 1990.

4 The Lithuanian émigré Vytautas Kavolis described intellectual culture as follows: “Intellectual

cultures are traditions of unceasing concern with ideas of universal human significance. Intel-

lectuals are individuals who participate intensely in these traditions. [...] A restricted mode of

thought that does not transcend the limits of a particular field of specialization [...] does not

belong to intellectual culture...” According to the scholar, the “intellectual ... not only judges

that which exists but also develops alternatives (political, scientific, or artistic) to that which in

his surroundings is thought to be ‘reality’.” Kavolis, “On the Deformations of Intellectual Cul-

ture,” 34-35. This definition of intellectual culture corresponds with conceptions of cultural

opposition discussed earlier in this chapter.

Grinius, “Literature and the Arts in Captive Lithuania,” 197-214.

Vardys, “The Role of Churches,” 151-64.

Misitinas and Taagepera, The Baltic States.

8 Kasekamp, A History of the Baltic States, X.
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art of the time rejected the obdurate elements characteristic of the socialist
realist canon, instead featuring more experimentation and a search for crea-
tive inspiration and innovation in the nation’s historic past, and in its cultural
traditions. It is no wonder that scholars have described this period as the
“re-emergence of national cultures.”® According to this narrative, the social
and cultural activist groups that emerged in the context of de-Stalinization
played a very important role in the formation of the Estonian, Latvian and
Lithuanian national movements during Gorbachev’s perestroika.

The restoration of independence in the early 1990s witnessed the release
of the first works by historians that focused primarily on the themes of armed
resistance and Soviet mass repressions.!? Research in the field became even
more popular in the Baltic states—practically simultaneously —in 1998, with
the establishment of historical commissions that became responsible for ex-
amining crimes committed by the Nazis and Soviets.!! (Major document com-
pilations were also published that reflected the activities of Soviet repressive
institutions).!? Even though the research projects supported by international
historians” commissions were primarily aimed at analyzing Soviet repres-
sions and the anti-Soviet partisan war, gradually works started to appear that
discussed non-violent forms of resistance as well.!® Later on, studies and
monographs were written that analyzed various movements and groups of
the intelligentsia that advocated religious rights. This theme had a greater
appeal to Lithuanian historians, primarily due to the significance of the
Chronicle of the Catholic Church in the Lithuanian samizdat movement, but
academics from the other Baltic states also engaged with the topic.!* New re-
search results, in contrast to the publications of émigré authors, were based on
the rich archival material that became accessible to researchers after the ar-
chives of the KGB and the Communist Party were opened.

9 Misiiinas and Taagepera, The Baltic States, 131-203.

10 Truska, Lietuva 1938-1953, 125-76; Strods, Latvijas nacionalo partizanu kars. In 1999, a joint
paper by three Baltic historians was released which was mostly dedicated to the partisan war:
AnusSauskas, The Anti-Soviet Resistance in the Baltic States.

11 The International Commission for the Evaluation of the Crimes of the Nazi and Soviet Occu-
pation Regimes in Lithuania, see https://www.komisija.lt/en/tyrimai/; Estonian International
Commission for Investigation of Crimes Against Humanity, see http://www.historycommis-
sion.ee/; The Commission of the Historians of Latvia, see https://www.president.lv/en/activi-
ties/commissions-and-councils/commission-of-historians. Accessed October 7, 2018. All these
commissions were established by state presidential decree.

12 Tininis, Komunistinio rezimo nusikaltimai Lietuvoje 1944-1953.

13 See, for instance, research conducted by Latvian historians: Bleiere, “Resistance of Farmers to
the Soviet Policies in Latvia (1945-1953)”; and Rimsans, “Manifestations of Youth Resistance
against the Communist Regime in the Latvian SSR (1965-1985).”

14 Streikus, Soviety valdzZios antibaznytiné politika Lietuvoje (1944-1990). See also works by Latvian
and Estonian historians: Altnurme, “Padomju okupacijas rezims Baltija 1944-1959”; and Zik-
mane, “Relations between the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Latvia and the State (1944—
1959).”
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At the beginning of the 2000s, Baltic historians started producing sub-
stantial publications dedicated to the Soviet period which discussed the polit-
ical, economic and socio-cultural aspects of the past. They analyzed not only
the partisan war, but also various forms of un-armed resistance. Such narra-
tives did not only discuss the political dissident movement (the activities of
the so-called Helsinki groups), or movements for religious rights, but also
various forms of “civil opposition” (also called “passive”), such as the folk
movement, various non-conformist youth movements (the hippies), and ille-
gal rock festivals.!® Incidentally, these studies did not discuss problems such
as the politicization of “civil opposition,” or explain what determined the re-
gime’s approach and policies; for instance, why was a relatively tolerant ap-
proach towards the folk movement replaced by a more repressive one? At
around the same time, several comparative historical syntheses of the Baltic
states were published. It needs to be noted that in such works, the Soviet pe-
riod only comprised one part of an often fragmented historical account. This
explains why such studies contained practically no new insights on, or assess-
ments of non-violent forms of resistance (cultural opposition).'®

New archival data that had previously been inaccessible for academics,
the emergence of new research trends, such as cultural memory studies, and
the application of new methodological approaches (for example, social net-
work analysis) all contributed to the further development of research on the
Soviet past in the Baltic countries. One could identify certain research topics
that historians gave special attention to. Latvian historians have studied in the
detail the phenomenon of “national communism” in the 1950s, interpreting it
as an attempt to gain a degree of autonomy from Moscow by the way in which
the Latvian leadership adopted political and economic decisions and fur-
thered the development of national culture.l” Incidentally, these attempts
were repressed by Moscow, which significantly shaped the subsequent polit-
ical and national-cultural development of Latvia. There were studies which
discussed more than just the cultural policy of the Soviet regime and the at-
tempts of various government institutions to control creative processes (such
as censorship). Such works also analyzed the aspirations of intellectuals to
preserve creative autonomy, resist political pressure and/or challenge the es-
tablished ideological canon.!® Researchers have also become increasingly in-
terested in non-conformist artists and their experimentation with various art

15 Arvydas, Lietuva 1940-1990, 516-33; Bleiere, et al., Latvija navstrechu 100-letiju strany. The first
history of Latvia in the twentieth century was written by the same authors, and was published
in 2005.

16 Kasekamp, A History of the Baltic States; Plakans, A Concise History of the Baltic States.

17 Bleiere, “Latvijas Komunistiskas partijas etniskais sastavs un nacionalkomunisma probléma
1944-1965.” In Lithuanian historiography: Grybkauskas, Sovietiné nomenklatiira ir pramoné Li-
etuvoje 1965-1985, 111-38; Sirutavicius, “National Bolshevism or National Communism.”

18 Svedas, Matricos nelaisvéje; Ivanauskas, [réminta tapatybé; Satkauskyte, Tarp estetikos ir politikos.
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forms that aimed at highlighting the importance of national traditions.!”
These trends became more pronounced in the 1960s-1980s, although they
were expressed to different degrees in the Baltic states.

Studies in cultural memory have recently gained popularity in Baltic ac-
ademic circles. The notions of cultural and communicative memory, advocat-
ed by Jan and Aleida Assmann, has allowed scholars to examine Soviet and
post-Soviet commemorative practices more closely. The first such studies ap-
peared in the beginning of the 2000s, and attempted to identify similarities
and differences in post-Soviet societies in the Baltic states.?’ It is generally ac-
knowledged that the memory of communism—especially post-war repres-
sions and deportations—is one of the key elements in post-Soviet identity
building processes in Baltic societies. Moreover, the experience of Soviet occu-
pation is usually used as a “filter through which meaning is attributed to the
entire twentieth century in a sense transforming other, less dramatic periods
into commentaries on the occupation experience.”?! The “traumatic memo-
ries” of national minority groups in Baltic societies are also researched exten-
sively in an attempt to explain the interaction of cultural/historical memory
between the titular nations (Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians) and the na-
tional minorities. Scholars analyze how perceptions of the Soviet period
changed in post-Soviet memory culture in the context of changing memory
regimes and memory politics.?

Another theoretical paradigm which has significantly shaped research on
cultural opposition is social network analysis. In seeking to explain the emer-
gence of social movements in the Baltic republics during the period of pere-
stroika, scholars have studied networks of various informal cultural and pro-
fessional circles, and other social groups.?® The object of research thus shifted
away from politicized forms of opposition, such as advocates of the rights of
the Catholic Church or illegal (samizdat) publishers, to various ethnic and cul-
tural movements that were tolerated by the government, such as youth
sub-culture, informal intellectual-artist communities, or heritage protection
groups. Researchers claimed that such movements in the late Soviet period
paved the way for social mobilization, which culminated in the emergence of
independence movements in the three Baltic States.

19 Naripea, Estonian Cinescopes; Matulyté, “Fotografijos raiskos ir sklaidos Lietuvoje sovietiza-
vimas.”

20 Mikhelev and Kalnacs, We Have Something in Common.

21 Joesalu and Koresaar, “Continuity or Discontinuity.”

22 Davoliuté and Balkelis, Maps of Memory; Pettai, “Debating Baltic memory regimes.”

23 Ramonaité and Kavaliauskaité, SgjiidZio istaky beiSkant; Ramonaité, Nematoma sovietmecio vi-
suomene.
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What Do Baltic Collections Say About Cultural Opposition?

The more than 70 collections from the Baltics that are described in the COUR-
AGE project evince the persecution of cultural figures by the Soviet authori-
ties, and contain material collected by Soviet institutions of power about writ-
ers, artists and university lecturers. They also hold documents on the activi-
ties of creative unions, art, and science institutions, and private collections
about figures who were important in cultural life at the time, and whose activ-
ities and cultural expressions were censored and restricted in some way. The
collections show that in the Baltic states cultural opposition varied both in
terms of form and content. Manifestations of cultural opposition ranged from
the ambition of literary figures, cinematographers and artists to introduce
prohibited authors, themes and art forms into cultural life and education,
through the activities of the early anti-Soviet dissidents, their independently
published works, to human rights or religious rights groups, and the armed
anti-Soviet resistance.

The collections from the Baltic States are testimony to the large number of
cultural figures—writers, poets, artists, cinematographers and scientists, who
experienced repression, imprisonment or deportation (see the Knuts Sku-
jenieks??, Kazys Boruta?®, Antanas Miskinis?®, Bronislava Martuzeva?’, Kurts
Fridrihsons collections?®), or restriction of their professional activity (see the
Rimantas Vébra,? Rimantas Jasas® and other collections). One could identify
active female participants of cultural opposition who were not only visible in
the public life of the time, but were also involved in cultural activities, main-
taining broad-scale correspondence with prominent figures in the fields of art
and science, and urging them to embrace bolder, more original themes. Such
cultural figures include Aldona Liobyte3! (1915-85), Vanda Zaborskaité,*? and

24 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Knuts Skujenieks collection”, by Daina Bleiere, 2018. Accessed:
September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

25 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Kazys Boruta Collection”, by Vladas Sirutavicius, 2018. Accessed:
September 20, 2018.

26 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Antanas Miskinis collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Acces-
sed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

27 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Bronislava Martuzeva collection”, by Daina Bleiere, 2018. Acces-
sed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

28 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Kurts Fridrihsons”, by Daina Bleiere, 2016. Accessed: September
20, 2018.

29 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Rimantas Vébra collection”, by Darius Staliunas, 2018. Accessed:
September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

30 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Rimantas Jasas collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2017. Acces-
sed: September 20, 2018.

31 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Aldona Liobyté collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Acces-
sed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

32 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vanda Zaborskaité collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Ac-
cessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)
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Meilé Luksiené® in Lithuania and the Sirje Kiin Private Archive® in Estonia.
In Lithuania, these women were part of a close-knit oppositionist network
which included core members of the Vilnius University Literature Depart-
ment. Due to their activities, Vanda Zaborskaité and Meilé LuksSiené were
forced to abandon their positions at Vilnius University, while Aldona Liobyté
lost her managerial position at the Literary Fiction Publishing House. Despite
such measures, they continued with their oppositional activities and con-
stantly attracted the attention, and provoked the criticism of ideologues. For
instance, in 1973 the official publication Komunistas (The communist) pub-
lished a critical article about the journal of Lithuanian philosophers, Problemos
(Problems). It generally attacked philosophers and their works in the country,
but also condemned Meilé Luksiené’s publications, in particular.®

The Estonian journalist Siirje Kiin who actively participated in public life,
and helped prepare the so-called appeal of 40 intellectuals to the government
in 1980 tended to operate from behind the scenes. (She did not actually sign
the petition.) However, similarly to Aldona Liobyté, through her actions she
created an atmosphere and an infrastructure which established connections
among the cultural community. Without these links, any activity would have
been difficult. Another important figure in the creation of cultural networks in
the Baltic states was Irena Pliuraité-Andrejeviené who was active participant
in the ethnographic folk movement in Lithuania. She served as an important
link between Dr Viktoras Kutorga, the founder of the ideology of humanistic
socialism and a former member of the anti-Nazi underground, and Vytenis
Andriukaitis, one of the leaders of the Kaunas Ethnographic Club (see the
Strazdelis Underground University collection).3® Thanks to Pliuraité, the ac-
quaintance of these two men ultimately developed into the establishment of
the underground humanistic Strazdelis University. Pliuraité herself, much
like Sirje Kiin in Estonia, helped to create connections, and prepare and trans-
late documents from Russian.

Cultural opposition can be approached not only from the perspective of
the intentions of individual activists and the range of activities they were in-
volved in, but also from the perspective of the regime itself. The themes of re-
pression and persecution are clearly represented in the party archives and in
the collections the KGB and institutions of censorship of the time left behind
(see the Lithuanian Communist Party Central Committee collections,*” Antanas

33 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Meiluté Luksiené collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Acces-
sed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

34 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Sirje Kiin Private Archive”, by Mari-Leen Tammela, 2017. Accessed:
September 20, 2018.

35 Gaidys, et al., “Leidiniui ‘Problemos’ — penkeri metai,” 74.

36 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Strazdelis Underground University”, by Saulius Grybkauskas,
2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

37 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Lithuanian Communist Party Central Committee Collection (1953—
1962)”, by Vladas Sirutavicius, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018.
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Snieckus, various documents of Lithuanian KGB departments;* Second Direc-
torate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB;* Glavlit (Lithuania),® files of political
prisoners 1940-1986; completed investigative files of the Soviet Estonian KGB;
collection of documents of the Central Committee of the Latvian Communist
Party;* Veljo Tormis’ manuscript collection at the Estonian Theatre and Music
Museum).*> However, there were cases when critical voices, due to certain sub-
tleties in expression, managed to avoid censorship. The article in Komunistas—
well known in historiography but never thoroughly researched —which criti-
cized Problemos, is case in point. In this article, the polemic is between the ideo-
logue G. Zimanas on the one side, and the philosophers B. Genzelis and R.
Ozolas who were also the editors of Problemos on the other (see the Romualdas
Ozolas and Lithuanian Philosophers’ Opposition collections).** Even though
the article was viewed as an attack, it could also be considered an intellectual
critique which accurately identified the sophisticated arguments of the authors
of Problemos that diverged from official interpretations of Marxism. However,
from the perspective of academic ethics, the critique went beyond the bounda-
ries of a “fair” intellectual dispute, by leveraging ideological force and thus
limiting any potential for discussion. In this case, the Zimanas group took the
position of ideological establishment, and demonstrated to the academic com-
munity that that which defines the key concepts of national and social policy
also defines the most important theoretical categories.

The condemnation of the philosophers under the direction of Zimanas
highlights the significance of the theoretical component that is often missing
from analyses of cultural opposition. For example, criticisms of the book by A.
Ramonaité, J. Kavaliauskaité and others, who attempted to reveal the origins
of Sgjiidis (the National Front) and the restoration of Lithuania’s independ-
ence** (see the Invisible Society in Soviet-era Lithuania collection)*® through

38 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Antanas Snieckus collection”, by Darius Staliunas, 2017. Accessed:
September 20, 2018.

39 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB”, by Saulius
Grybkauskas, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

40 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Glavlit (Lithuania) collection”, by Vilius Ivanauskas, 2018. Acces-
sed: September 20, 2018.

41 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Uncompleted investigative files of the Soviet Estonian KGB”,
by Darius Staliunas, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming); COURAGE Registry,
s.v. “Completed investigative files of the Soviet Estonian KGB”, by Mari-Leen Tammela and
Triin Tark, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

42 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Veljo Tormis’” manuscript collection at the Estonian Theatre and
Music Museum”, by Mari-Leen Tammela and Triin Tark, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018.
(forthcoming)

43 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Romualdas Ozolas and Lithuanian Philosophers” Opposition”, by
Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)
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45 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Invisible Society of Soviet-era Lithuania”, by Darius Staliunas,
2017. Accessed: September 20, 2018.
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an analysis of networks of social scientists, highlighted that a discussion on
how these networks actually functioned was missing from the narrative. The
debate about Problemos shows that a certain degree interaction between repre-
sentatives of the regime and its critiques was possible within the confines of
cultural/intellectual networks, and that sophisticated theoretical views could
also be expressed.

Even though there was an armed anti-Soviet resistance in all the Baltic
republics after World War II, it was in Lithuania where the struggle was the
most intense. Armed opposition in Lithuania was accompanied by intense
anti-Soviet counter-propaganda, that manifested itself in the publication of
newspapers, booklets, and artistic postcards (see the Lithuanian Partisans’
Collection in the Lithuanian Special Archives).* Cultural resistance was also
represented in poetry, especially in works by the partisan poet Bronius Kriv-
ickas (see the Bronius Krivickas collection).*”

Another important aspect of cultural opposition —not only in Lithuania
and the other Baltic republics but in the whole USSR as well —was religious
opposition. It was directly related to religious dissidence and the demand for
political rights for believers. The Latvian Paulis Klavin$ and Estonian Karl
Laantee, for example, advocated such rights from beyond the borders of the
USSR (see the Action of Light*® and Karl Laantee personal archive® at the
University of Tartu Library collections). Religious opposition in Lithuania
was multifaceted, which is clearly reflected in the project’s collections: it
ranged from a firm intransigence with the Soviet system, dissident activity
and an underground press, such as the Chronicle of the Catholic Church (see
the Catholic Press in the Soviet Lithuania collection),™ to attempts at finding
a common ground or means of co-existence with the regime, as demonstrated
by the activities of Vaclovas Aliulis (see the Vaclovas Aliulis collection)® and
the monk, Father Stanislovas (see the Father Stanislovas collection).>?

In neighboring Estonia, it was youth movements and civil rights opposi-
tion in the cities rather than religious groups that dominated cultural opposi-

46 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Lithuanian Partisans’” Collection in Lithuanian Special Archives”,
by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018.

47 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Bronius Krivickas collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2017. Ac-
cessed: September 20, 2018.

48 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Action of Light Collection”, by Daina Bleiere, 2017. Accessed: Sep-
tember 20, 2018.

49 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Karl Laantee personal archive at the University of Tartu Library”,
by Darius Staliunas, 2017. Accessed: September 20, 2018.

50 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Catholic Press in the Soviet Lithuania”, by Saulius Grybkauskas,
2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)

51 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vaclovas Aliulis”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Accessed: Sep-
tember 20, 2018. (forthcoming)
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tion. Noor Tartu (see the Young Tartu collection),” the Estonian Students’
Building Brigade archive at the National Archives of Estonia, and the Circle of
History Students collections demonstrate that students took an interest in
their historical heritage and the organization of conferences for young scien-
tists (involving also their colleagues from Lithuania; see the Students Science
Society of Vilnius University collection).>* Moreover, even initiatives of com-
munist youth organizations, such as the Komsomol, could create space for
cultural opposition. Construction brigades, for example, that were gradually
transformed, could inadvertently turn young people’s enthusiasm towards
non-Soviet purposes.

The cleansing of the national communist leadership in Latvia in 1959 left
a significant mark on the history of the country. It resulted in a narrower dia-
logue between the party leadership and society, which undoubtedly impact-
ed on the trajectory of cultural opposition. This is evident from the collection
of documents of the Central Committee of the Latvian Communist Party. Lat-
via was the Baltic republic which suffered the most from the rapid Soviet in-
dustrialization that had a damaging impact on the region’s social, economic
and ecological situation. Therefore, in Latvia initiatives of cultural opposition
were concentrated on preserving local traditions and the natural environ-
ment. Sometimes these activities seem confined to local areas like the muse-
ums in Madona which attempt to preserve the pre-Soviet historical legacy
and cultural distinctiveness of the region (see Madona Local History and Art
Museum).> Other intellectual initiatives were very targeted and sought con-
crete tasks to preserve nature and culture. For example, in March 1958, a
group of 55 well-known scientists, writers and public figures signed a petition
against plans to build a hydroelectric power plant (HPP) on the Daugava (the
Plavinas HES). The plans envisaged the flooding of one of the most beautiful
parts of the river’s glacial valley, including many natural and historical mon-
uments. The Elza Rudenaja, First River Daugava Festivity in 1979 collection
reveals efforts of the opposition to draw the attention of society towards the
issue of the Daugava river in the late 1970s. Such local or limited initiatives
eventually turned into large scale mass protests; the protest campaign against
the construction of the Daugavpils HPP in 1986-87 (see collection).>® It was
the first issue in Latvia that involved the wider public, and became the first
step on the path to the restoration of national independence. The environmen-
tal movement also played a crucial role in mass mobilization in Lithuania and

53 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Young-Tartu collection”, by Mari-Leen Tammela and Triin Tark,
2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)
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kauskas, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)
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2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018. (forthcoming)
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1986-1987”, by Daina Bleiere, 2018. Accessed: September 20, 2018.
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Estonia. For example, Estonian journalist Juhan Aare initiated a letter cam-
paign against the planned phosphorite mines in Northern Estonia in February
1987 (see Juhan Aare collection).”” The campaign turned out to be successful
and expanded from sending letters to organizing mass protests. It became
known as the Phosphorite War, and was a starting point of revolutionary
transformations in Estonia in the late 1980s.

Although the collections in the Baltic republics are focused solely on
the region, the material they contain also contribute to our understanding of
cultural opposition in the neighboring countries, especially in Soviet Russia
and Poland. The Sergei Soldatov personal archive collection, for example, tells
the story of one of the most active dissidents in Estonia. A lecturer at the Pol-
ytechnic Institute in Tallinn, Soldatov had graduated from the Leningrad
Technical Institute and maintained close ties with the Soviet Union’s demo-
cratic movement, in which he was one of the most active members. The Hel-
sinki Group also maintained close ties with all dissidents in the USSR (see the
Viktoras Petkus collection),® while the Chronicle of the Catholic Church in
Lithuania was the longest running samizdat publication in the USSR (1972-
89). In terms of its format, it was comparable to the underground publication
“Khronika tekushchykh sobytii” that was distributed in Russia, reporting
news about Russian life, and the persecution of the democratic movement.

Chronology: Linear Interpretations and the History of Cultural Opposition

Narratives of the development and dynamics of anti-Soviet and non-Soviet
opposition, often follow a similar pattern: they first discuss the emergence of
underground circles and their activities, and then analyze open expressions of
anti-Soviet sentiments, such as protests.> Such linear histories match the nar-
rative of LiZis prie Baltijos (Breakthrough by the Baltic Sea),*” which represents
the totalitarian approach in Soviet studies. However, as COURAGE demon-
strates, events did not necessarily unfold in this direction. While open pro-
tests and manifestations of anti-Soviet sentiments often grew out of clandes-
tine networks, it was more often the case that the opposite was true. The
de-Stalinization process that took place during the Khrushchev period en-
couraged illusions of liberalization, and prompted more intense opposition
activities from the creative intelligentsia and the youth, especially students.
Luksiené, Zaborskaité and others were dismissed from their positions at Vil-

57 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Juhan Aare collection”, by Triin Tark, 2017. Accessed: September
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nius University for their anti-Soviet activities. Ideological rhetoric forced both
party activists and the security organs to find explanations for why young
people got involved in anti-Soviet activities; it was usually considered to be
the result of weak or ineffective ideological indoctrination. Over time, partic-
ipants in cultural opposition networks understood this attitude themselves
and became more cautious. Those who became victims of repression as a re-
sult of their involvement in oppositional activities would often revert to more
subtle forms of action, as did Vanda Zaborskaité, Meilé Luksiené and Aldona
Liobyte.

However, somewhat paradoxically, in the first half of the 1970 and at the
very beginning of the stagnation period, these more subtle forms of cultural
opposition were not expressed. It could be said that at this time, many of the
figures featured in the collections became in some way associated with one
another. The dismissal of Jonas Jurasas from his position as the Kaunas Dra-
ma Theatre director due to his refusal to obey censors and remake his play in
accordance with the demands of cultural administrators (see the Jonas Jurasas
collection),®! and the banishment of Modris Tennison, the founder of one of
the first pantomime troupes in the USSR, from the Kaunas Musical Theatre
(see the Modris Tennison’s Pantomime Team collection)®? illustrate the ten-
sion and conflict between the Soviet regime and the representatives of cultur-
al opposition at the time. The prominent intellectual and former Soviet politi-
cal prisoner Juozas Keliuotis (1902-1983) gathered around him cultural peo-
ple who were unhappy with the Soviet regime, attracting them with his firm,
uncompromising position and intellectual erudition. In 1972 he finally
cracked, having been surrounded by a dense network of secret informers. We
can get a sense of just how important an obstacle Keliuotis was to the Soviet
regime not only from Soviet Lithuanian KGB documents, but also from the
USSR KGB report to the Central Committee of the CPSU about his retraction
from anti-Soviet activities. The success of Soviet security institutions to finally
crack one of the pre-war Lithuanian intellectual authorities, Keliuotis, was
overshadowed by the protests following the events in Kaunas that same year
and the subsequent distribution of anti-Soviet leaflets (see the Romas Kalanta
collection).®

Unlike in Lithuania or Latvia, the collections from Estonia demonstrate
that the most intensive expressions of cultural opposition took place from the
late-1970s to the early-1980s. Therefore, it was no accident that when Gor-
bachev implemented his reforms in the USSR in the mid-1980s, Estonia was
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the first of the Baltic republics where major political and social transforma-
tions started to take place.

Between Cultural Opposition and Dissidence: The Opinion
of Ex-Oppositionists and Experts

When attempting to summarize the various definitions of cultural opposition
given by experts during the course of this project, one may notice a relative,
yet essential difference between the notions of “cultural opposition” and “dis-
sidence.” The contrast between these concepts is an important one, as it al-
lows us to bring the project’s findings in line with discussions about society
during the Soviet years that are taking place in historiography. Defining, sub-
stantiating, and most importantly discerning the activities of cultural opposi-
tion is a complex, albeit important undertaking, as it opens new avenues of
research on the Soviet system. A comparative assessment of definitions of
“dissidence” and “cultural opposition” reveals that these two forms of critical
engagement with Soviet rule differed in terms of the content of the activities
they refer to and the aims of the individuals and groups that were involved in
them. Dissidents addressed mostly political questions, while the participants
in cultural opposition movements were more engaged with cultural ques-
tions. The historian Artinas Streikus has outlined this difference accurately,
doubting in an interview whether Catholic independent publishing (samiz-
dat) could actually be considered as cultural opposition. While cultural oppo-
sition challenged the cultural values promoted by the government, and did
not openly seek to abolish the Soviet order, the dissident movement, which
would most definitely include Catholic underground publishing, should
without a doubt be considered as political opponents of the regime (see the
Catholic Press in Soviet Lithuania collection).®

Political dissidence and cultural opposition are different by nature. Dissi-
dence was a direct result of the loss of independent statehood and the subse-
quent struggle to regain it, seeking to exploit both international political de-
velopments and the opportunities within society itself (see Vytautas Skuodis,®
Periodical Auseklis collections).®® The origins of cultural opposition lay within
a symbiotic relationship with the regime: the disappointment and the conflict
that were provoked by limitations on the freedom of one’s professional or
creative activity. Naturally, political dissidence and cultural opposition over-
lapped and often supplemented one another. This was accurately noted by
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Andriukaitis who stated that dissidents acted on the currents of resistance
and the cultural opposition that surrounded them, even though cultural op-
position did not openly confront the system itself (see Strazdelis Underground
University collection). When discussing the bond between dissidents and cul-
tural opposition, it is important to note that even if cultural activists were
aware of the difference between their activities and those of the dissidents,
they were still the main consumers of dissident literature. They read what
dissidents wrote and published in samizdat literature, and were involved in
its distribution (see, for example, Manuscript magazines at the Estonian Cul-
tural History Archives).””

There are numerous observations testifying to the carefully considered
line between dissidents and the cultural opposition that the cultural activists
did not wish to overstep, understanding that they would be able to do much
more by remaining with the framework of legality. Film director Jonas Jurasas
and the historian Vytautas Umbrasas could be considered examples of this.
Their disagreement with the system arose not only from the sense that there
was a limit to one’s professional or creative life but also from a certain need
for moral and intellectual development. Soviet censorship restricted and op-
pressed any attempts at self-improvement, social engagement or horizontal
communication links, and thus provoked the dissatisfaction of cultural activ-
ists, and prompted a search for ways to overcome these restraints. As a type
of resistance, cultural opposition was a very effective form of expressing dis-
agreement with the government that allowed people to creatively search for
opportunities for cooperation and self-expression while avoiding any direct
conflicts with the regime.

The activities of philosophers illustrate the various considerations and
ideas about cultural opposition. The school where philosopher E. Meskauskas
taught was not anti-Soviet in its stance, it was merely concerned with a deep-
er understanding of the origins of Marxist philosophy. However, as has been
mentioned previously, due to criticisms articulated by Genrikas Zimanas—
the most important Soviet Lithuanian ideologue of the time—and his follow-
ers, the philosophers that were under attack even discussed the possibility of
publishing samizdat. The school ultimately rejected this idea and searched for
legal forms of cultural opposition instead. In this context, much like in the
case of Jurasas, there was a certain boundary that the philosophers were reluc-
tant to cross. It is likely that this decision had to with their understanding and
knowledge of the Soviet system, and the belief that more could be achieved by
operating legally within the cultural field.
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Problems and best practices

Perhaps the most complicated field in the legacy of cultural opposition in the
Baltic States is the visual arts. There are only a few works that are kept at the
Lithuanian National Art Gallery that demonstrate aspects of national opposi-
tion in art and sculpture (see the Lithuanian National Art Gallery Collection).%
The relative and situational nature of opposition is highlighted by the activities
and works of Vincas Kisarauskas (see the Vincas Kisarauskas collection)® and
his wife Saulé Kisarauskiené (see the Saulé Aleskevicitité-Kisarauskiené collec-
tion).”” These were two of the most famous graphic artists in Lithuania, but they
were also administrators, who followed political orders from Moscow, and
found hints of formalism and other “unsuitable” forms of expression in their
own work. In Estonia, Indrek Hirv’s art’! and Heldur Viires’ private collec-
tions’”? more openly expressed oppositionist views, and the authors of the
works in the collections also experienced repression themselves. Nonetheless,
the collections were, and remain inaccessible. The Hirv art collection was as-
sembled from gifts to the owner and to his parents, whereas the Viires collec-
tion evolved unintentionally. For this reason, the impact of these collections on
society is limited. In contrast, the Paul Kondas painting collection and Kurts
Fridrihsons collection present good examples of joint state private initiatives to
preserve and display the legacy of opposition in visual arts. While the paintings
of Estonian amateur artist Paul Kondas and the Latvian Kurts Fridrihsons were
not accessible to a wider audience during Soviet times, Rein Joost, the former
director of the Museum of Viljandi (Estonia) and writer Gundega Repse (Lat-
via), initiated the transfer (acquisition or donation) of works from private col-
lections to state museums, thereby making them available to society.

Concluding Remarks

It could be argued that not enough attention is being given today to the pres-
ervation of the legacy of cultural opposition and to the understanding of its
social significance in the Baltic states. This partly has to do with the politics of
memory in these countries, which accentuates the importance of Soviet re-
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pressions, such as the murders and deportations conducted by USSR security
organs; the armed partisan struggle against Soviet rule; and the anti-Soviet
dissident movement. For this reason, the cultural opposition that subsisted in
a grey zone, and engaged in negotiations with the regime over interpretations
of cultural heritage, language and history, is less visible in public life today,
and the documentation of its activities has practically been left to private ini-
tiatives. In Lithuania, for example, state archives and museums are more con-
cerned with documents with the status of special collections. Such documents
include the files of the Lithuanian Communist Party, Soviet state security and
the Ministry of Internal Affairs. At the same time, the Lithuanian Special Ar-
chives was entrusted by the state to actively search for, and archive sources in
relation to the anti-Soviet armed resistance. Other state archives in the coun-
try administer and store documents that already belong to their collections,
and do not conduct searches for new documents. This is the main reason why
ensuring the survival of collections of cultural opposition and granting access
to researchers and the public remains the concern of private individuals—for-
mer representatives of cultural opposition and their heirs. The description of
these collections during the course of the COURAGE project revealed that
personal archives contain large volumes of interesting material, although
they often remain uncatalogued. A case in point is the cooperation between
the society of history students at Vilnius University and Noor (Young) Tartu,
the association of young historians at Estonia’s Tartu University (see the
Young-Tartu” and Students Science Society of Vilnius University collec-
tions).” The historical topics that were discussed and the social and personal
links between the students had drawn the attention of not just academic ad-
ministrators at the time, but also of Soviet state security. During the project,
the COURAGE researcher was given letters and other interesting material on
the basis of which a new collection was created in the Manuscripts Depart-
ment of the Lithuanian Institute of History. This example demonstrates the
importance of cooperation between archives, museums and researchers in the
preservation of the legacy of cultural opposition.
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Czechoslovakia

Introduction

Two different periods are usually identified in relation to Czechoslovak oppo-
sitional activities and movements in the socialist era.! The first one, connected
with the years of establishing communist rule in the country after 1948, is
usually called the anti-communist resistance. Oppositional activities, howev-
er, were not too visible and numerous after February 1948. Students’ protests
or several isolated armed actions were exceptions. Oppositional movements
were then affected by the communist repressions focusing on potential “ene-
mies,” such as non-communist politicians, representatives of the Church,
army, state and economic administration, non-communist World War II re-
sistance figures, and many others. The second period was the so-called nor-
malization, which followed the socialist attempts at reform of the 1960s and
the Prague Spring in 1968, when opposition was enriched by many active
ex-communists. Since the 1970s manifest opposition inside the communist
party was almost completely absent. On the other hand, civil opposition be-
gan to grow from various milieus ranging from political-oriented intellectual
opposition to alternative youth scenes. Such chronologies are, however, only
a starting point for a deeper understanding of the conceptual changes and
various individual stories inside the composite groups of cultural opposition.
Despite the decisive efforts of the state and party representatives towards cul-
tural homogenization, not even official culture represented an immobile and
unified system. The boundaries between official and forbidden or tolerated
cultural production were variable and sometimes not very easy to grasp.>

It is important to stress also that the Czech and Slovak parts of the coun-
try were not always developed in the same manner. Divergences can be seen
also in the quality and extent of historical scholarship on cultural opposition,
dissent, and exile issues for the period 1948-89. In the Czech Republic these
topics enjoyed much more attention than in Slovakia. This informational gap
is visible also in processing oppositional collections, general knowledge about
topics, and public demands to deal with these issues. In post-1989 Slovakia
the period of the Second Word War and the history of the Slovak state are

1 Blazek, “Typologie opozice a odporu proti komunistickému rezimu,” 10-24; Ttima, “Czechoslo-
vakia,” 29-49; Veber, Tteti odboj CSR v letech 1948-1953.
2 Alan, “Alternativni kultura jako sociologické téma,” 13.
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predominant themes. Contrarily, in the Czech Republic, normalization and
“coming to term with the communist past” became essential for academic and
public debate. This difference is visible in the production and activities of in-
stitutes of national memory, institutions that aim at keeping awareness on the
activities of totalitarian regimes and democratic opposition.?

Types, Persons and Turning Points
of Cultural Opposition in Czechoslovakia

The era after the communist takeover of power in February 1948 was accom-
panied by intensive censorship and the elimination of non-communist press,
centralization of cultural policy, nationalization of enterprises, and the inten-
sified repression of individuals and groups of the population; this was often
done in a preventive and disciplinary manner. The Communist Party propa-
ganda promised to implement “a new social order,” and to fight “against
bourgeois elements.” Such “elements” referred not only representatives of
the First Czechoslovak Republic upper class; this term was used by commu-
nist propaganda to portray non-communists and potential enemies in gener-
al. This period was characterized by the strong persecution and intimidation
of people not in line with the regime.* After the communist party came to
power, spontaneous, unorganized protests appeared, but they did not grow
into an organized, united opposition movement due to the systematic repres-
sion and, last but not least, to a non-negligible support of the communist
measures by the Czechoslovak society.”> However, no more significant oppo-
sition attempts were successful, and the state authorities participated in sys-
tematic repressions against selected individuals and groups of the popula-
tion. The result was a further wave of emigration, changes in the society’s
structure, as well as significant changes in the nature of official cultural pro-
duction based on a Stalinist version of the Marxist-Leninist philosophy and
so-called socialist realism in art. They did not allow any possibility of auton-
omous coexistence.

Restrictions upon artistic and intellectual creation also provoked a re-
sponse. A group of authors that emerged from surrealistic decay, began to
produce a samizdat edition of Piilnoc (Midnight), the name of which is proba-
bly an allusion to the illegal French edition Les Editions de Minuit from the
period of World War II. The formation of this group was also conditioned by
the critical attitudes towards the contemporary society and represented by the
aesthetic theory of so-called embarrassing poetry and overall realism. For the

3 Kovanic, “Institutes of Memory in Slovakia and the Czech Republic,” 81-104; Sniegon, “Imple-
menting Post-Communist National Memory,” 97-124.

4 Kaplan and Palecek, Komunisticky reZim a politické procesy v Ceskoslovensku.

5 Veber, Bures and Rokosky, Teti odboj.
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subversion ad absurdum artists used a lot of elements of Stalinist mythology,
and by purposefully naive imitations of Stalinist aesthetics they were actually
straining it. They did not try to erase it and moralize it. Because of their an-
ti-authoritarian and anti-elitist attitude, and their underground lifestyle, they
were equated to the beat generation.® The edition was founded by Egon Bon-
dy (Zbynék Fiser) and Ivo Vodsedalek at the turn of 1950/51 and about 49
works were published.” Egon Bondy, in particular, had a great influence on
Czechoslovak underground culture until the 1990s. His anti-utopian novel
Invalidni sourozenci (Invalid Siblings), from 1974, became an important mani-
fest of the underground lifestyle.®

In the second half of the 1960s, the time of gradual release from, and crit-
ical reflection upon, the previous era became a part of public discussion, ac-
companied with some kind of return of suppressed topics and discussions
according the economical, historical, and cultural issues. For example, the
very critical and subversive Czechoslovak New Wave in film production
emerged. Films as The Firemen’s Ball (1967), All My Countrymen (1969), The
Cremator (1969), Larks on a String (1969) and The Ear (1970), become iconic and
subsequently banned works.? The Prague Spring was a period of defiance and
intellectual and artistic freedom that resurrected various non-communist and
liberal intellectual traditions in public discourse. Especially alternative leftist
traditions increased. The military invasion was often represented by the dis-
senters and exiles as a veritable national catastrophe: the moral, spiritual, so-
cial, political, economic, cultural, and ecological destruction of the country.
The new era was also marked by mass expulsion from the communist party in
1969-70, when more than half a million members were not renewed for the
party membership.!® Many intellectuals and artists lost their jobs and the
chance to act publicly. Some of them were even forced to leave the country. By
the early 1970s, a vibrant civil society was heavily pacified. The so-called pe-
riod of normalization, i.e. the attempt to reverse the political reform process
initiated during the Prague Spring of 1968, was followed also by different
forms of control and repressions, limitations of freedom of movement, the
restoration of censorship, bans on publication, blacklisting, etc. In the every-
day life of Czechoslovak society this led to strict differentiation between pri-
vate and public discourses.!!

Adaptation of the Final Act on Security and Cooperation in Europe,
signed in Helsinki in 1975 by Czechoslovakia, provided an important legal

6 Machovec, Pohledy zevnit?, 61-69, 101-14.
7 Edice Ptlnoc. Accessed September 11, 2018. http://www.slovnikceskeliteratury.cz/showCont-
ent.jsp?docld=1806
8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Acquisition of ‘Invalid Siblings” by the Museum of Czech Literatu-
re”, by Michaela Kiizelova, 2018. Accessed: September 27, 2018.
9 Hames, The Czechoslovak New Wave.
10 Manak, Cistky v Komunistické strané Ceskoslovenska 1969-1970.
11 See e.g. Simecka, The restoration of order.
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framework for dissident movements. Another very important impulse is con-
nected to the trial with the members of the Czech underground bands The
Plastic People of the Universe and DG 307 in 1976.!> The musicians got strong
support from dissidents and established a common platform —Charter 77.
Also, the international response to the establishment of Charter 77 was ex-
traordinary.

The declaration of Charter 77 is a document of informal and open civic
initiative which first publicly appeared in January 1977, and attracted until
January 1990 1,886 signatories. Chartists criticized the failing implementation
of human rights and individual freedom in the country (freedom of speech
and expression, privacy, education, confession) as well as the subordination
of the state apparatus to the communist party. Argumentation was built from
legal positions with the aim to promote the civil society with a voice in a plat-
form of “non-political politics.”!? The movement included people from a wide
range of opinion groups. Signatories came often from very different social
and cultural backgrounds and had various life experiences. From the begin-
ning, reform Communists excluded from the party played an important role.
Conservative or liberal-democrat-oriented intellectuals, leftist students, mem-
bers of the underground, as well as the representatives of different religious
environments were significant supporters of the idea of Charter 77 as well.
Spreading the text of the document was considered a political crime. Until the
end of 1989 many of the chartists were imprisoned. For example, Vaclav Hav-
el was imprisoned three times since the 1968 invasion for a total of five years,
with the longest term from 1979 to 1983. Aside from the imprisonment,
chartists were often more affected by other forms of persecution, e.g. by dif-
ferent kinds of harassment and restrictions.

Some (not only) chartists were affected by the so-called “Assanation Ac-
tion,” which was organized in 1977-84 by the State Security with the aim of
decomposing the opposition structures and forcing selected activists to
leave the country. The treatment of Charter 77 signatories prompted the cre-
ation of a support group, the Committee for the Defense of the Unjustly
Prosecuted (Vybor na obranu nespravedlivé stthanych — VONS). Despite
unrelenting harassment and arrests, VONS continued to issue reports on the
government’s violations of human rights.! In these circumstances closer co-
operation with exiles also began to develop. At the end of 1978, nuclear
physicist Frantisek Janouch, who for political reasons was expelled from his
employment, founded in Stockholm the Foundation of Charter 77, which
mainly helped families of Czechoslovak (political) prisoners and supported
various dissident activities.

12 Starek Cufias and Kudrna, Kapela.

13 Cisarovska and Precan, Charta 77.

14 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “VONS collection of Libri Prohibiti”, by Michaela Ktizelov4, 2017.
Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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Charter 77 met with less success in Slovakia: only a few Slovaks signed
Charter 77 and some of them were already based in Prague, such as historian
Jan Mlynarik or writer Dominik Tatarka. However, this does not mean that in
Slovakia no oppositional activities emerged. Slovaks created a special model
of oppositional behavior primarily built on clandestine Christian activities.
Good examples of these were Christian pilgrimages. The underground church
was predominantly led by a charismatic person, a priest or a lay animator
who led the communities, cells of several believers. Such communities origi-
nated in the early 1970s in Bratislava and spread across the country. In these
cells, people met for the purpose of spiritual development, socialization, as
well as the exchange of information. The cells of the Christian families created
an alternative to the regime. This involved meetings in the houses or flats of
someone in the group, where various prayer meetings, activities for children
(carnivals, games, music) were organized, as well as the distribution of forbid-
den literature, music, and films.!> The role of Christian churches was less sig-
nificant in the Czech lands, but not absent. The famous pilgrimage to Veleh-
rad in South Moravia in 1985 became an important and symbolic anti-com-
munist manifestation, attracting more than 100,000 worshippers.

In addition to the above-mentioned oppositional actions, different kind
of subversive cultural practices emerged with the effort to establish a critical
response to official cultural politics. These attracted mostly writers, academ-
ics, and artists who were banned from their previous positions and had no
chance to present their work officially. From the middle of the 1970s they re-
inforced the organization of various unofficial cultural happenings, the pro-
duction of samizdat literature, and they started to create their own independ-
ent forms of cultural environments and thinking.!® Representatives of the
other subversive group—underground —organized in 1974, in the small vil-
lage Postupice, a musical festival of so called “second culture.” In 1975 the
most prominent figure of this scene, Ivan Martin Jirous, declared a struggle
against the establishment with his very influential document A Report on the
Third Czech Musical Revival (Zprava o tfetim ceském hudebnim obrozenti).
People from the underground movement refused to be part of the system and
propagated an idea of authentic and independent art (mostly music and poet-
ry). An important mediator of that lifestyle was a samizdat periodical Vokno
(Window), established in 1979. Because of the strictness of the regime, many
of these representatives of unofficial culture were persecuted. Jirous, for ex-
ample, was jailed five times, totaling 8,5 years of imprisonment.!”

The dissident Vaclav Benda appeared in 1978 with a similar idea about a
parallel society. His concept of “parallel polis” was seen as a tool to escape the

15 Mtdka, “Stdt cheel prerobit ich deti, tak ho oklamali.”

16 Otahal, Opozicni proudy v ¢eské spolecnosti 19691989, 111-23.

17 For discussion about “second culture” see: Accessed September 11, 2018. http://www.disent.
usd.cas.cz/temata/druha-kulturaunderground/.
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official communist regime and build independent social structures. The main
idea was to build another system for the protection of civic rights and free-
doms, education and research abilities, and media — channels for spreading
information, economic, and political structures.!®

Writers, who lost their opportunity to officially publish after 1968, were
probably the best organized informal oppositional group. From 1972 samiz-
dat literature began to flourish and was seen by the authors and publishers as
a way around the publishing restrictions against them.!” While samizdat pub-
lications appeared in Czechoslovakia already shortly after February 1948, the
word samizdat was used only from the 1970s. Over the next few years, vari-
ous editions emerged. The major editions of samizdat series, e.g. Edice Petlice
(Padlock Editions) founded by Ludvik Vaculik in 1972, or Edice Expedice (Ex-
pedition Edition) co-founded by Vaclav Havel in 1975, produced hundreds of
titles and thousands of copies of “banned literature.” Most of the banned au-
thors published their works via those channels.?’ Despite many quality publi-
cations, it is clear that we do not have a precise picture about the overall scope
of samizdat activities. Recent research shows that this phenomenon was far
more extensive than it was thought to be. Nowadays the Libri Prohibiti collec-
tion contains more than 17,000 units of samizdat publications from the 1950s
to 1989.2! The Encyclopedia of the Czech Literary Samizdat mentions more
than 120 publishers or editions labelled as literary samizdat.??> Dozens of edi-
tions of non-literary samizdat of different focus (religious, philosophical, his-
torical, sociological, ecological, esoteric, musical, art, etc.) should be added to
this number.

Moreover, a large amount of samizdat periodical volumes was pub-
lished about many kinds of issues. The Collection of the Libri Prohibiti con-
tains more than 440 Czech samizdat periodical titles.?> We can mention just
a few influential examples: Historické studie (Historical studies), Kriticky
sbornik (Critical proceedings), Stiedni Evropa (Central Europe), Obsah (Con-
tents), and Host (Guest). The main periodicals from the Czechoslovak exiles
were Listy (Letters) issued by ex-communist Jifi Pelikan in Rome and Sve-
dectvi (Testimony) issued by prominent representative of anti-communist
exiles Pavel Tigrid in Paris.

18 Benda et al., “Parallel Polis,” 211-46.

19 Bolton, Worlds of Dissent; Bolton, “Palmy za polarnim kruhem,” 900.

20 Few other editions e.g. Edice Plnoc (Midnight Editions), Kvart (Quarto Editions), Ceska Ex-
pedice (Bohemian Expedition), Krameriova Expedice (Kramerius’s Expedition), Popelnice
(Garbage Can Editions) etc.

21 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Czech Samizdat Collection at Libri Prohibiti”, by Michaela Ktizel-
ova, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

22 About recent research see: Pribati, “Uvaha nejen pojmoslovnd.”

23 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Czech Samizdat Collection at Libri Prohibiti”, by Michaela Ktizel-
ova, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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Very successful in spreading information and cultural diversity in the
sphere of music was a Jazzova sekce (Jazz section) community, with a large
number of public events and semiofficial or later samizdat publications and
unofficial events.?* Important producers of independent materials were also
the religious communities.?” Conspiracy and secrecy were an important con-
dition in all kinds of samizdat production. The Czechoslovak Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses reportedly published millions of samizdat copies in secret printing of-
fices, using cyclostyle and even offset technology. This unique achievement
was developed in perfect isolation and in no communication with other sam-
izdat activities.?®

Thematic variability and the amount of samizdat literature produced was
significantly higher in the Czech part of the state. But various samizdat issues
could also be found in Slovakia. For example, a philosophical-theological
samizdat called Orientdcia (Orientation) was published there since 1973. Later
FrantiSek Miklosko, Jan Carnogursky and Vladimir Jukl published NdboZen-
stvo a siicasnost (Religion and Present). Other known samizdats were, for ex-
ample, Bratislavské listy (Bratislava papers), Katolicky mesacnik (Catholic
monthly), and ZrNO.?” Liberal journals were Kontakt (Contact) (1980-85), Al-
tamira (Altamira) (1985-87) and in 1988-89, Fragment K.?® The most famous
samizdat coming from Slovakia was the Bratislava/nahlas (Bratislava/aloud)
brochure, published in 1987 by Slovak dissident Jan Budaj, which drew atten-
tion to the catastrophic situation of the environment. The publication gave
rise to a considerable response. Approximately 30,000 brochures circulated in
the form of copies, and the State security police was unable to effectively pre-
vent their spread.?’

Some samizdat publishers cooperated also with the exile community.
Copies of all kinds of samizdat publications were sent through several couri-
ers—for example to Vilém Precan, who catalogued, archived and disseminat-
ed these materials. A former historian, Precan was, in 1970, released from the
Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences, expelled from the Communist Party and
prosecuted as one of the editors of the documentary publication Seven Prague
Days 21-27 August 1968, the so-called “Black Book,” documenting the occupa-
tion of Czechoslovakia by Warsaw Pact troops. In 1976 he emigrated from
Czechoslovakia and settled in West Germany. There he played an important
role in collecting and smuggling literature and providing technical assistance
to the Czechoslovak opposition. These activities were institutionalized by es-
tablishing the Czechoslovak Documentary Center of Independent Literature

24 Bugge, “Boj magického razitka,” 346-82.

25 Holeckova, Cesty ceského katolického samizdatu.

26 Machovec, “The Types and Functions,” 17.

27 Simulé&ik, Svetlo z podzemia, 15-26.

28 Carnogursky, “Zarodky otvorenej spoloénosti,” 113-17.

29 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Bratislava/nahlas”, by Magdaléna Styblova, 2018. Accessed: Sep-
tember 28, 2018.
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in Scheinfeld-Schwarzenberg in 1986 under his supervision. As a result of the
collaboration with Czechoslovak dissidents and exiles, many books of banned
writers were released by Western publishing houses.

Education was an important part of the culture of dissent. So-called un-
derground universities or home seminars started at the end of the 1940s in
order to preserve students’ contact with professors expelled from universities.
These meetings were open for anyone and were attended mostly by those
who found themselves outside the official system. Discussed topics were cho-
sen according to the audience’s interests. In other cases, more attention was
paid to educate the dissidents’ children and the general youth. Even scholars
from abroad were invited to teach. As a result, the Jan Hus Educational Foun-
dation and Association of Jan Hus were established at the end of the 1970s in
the West to support underground education in Czechoslovakia. This kind of
education was found in Prague, Brno and Bratislava. Participants were also
incorporated into a broader network of independent activities including exhi-
bitions, performances and music festivals.*

Other areas of culture were also affected by normalization. Some perform-
ers were banned and many balanced precariously between official and non-of-
ficial culture. Bohumil Hrabal, for example, was banned from publishing and
some of his works were published in samizdat. In 1975 he made a self-critical
statement, which enabled some of his work to appear in print, in heavily edit-
ed form, and some of his writings continued to be printed only in samizdat.
The tradition of oppositional theater was maintained from the period of the
World War II. Under communist rule a famous actress, Vlasta Chramostova,
organized hidden performances in her own living room for small groups of
guests.3! Jindfich Streit organized informal exhibitions, concerts and theatre
performances in Sovinec.*> An important and diverse group of alternative mu-
sicians emerged around the Jazz section and were influenced by New Wave
Music. Although these musicians were not banned, they also were not ‘offi-
cial’. Another important phenomenon of semi-official culture was the folk
scene with its so-called Porta festivals.

When Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in the Soviet Union in early
1985, Czechoslovak authorities eased up on political pressure and dissidents
invented new forms of action against the regime, including petitions and
demonstrations. In the years of perestroika, samizdat publishing in Czecho-
slovakia reached its peak: more series of editions and samizdat and fanzine
periodicals were founded. The next generation of underground artists origi-
nated around the samizdat Revolver Revue (established in 1985). A great num-
ber of magnitizdat issues (tape recordings, cassette recordings) were pro-

30 Day, The Velvet Philosophers.

31 Just, “Divadlo v totalitnim systému,” 10-18.

32 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “[indfich Streit in Sovinec Collection”, by Stépénka Bieleszova
and Anna Vrtalkova 2018. Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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duced and distributed by dissident Petr Cibulka from Brno, who recorded
diverse musical events and sometimes circulated them in spite of the authors’
explicit objections. With financial assistance from exiles, a dissident video
magazine—called Origindlni Videojournal (Original Videojournal)—was pro-
duced from 1987.33

In the case of alternative music, the subversive and protest potential of
punk and new wave was recognized by state authorities as a “diversion of the
western life style” and as “anti-socialist attitudes.” As a response, a massive
campaign of repression against these styles was carried out by the Secret po-
lice.* Some punks were involved also in cooperation with the underground
movement and dissidents, but punk rock was not primarily about politics, it
was based on rebellion, provocation, and nonconformism, and it often in-
volved a self-destructive lifestyle.

At the end of the 1980s, many independent initiatives and civil move-
ments started to operate. In 1987, the popular monthly samizdat Lidové noviny
(The people’s newspaper) was established. In Slovakia the criticism was high-
ly concentrated on topics like religious freedom or ecology. In 1988, massive
demonstrations for religious freedom took place in Prague and in Bratislava.
The most massive anti-regime gathering for religious freedom in Slovakia,
Svieckova manifestacia (Candle demonstration), took place on March 25,
1988. Against the peaceful gathering of 3,000 to 4,000 worshippers with can-
dles in their hands, the state stormed violently, with water-cannons and trun-
cheons.® In December 1988, for the first time, a public demonstration was
held to mark the 40th anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights in Prague. In January 1989, “Palach’s Week” was held in Prague on the
occasion of the 20th anniversary of the self-immolation of Jan Palach. In June,
a successful petition called Several sentences was announced, with a request to
open a free and democratic discussion and to end the state control of cultural
production.

After November 17, 1989 many dissidents became active in the Civic
Forum in the Czech part of the country and in the Public against Violence in
Slovakia, and they took influential positions in the new state administration.
The fall of the regime also meant new possibilities for preserving the cultur-
al heritage of the opposition. Since 1993, Czechoslovakia has been divided
into a separate Czech and Slovak Republic.

33 Lovejoy, ““Video Knows No Borders’,” 206-20; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Original Videojour-
nal Collection”, by Michaela Kiizelova, 2018. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

34 Vanék, Byl to jenom rock’n’roll?, 446-51.

35 Simuléik, Cas svitania; Svieckovd manifestdcia I; Korec, Bratislavsky velky piatok; COURAGE Re-
gistry, s.v. “Candle demonstration”, by Magdaléna Styblov4, 2018. Accessed: September 28,
2018.
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Types, History, and Sociology of Collections

The collapse of state socialism was crucial to the history of the collections on
cultural opposition in Czechoslovakia. Secretly kept collections and manu-
scripts suddenly appeared as an important part of post-socialist transforma-
tion processes. At the beginning of 1990s many unofficially distributed textual
and musical works were published and became an influential part of recog-
nized cultural production and anti-communist legacy of the new political or-
der. Special collections documenting cultural opposition in Czechoslovakia
emerged after 1989 as well. Thus, there is today a wide range of institutions in
the territory of former Czechoslovakia that are collecting and preserving the
materials associated with the activities of dissent and cultural opposition.
Some collections are unique not just in the case of Czech and Slovak history,
they also represent important artifacts of European dissent and exile.

There are state-owned or state-supported institutions, independent foun-
dations, and private collections. Most of these do not specialize on the issue of
opposition activities, but by the archival law are concerned to collect historical
artifacts and documents. The Czech state also supports institutions by a grant
system. There are also internationally recognized specialized foundations
continually providing a lot of energy in collecting and spreading information
about dissent and exile before 1989.

However, these collections would not exist today without previous pre-
serving and collecting activities, personal courage, and the ingenuity of the
real members of the dissident and non-conformist circles. Collectors were
various people and institutions ranging from state institutions to individu-
als, often dissidents. As an example of good practices of the official institu-
tions, we could mention the Museum of Czech Literature, where purchases
of materials produced by banned authors took place before 1989 as well as
after the “Velvet Revolution.”3¢ The significant role of this institution in pre-
serving the heritage of pre-1989 cultural opposition is illustrated by the fact
that artists, mainly writers, themselves offered their documents to the Mu-
seum. Before 1989, these purchases were officially carried on through anti-
quarian bookshops. Thus, employees of these bookshops participated in
collecting as well. Purchases were a kind of support of banned artists and
writers and could be realized thanks to employees of these state institutions
(best known is Marie Krulichova from the acquisition department of the
Literary Archive of the Museum of Czech Literature). Similar purchases
were realized also by the National Museum. Besides financial support for
oppositional artists, these activities also led to the preservation of valuable
historical sources for future generations. The significant role of the Museum
of Czech Literature during the era of state socialism is illustrated by the fact

36 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Museum of Czech Literature”, by Michaela Ktizelova, 2017. Acces-
sed: September 28, 2018.
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that in 1966 the American experimental group Fluxus, being on their
East-European tour, performed here.?”

The Czechoslovak liberalization period of the 1960s saw a significant de-
velopment of art collections, including works by non-conformist artists, and
including photographs, manuscripts, illustrations, paintings, and graphics.
For example, the Benedikt Rejt Galery was founded at that time with the aim
of collecting contemporary trends in the visual arts. The head of the gallery,
Jan Sekera, was known for supporting purchases of works by unofficial art-
ists. The other notable art collector was Jifi Hiila, who established the Fine Art
Archive in 1980s.38 This collection is now stored in the popular and frequently
visited DOX gallery in Prague. Important collections of art were purchased
also in exile. In 1968 Jan and Meda Mladek bought a broader collection from
an exhibition of Czechoslovak art that took place in Washington and began to
establish their own collection of unofficial Czechoslovak and East European
art. After 1989, Meda Mladkova moved back to her homeland and her collec-
tion became a basis for the Museum Kampa, now a very popular and signifi-
cant institution.*” Nowadays, pre-1989 works by unofficial artist could be
found not only in private galleries and museums, but in public (regional) gal-
leries all over the Czech Republic as well. Some art collections are stored in
academic institutions. This is the case with the Video-Archive of the Academ-
ic Research Centre of the Academy of Fine Arts in Prague, which contains also
many pre-1989 non-conformist works.*’

The richness of today’s collections would not have been achieved with-
out the courage of several individual dissidents who risked their own free-
dom. Persecution of samizdat producers and distributors was mostly based
on accusations of “antistate,” “antigovernment,” “antisocialist,” and “an-
ti-Communist,” attitudes. This is especially the case of Jifi Gruntorad, a pub-
lisher and collector of samizdat literature and signatory to Charter 77, who
was twice imprisoned because of his samizdat activities. His pre-1989 samiz-
dat collection has been significantly expanded since the fall of the communist
regime in Czechoslovakia and now constitutes only a fraction of present sam-
izdat and exile collections of the Libri Prohibiti Library founded by Grun-
toradd in 1990.#! Libri Prohibiti was established as a foundation, with the aim
to collect in one place exile and samizdat literature and make this accessible to
the public in order to spread a “message about past times,” and show how the

a7

37 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Exhibition: Performance of the Fluxus Group, 1966”, by Johana Lo-
mova, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

38 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Fine Art Archive”, by Jifi Hiila, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

39 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Jan and Meda Mladek Collection”, by Johana Lomov4, 2017. Acces-
sed: September 28, 2018.

40 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Video Archive of the Academic Research Centre of the Academy of
Fine Arts”, by Johana Lomova, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

41 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Society of Libri Prohibiti”, by Michaela Kiizelova, 2017. Accessed:
September 28, 2018.
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communist regime in Czechoslovakia functioned. Jifi Gruntorad was
convinced that such a library should be private and independent. Libri Pro-
hibiti’s samizdat periodicals collections were listed by UNESCO in the Mem-
ory of the World Register. Besides Jifi Gruntorad, another iconic collector was
Jaromir Savrda, a Czech writer, dissident, and signatory to Charter 77, who
was also imprisoned for many years for disseminating samizdat literature in
the 1970s and 1980s.

The role of Czechoslovak exiles was very important in spreading infor-
mation about the suppression of human rights in Czechoslovakia, as well as
in preserving alternative cultural production. We can mention for example
the activities of the Czechoslovak Society of Art and Sciences based in the
United States with several branches around the world, or the exile politi-
cians like Jifi Pelikan and Pavel Tigrid. A very special institution in this
sense, the Czechoslovak Documentation Center for Independent Literature,
was founded in 1986 in the Federal Republic of Germany by significant exile
personalities. The Center has the combined functions of a literary archive, a
specialized library, and research, study, information and publishing facili-
ties. Original samizdat texts and periodicals were copied there and regular-
ly distributed to large Western libraries. The Center has also organized
books, magazines, documents, and the smuggling of technical equipment
for producing samizdat literature back to Czechoslovakia. The collections of
this Center are now stored in the Archives of the National Museum.*? Sever-
al foreign institutions played important roles in preserving Czechoslovak
(or East European in general) collections. These are mainly academic insti-
tutions or libraries, as for example the Research Centre for East European
Studies in Bremen, the Library of Congress, the British Library, the Royal
Library of Belgium, the University of Nebraska — Lincoln,*? and the Hoover
Institution at Stanford University.*

Nowadays, literary materials are probably the most numerous types of
collections documenting the Czechoslovak unofficial cultural activities before
1989. For example, in the Literary Archive of the Museum of Czech Literature,
dozens of collections of banned, unofficial, or non-conformist writers, poets,
or publicists can be found.*® Thus, for the Czech Republic, a large number of

42 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “The Czechoslovak Documentation Center Ceskoslovenské Doku-
mentacni Stiedisko, O. P. S.”, by Jitka Hanakova, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

43 Especially the Charter 77 Collection.

44 E.g. Personal collections of Czech poet Karel Siktanc, journalists Stanislav Budin and Ferdi-
nand Peroutka, historians Vilém Precan and Karel Kaplan, writer Josef ékvoreck}'f and
many others.

45 E.g. Personal collections of Ivan Blatny, Ferdinand Peroutka, Dominik Tatarka, Jan Zahrad-
nicek, Ludvik Vaculik, Vaclav Cern}?, Jiti Kolaf, Ladislav Mnacko, Jan Lopatka, and many ot-
hers. Apart from personal collections, Video and audio library of the Literary Archive of the
Museum of Czech Literature is also an important source of materials documenting Czechoslo-
vak cultural opposition before 1989.
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(not only literary) collections stored in big state or public institutions (the Mu-
seum of Czech Literature, the National Archive, the National Museum, the
Security Services Archive) is characteristic. As the majority of these are situat-
ed in Prague, we can thus define this system as rather centralized. For exam-
ple, experts of the National Archives have collected a large number of person-
al and institutional papers and collections of dissent and exile members and
organizations.*® Useful materials of cultural opposition are reachable also in
institutional collections, like the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of Czechoslovakia stored now in the National Archives—e.g. in documents
from Political Bureau or Secretariat meetings or in materials of the Ideological
Commission of the Communist Party. The Security Services had also pro-
duced and collected a rich amount of data, which became a part of many
public controversies after the establishment of the Institute for the Study of
Totalitarian Regimes in 2007. Although there are not specific collections in the
Security Services Archives dealing primarily with cultural opposition, many
materials connected to this topic can be found in various collections, e.g. in
documents of State Security Units or in Operative Files (mainly materials re-
lated to surveilled persons). The Central Press Supervision Authority Collec-
tion documenting the control of the press and newly issued publications in
Czechoslovakia from 1953 to 1968 is an example of a more-specifically orient-
ed collection.”

This does not mean, however, that private or smaller institutions, or
institutions outside Prague, are not important in preserving pre-1989 cultur-
al heritage in the Czech Republic. As mentioned below, private institutions
like the Libri Prohibiti Library and Museum Kampa, or many others, are
crucial to the process of storing, preserving, and disseminating the heritage
of Czechoslovak cultural opposition. As many Czechoslovak dissidents
were writers and numerous books (authors) were banned in Czechoslova-
kia, mainly since the 1970s, cultural opposition is usually seen from the dis-
sident-literary perspective. This type of perspective is embodied in a very
dynamic private institution—the Vaclav Havel Library. The establishment
of the library was initiated by Vaclav Havel’s wife Dagmar Havlova with
the involvement of Sociologist Miloslav Petrusek and politician Karel
Schwarzenberg. The Library is gradually gathering, digitizing, and making
accessible written materials, photographs, sound recordings, and other ma-
terials linked to the person of Vaclav Havel, and is very active in populariz-
ing Havel’s legacy and in organizing public discussions about oppositional
movements. Important personal collections dealing with cultural opposi-

46 E.g. Personal collection of Czechoslovak dissidents Petr Uhl and Milan Hiibl or materials of
Jazz Section.

47 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Central Press Supervision Authority Collection at the Security Ser-
vices Archive”, by Petr Sdmal, 2018. Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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tion are held also in the Moravian Museum* and the Moravian Land Ar-
chives in Brno,* or in the Brno and Ostrava City Archives.>

Last but not least, we cannot forget to mention the role of academic and
research institutions. Several Czech universities, for example the Archives
of the Charles University in Prague®! or the Archive of Masaryk University
in Brno,* are preserving also materials dealing with cultural opposition,
mainly from the students’ point of view. The Jan Patocka Archive, focusing
on the famous Czech philosopher’s legacy, is operated together by the
Charles University and the Czech Academy of Sciences within the Center
for Theoretical Study. A unique oral history collection, partly related also to
cultural opposition, is administrated by the Oral History Center of the Insti-
tute of Contemporary History of the Czech Academy of Sciences. Czecho-
slovak exile activities could be studied in specialized institutions like the
Center for Czechoslovak Exile Studies within the Palacky Olomouc Univer-
sity,” or the private Museum of Czech and Slovak Exile of the 20th Century
in Brno.

However, during the so-called normalization, underground music grad-
ually also became a visible symbol of cultural opposition in Czechoslovakia.
Although it is naturally easier to preserve written material than unofficial mu-
sic production, some collections dealing with alternative music production
can be found: for example, in the Audiovisiual section of Libri Prohibiti Li-
brary,> in the Literary Archive of the Museum of Czech Literature, in the
National Archives, and last but not least in the Popmuseum, a private institu-
tion which specializes in the history of popular and rock music.%

Recently, a new trend using the internet in collection dissemination has
been emerging. First, some institutions focus on digitalizing their collections,
as for example the private Vaclav Havel Library, the public Security Services
Archive, or the website Scriptum.cz.%® Second, some institutions create data-
bases, registries, or online catalogues, usually intended for both the general
public and professionals. Thus, these online activities help to popularize col-

48 E. g. Personal collections of Pavel Kohout, Milan Uhde, Milan Jelinek, Bozena Komarkova, Jan
Trefulka, Jan Tesaf, Jifi Gru$a or the above mentioned (British branch of) Jan Hus Educational
Foundation.

49 E.g. Personal collection of Czech dissident Jaroslav Sabata.

50 E.g. Personal collections of dissidents Jaromir Savrda and Dolores Savrdové or Karel Bitiovec.

51 E.g. Personal collection of Czech philosopher and dissident Ladislav Hejdanek or Student
movement collection.

52 E.g. Personal collection of Czech historian and dissident Jaroslav Meznik.

53 E.g.Radio Free Europe Collection, The Council of Free Czechoslovakia Collection, Exile perio-
dicals and publications Collection.

54 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Audiovisual Section at Libri Prohibiti”, by Michaela Kizelo-
va, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

55 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Popmuseum”, by Jan Barta, 2018. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

56 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Scriptum.cz”, by Anna Vrtalkova, 2017. Accessed: September 28,
2018.
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lections and pre-1989 cultural heritage. These databases deal mostly with arts
collections (Artlist.cz, Artarchiv.cz).”” Moreover, several collections of oral
history are currently online, as the collection of the already mentioned Oral
History Center of the Institute of Contemporary History of the Czech Acade-
my of Sciences,” or the online collection of interviews, Memory of Nations, of
the non-profit organization Post Bellum.>® Apart from institutions, individu-
als also use the internet as a platform for presenting artifacts of cultural oppo-
sition. This is the case of Franti$ek Starek Cutias, former dissident, publicist,
and politician, who administrates his website Cunas.cz containing many
unique digitized materials.®

Czech archivists and librarians are very successful in collecting private
and personal materials, which is visible in a high number of accessible per-
sonal collections deposited in a variety of the institutions mentioned above.
The reason for this can be found in long-term conceptual work reaching up to
the 1960s, personal and institutional credence, and also in the permanent in-
terest of the public about topics such as dissent, samizdat, and different forms
of cultural opposition.

Public and private collections on the territory of Slovakia are predomi-
nantly in Bratislava and its surroundings, in the archives of major institutions.
The Nation’s Memory Institute (UPN)®! was established in 2003. The central
figure responsible for the establishment of the UPN and its direction was the
dissident and post-revolutionary politician Jan Lango$.2 UPN is dedicated to
educating young people, regularly organizing the Freedom Festival, produc-
ing documentary films, and organizing exhibitions. The most prominent col-
lections of cultural opposition in the UPN are The collection of samizdat and
exile literature,®® The Independent Culture Collection, Printer Krumpholc,®
and Bratislavské listy Editorial Office Archive,® a Christian-political samizdat
that was created between 1988 and 1989.

The most abundant representation of opposition material is in the Slovak
National Archive, which takes over, protects, scientifically processes, and
makes available archival documents originating from the activities of the cen-

57 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Artlist”, by Anna Vrtalkova, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

58 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Interviews Collection of the Oral History Center”, by Anna Vrtal-
kova, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

59 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Memory of Nations”, by Anna Vrtalkova, 2017. Accessed: Septem-
ber 28, 2018.

60 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Cunas.cz”, by Jonas Chmatal, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

61 Nation’s Memory Institute. Accessed 28 September, 2018. http://www.upn.gov.sk

62 Balogh, Jin Langos.

63 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Collection of exile literature and samizdat”, by Martina Bencuriko-
va, 2018. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

64 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Printer Krumpholc”, by Martina Bencurikova, 2017. Accessed: Sep-
tember 28, 2018.

65 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Bratislavské listy Editorial Office Archive”, by Martina Bencuriko-
va, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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tral authorities of the Slovak Republic and their legal predecessors as well as
those of national importance or acquired by purchase, or on the basis of closed
deposit contracts. The collections that provide a picture of the period of com-
munism from the government point of view, and have a great importance for
researchers, are the Fond of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of
Slovakia and the Fond of the Slovak Press and Information Office.®® On the
other hand, the Slovak National Archive offers samizdat collections of signif-
icant importance, such as the Collection of Vladimir Jukl samizdats. The Pub-
lic Against Violence Collection contains correspondence that can be used to
find personal testimonies and life stories of people who declare their belong-
ing to opposition or cultural opposition before 1989.4 Documents related to
cultural opposition can be also found in the archives of other state institu-
tions, such as the archive of the Slovak Radio, Slovak Television, The National
Film Institute, The Monuments Board of the Slovak Republic, The Theater
Institute, The Slovak National Museum, The Bratislava City Museum, The
Museum of the Slovak National Uprising, or in the libraries.

Unlike the Czech Republic, Slovakia still has a significant amount of pri-
vate collections. Diverse material is in the Michal Sufliarsky Collection, repre-
senting someone who smuggled samizdat and made copies of forbidden films
and music.%® In contrast with the situation in the Czech Republic, in Slovakia
the private collections of prominent personalities of opposition are usually
not accessible, or some materials are deposited in Prague.

After the change of regime, many collectors of materials documenting
pre-1989 cultural opposition in Slovakia got rid of their collections for various
reasons, such as the weaker cultural awareness, or lack of resources or space.
Some, on the other hand, handed over their collections to public institutions
or non-governmental organizations. An example of such a well-functioning
non-profit public and non-governmental organization in Slovakia is the Fo-
rum Minority Research Institute,® founded in 1996. Its mission is to research
national minorities living in Slovakia, and document their history, culture,
and related monuments. In this archive we can study collections of individu-
als”’ and documents of the Czechoslovak Hungarian Workers’ Cultural Asso-

66 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Slovak Office for Press and Information”, by Barbora Buzassyo-
va, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

67 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Public Against Violence”, by Magdaléna Styblova, 2017. Accessed:
September 28, 2018; Abaffyova, Lenka. Dopisovanie s revoliiciou.

68 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Michal Sufliarsky Collection”, by Magdaléna Styblova, 2017. Ac-
cessed: September 28, 2018.

69 Accessed 28 September, 2018. http://foruminst.sk

70 See collections of politicians and historians as: Rezs6 Szabé Personal Collection, Laszld A.
Arany Papers, Jozsef Gyonyor Legacy, Sandor Varga.
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ciation (CSEMADOK) Archive,”! which contains various documents from the
provenance of the largest cultural organization of Hungarians in Slovakia.

And finally, the strong religious activism in Slovakia, which went hand-
in-hand with the production of samizdat, is well visible in the online collec-
tion samizdat.sk.”? The website was launched in 2016 and contains the repro-
ductions of dozens of Slovak Catholic samizdat from 1982 to 1989, which are
freely accessible. Religious activities are also related to the creation of songs
that have been created over time, and their authors are mostly anonymous.
This so-called gospel music has its origins in Slovakia in the 1970s.”> It began
with the preparation of tapes with prayers and music, later with spiritual
songs. The tradition of these songs continues to this day. See for example a
collection of the University Library of the Catholic University in Ruzomber-
ok’ or the Collection of Gospel Music” at the Music Museum of the Slovak
National Museum. In addition to institutional collections, we also find private
collections of people active in this gospel-music sphere, such as in the Anton
Fabian Collection.”®
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Yugoslavia

Cultural Opposition and Dissent in Yugoslavia:
Different Shades of Red

“A human without alternatives is not a human,” said sociologist Nebojsa Pop-
ov.! Investigating the possibilities for alternatives in authoritarian systems
beyond the political sphere can be a way to approach the topic of cultural
opposition. To what extent was the regime able to infiltrate and control socie-
ty, and how were “spaces (or niches) of freedom” possible in socialist Yugo-
slavia? These are questions which cannot easily be answered. For many, Yu-
goslavia was a strange entity, somewhat like a “platypus”: a conglomerate of
people and a unique geopolitical synthesis emerged on the ruins of two mul-
ticultural polities, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and the Ottoman Empire.
Josip Broz Tito’s Yugoslavia was described as a country with “six republics,
five peoples, four languages, three religions, two scripts and one Tito.”? Tito,
the most prominent figure of Yugoslav communism, the guerrilla leader who
gained the respect even of his ideological opponents during the Second World
War, ruled the country with a “steel hand in velvet gloves.” Tito’s Yugoslavia
had many features of totalitarianism: an all-powerful one-party apparatus
with a charismatic party leader who was also the (lifetime) president of the
state, a cult of personality, a capillary system of social oversight based on cen-
sorship and ideological commissions, and a privileged elite of “sociopolitical”
workers. However, under Tito’s “sceptre,” some forms of liberties emerged in
Yugoslavia which were inconceivable in other communist countries.

Titoism as a distinct Yugoslav version of the communist system had de-
velopmental phases. The most important was Tito’s break with Stalin in 1948.
According to Ivan Supek, “at first, schools, arts, and science were subordinat-
ed to strong ideology. The majority of social scientists, about 90 percent, were
members of the Party (...) The Communist Party established its Marxist ca-
dets in the faculty departments or institutes of importance as guardians of its
order, (...) the interpretation of history and society could not be avoided by
ideological mystification.” However, “the very fact that [the Yugoslav com-

1 Kanzleiter and Stojakovi¢, 1968 in Jugoslawien, 185-200.

2 Ahtisaari, Beogradska zadaca, 23. Although this quote refers to the diverse and complex ethnic
and religious setup of Yugoslavia, the country’s cultural diversity was far more complex than
suggested by the author.
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munists] were endangered by Stalin was pushing them to the West and loos-
ening the original hard Bolshevism.”3

One of the important consequences of the rift between Yugoslavia and
the USSR was the opening of the country to the West and its influences. Al-
though it was a complex political and social process that had its victims (Tito’s
methods of dealing with political opponents in the period did not differ sig-
nificantly from Stalin’s), this process was new and unique at the time in the
history of communism, and culture played a significant role in it. This rift
explains many of the ambivalences of Yugoslav culture. The compelling rep-
ertoire of Communist reveille and the cult of Tito was pervaded with jazz and
rock 'n’ roll and admiration for American film actors.

Given these ambivalences, German historian Wolfgang Hopken warns
against assessing Tito’s Yugoslavia as authoritarian, though he stresses that
its repressive character has been underemphasized in recent research. Hop-
ken calls for a differentiation of ruling periods and for acknowledgment of the
specificities of the Yugoslav system. He proposes the formula “controlled
freedom” [durchherrschte Freiheit].* As observed by Czech director Jif Menzel,
socialist Yugoslavia, as a country open to Western influences, was perceived
in the communist bloc as an “America of the East.”® In a similar vein, the Bel-
grade historian Radina Vuceti¢ coined the term “Coca-Cola Socialism” to de-
scribe the Yugoslav popular culture of the 1960s.° President Tito was the sym-
bol of Yugoslav (socialist) patriotism, unifying (mostly) South Slavic people
(Albanians and Hungarians forming rather big minorities) under the formula
of “brotherhood and unity.”

A vital lever used by the government was the cultural policy in which
Tito played the crucial role as supreme arbitrator. When promoting self-man-
agement of the working people in the 1950s at the National Assembly, Tito
“predicted that its success ‘would depend on the intensity of cultural devel-
opment.””” Never before had the state invested as much in public education as
it did after 1945, undertaking significant efforts to eliminate illiteracy, pro-
mote health education, introduce and enforce compulsory schooling, and
provide financing for libraries and cultural centers.®

Parallel to the party propaganda apparatus, many distinct “spaces of
freedom” emerged. Culture experienced the same turbulent and non-linear
metamorphosis as Yugoslav socialist society as a whole; from the Stalinist
phase of fighting against the “national enemies” until the early 1950s, which
was a period of strict censorship and rigid party control over all aspects of life
(including culture); through a phase of liberalization, particularly from the

3 Supek, “Refleksije na prekretnici milenija,” 810.
4 Hopken, “Durchherrschte Freiheit,” 64.

5 Menzel, Moja Hruvatska.

6 Vuceti¢, Koka-kola socijalizam.

7 Matvejevié, Jugoslavenstvo danas, 128.

8 Calic, Geschichte Jugoslawiens, 186-87.
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mid-1960s until 1971/72, to the end of the 1980s when communist officials
publicly stated that they were no longer able to control the social processes
that ultimately led to the emergence of political pluralism. One of the film
directors of the critically oriented “Black Wave” in Yugoslav cinematography,
Dorde Kadijevi¢, whose films came under censorship (Praznik, Pohod), de-
scribed the paradox of Tito’s “soft Stalinism.” He said: “My films, although
forbidden, were taken to world festivals and met with great success. Although
an adversary of modern art, Tito’s ‘soft Stalinism” enabled him to speak in
1962 explicitly against abstract art and at the same time let him build the Mu-
seum of Contemporary Art, quite unhindered. A similar paradox is the fact
that the writer Borislav Peki¢ was imprisoned [...], but afterward received
prestigious awards.” Tito hence applied a broad range of strategies to cope
with critical minds: parallel to repression or intimidation, he also successfully
teased and won over adversaries by allowing them some degree of (con-
trolled) freedom.!?

The final rejection of the Stalinist matrix comes in 1952, when the Sixth
Congress of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia criticized state centralism
and Stalinism, and proclaimed self-management as the Yugoslav path to so-
cialism.!! The historian Marie-Janine Calic argues that Yugoslav self-manage-
ment meant a “quasi real existing denial of state socialism.”!? Historian Pre-
drag Markovic¢ stresses that the Yugoslav system was proclaimed not only in
contrast to the East, but particularly as superior to the parliamentary democ-
racy of the West.!3 In that period, the conditions for the gradual opening-up of
Yugoslavia were created. This opening-up found manifestation in ever-in-
creasing trade and cultural cooperation with the West. Tito skillfully maneu-
vered between the two blocs, promoting an “alternative path to communist
internationalism.” Tito’s “third way” and “peaceful coexistence” crystallized
in the Non-Aligned Movement at the beginning of the 1960s.14

The Copernican inversion in Yugoslav art at the beginning of the 1950s—
related to the rejection of the Zhdanov Doctrine and Stakhanovism in USSR —
led to the affirmation of abstract art tendencies, which had produced remark-
able artistic achievements, recognized even abroad. With the performance of
the group EXAT 51 (Experimental Atelier in 1951) in Zagreb, “the thesis on the
equality of abstract painting with other contemporary tendencies was pro-
claimed, and at the same time, the freedom of artistic expression was chosen
for the first time not only in socialist Yugoslavia but also in the entire socialist
bloc.”!> The break with the dogma of social-realism through the affirmation of

9 Cuki¢, “Porde Kadijevi¢ o Titu.” About Peki¢, see also Cvetkovi¢, Portreti disidenata, 139-74.
10 Vuceti¢, Monopol na istinu, 49.
11 Supek, “Refleksije na prekretnici milenija,” 811.
12 Calic, Geschichte Jugoslawiens, 194.
13 Markovi¢, Beograd izmedu Istoka i Zapada, 515.
14 Jakovina, “Jugoslavija na medunarodnoj pozornici,” 434-84.
15 Zupan, Pragmaticari, dogmati, sanjari, 13.
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abstract art represented an “expression of creative freedom unprecedented
for the Eastern Bloc.”1¢ In 1952, at the Third Congress of the Yugoslav Writers’
Union in Ljubljana, the leading Croatian writer and one of the most promi-
nent Yugoslav intellectuals, Miroslav Krleza, opposed socialist realism and
announced the liberation of literature from ideological bonds. Broad cultural
activity developed and, within it, various cultures of dissent.

Similar phenomena can be observed in all areas of creative expression. In
1964, for instance, a group of Zagreb Marxist philosophers and sociologists
began publishing the Praxis journal, and they opened a summer school in
Korcula, in which Yugoslav intellectuals and some of the most prominent phi-
losophers from all over the world participated. In their work, philosophers
and sociologists of praxis orientation discussed the issues of the time, includ-
ing critical attitudes towards the policy of the League of Communists of Yu-
goslavia (LCY). The culmination of Praxis’” work was related to the student
protests of 1968 against communist bureaucracy and social injustice which
were held in many cities in Yugoslavia, with the most important events taking
place in Belgrade.!” The Praxis philosophers were labelled “anarcho-leftists”
and condemned by the party; finally, in 1974 they were forced to cease their
activity. Some intellectuals were publicly excluded from the party and even
dismissed from their places of employment. Some of the protests in 1968 were
nationally motivated, such as the demands of Albanians in Kosovo for self-de-
termination.!®

A complementary theme of the culture of dissent in Yugoslavia is the
emergence of a parallel “space of freedom,” in emigration in which many
dissidents and oppositionists ended up. Mihajlo Mihajlov, one of the most
famous Yugoslav dissident writers, who lived in the USA and left his person-
al papers at the Hoover Institution (HI), was one such dissident. HI also holds
the personal papers of Milovan Dilas, the most famous Yugoslav political dis-
sident, who until the early 1950s was one of Tito’s closest associates. For his
criticism and his advocacy of greater democratic input into decision-making,
Dilas was dismissed from all political functions and sentenced to prison.
While he was in jail, he managed to get his books published abroad.

Most dissidents and oppositionists in emigration were, however, an-
ti-communist and anti-Yugoslav. One of the most prominent Croatian
pro-democratic intellectuals in emigration, Bogdan Radica, stated that “the
legitimacy of the Croat people and their destiny must be taken over by free
Croats” because “only they have the right to speak in the name of the cap-
tured Croat people.”!” After the victory of Yugoslav communism, two funda-
mental paradigms relevant to the culture of dissent appeared: the one that

16 Ibid., 14.

17 Fichter, “Yugoslav Protest,” 99-121.

18 Limani, “Kosovo u Jugoslaviji,” 251-78.
19 Radica, “Titov smrtni skok.”
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emerged within Yugoslav society and the one linked to political émigrés in
the democratic states of the West. Both developed critical reflections relevant
for understanding the complex Yugoslav political and cultural heritage.
Whereas Croatian and Serbian emigrants took particularly fierce anti-Yugo-
slav stances, the situation for emigré Bosnian Muslims was different. They
were more loyal to the Yugoslav project, because Bosnian Muslims were ac-
knowledged as a nationality in the 1960s only as a consequence of the socialist
experiment of Tito’s Yugoslavia.?

The impact of literature, film, and music, ranging from pop culture to
avantgarde trends, found manifestation in actions that had political implica-
tions. In an interview with COURAGE, the conceptual artist Vladimir Dodig
Trokut states that members of the 68-generation were considered “a group of
humanists, nihilists, anarchists, anarcho-liberals, anarcho-humanists, dialec-
tics, disbelievers, rivals, and party renegades.” As Trokut states, everything
was happening under the watchful eye of the authorities, who made sure that
the behavior of the “rebels” did not escape control; there were even occasion-
al sanctions. On the other hand, some Communist leaders and intellectuals,
such as Vicko Krstulovi¢, Koc¢a Popovi¢, and Jure Kastelan, guarded and sup-
ported the alternative path of the younger generation.?! This personal patron-
age was an important reason behind the circulation of certain liberal cultural
expressions, while others (those without patrons) were inhibited. Markovi¢
holds that many exemptions from state repression can be explained by “ca-
maraderie” (a form of old boys’ club formed in the trenches of the war, the
members of which shared a loyalty which transcended the socialist ideolo-
gy).?2 If someone belonged to the group of “comrades,” he would be treated
in a different manner than others (like the writers Branko Copi¢ in the 1950s
and Dobrica Cosi¢ in the 1960s and 1970s).

In the period, immediately after the break with Stalin, Yugoslav cine-
matography opened to Western film, and Soviet films were censored until
Stalin’s death. Film director Zelimir Zilnik (1942- ) states that in his youth he
watched “the complete French new wave, American underground movies,
the young Bunuel, the complete Italian neo-realism,” while the films of prom-
inent Russian authors could only be seen after 1965.23 Zilnik belonged to the
“Black Wave” Yugoslav film movement. In the 1960s and 1970s, the member
of this movement portrayed Yugoslav reality from a critical perspective. Zil-
nik’s films and the films of many other Yugoslav filmmakers won prestigious
awards at festivals abroad but were also subjected to criticism by the authori-

20 In the 1971 Yugoslav census, the category “Muslim” was included as a national category,
rather than a confessional ascription. The category applied to Slavic speaking Muslims in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Southern Serbia (Sandzak), but not Muslim Albanians. Luci¢, Im
Namen der Nation.

21 Dodig Trokut, Vladimir, interview by Albert Bing for COURAGE-project, December 22, 2016.

22 Markovié, Beograd izmedu Istoka i Zapada, 517.

23 Zilnik, “Praxis i <crni talas> u filmu.”
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ties, and some were even banned (Rani Radovi [Early Works] in 1969). Despite
the “hot-cold” relationship between the Communist state and the intelligent-
sia and the occasional persecution of political dissidents, Yugoslavia became
an increasingly open country.

After the fall of the powerful minister of interior and chief of the State
Security Service (UDBA) Aleksandar Rankovi¢ in 1966, further liberalization
occurred even in the party circles themselves. The rector of the Zagreb Uni-
versity Ivan Supek witnessed these events: “Censorship and many controls
were falling, people wrote more freely in the newspapers and spoke more
freely at meetings ... society was acquiring a more and more pluralistic com-
position.”?* The Croatian cultural revival started, so the Croatian reform
movement (“Croatian Spring” or “Maspok”),> which was led by Savka
Dabcevi¢-Kucar and Miko Tripalo, culminated in the national demands for
decentralization and economic reforms. However, in late 1971 “Tito and the
senior leadership condemned the events in Croatia, undermined the ‘de-
ceived’ Croat Communist leaders, and urged a return to Leninist Bolshe-
vism.”?® The results of the defeat of the Croatian Spring were mass arrests, a
ban on public appearances or role for many intellectuals, and a new wave of
political emigration.?” Repressive measures were taken in other republics too.
In the first six months of 1972, 3,606 people were imprisoned as “political
criminals” (60 percent of them were from Croatia), compared to 1,449 in the
three years of 1969-1971.28 The legitimacy of the LCY was seriously threat-
ened. The liberally oriented Serbian party leadership, including figures like
Marko Nikezi¢ and Latinka Perovié, were dismissed for their “anti-Soviet”
and “anti-Titoist” positions; the leaders of Slovenia and Macedonia also lost
their positions. Political cleansing at the beginning of the 1970s clearly showed
the boundaries of Titoism regarding tolerance for opposition to the Yugoslav
state. Immediately after the cleansing, the centralizing-etatist ambitions of the
Communist authorities were enforced in all spheres of life, although this was
“in fundamental contradiction with the proclaimed principles of full equality

24 Supek, “Refleksije na prekretnici milenija,” 812.

25 The term Maspok, actually an acronym for “mass movement,” was derogatory in LCY parlan-
ce in 1971 and therefore it was not used by the Croat reformers, but rather by their critics. The
massiveness of the movement is often held as an argument against it. The term “Croatian
Spring” has now become the standard term used in Croatian historiography.

26 Supek, “Refleksije na prekretnici milenija,” 812.

27 The aspirations of Yugoslav dissidents who initiated the national question at the beginning of
the 1970s did not meet with sympathy in the West, in contrast with the aspirations of dissi-
dents from the Eastern Bloc who had raised the national question in the 1960s. Spehnjak holds
that the West’s support for initiators of national questions in the Eastern Bloc rested on a po-
litical strategy that strived to weaken the Soviet sphere. Since Yugoslavia, since 1948, did not
belong to the Soviet political block, the events in Yugoslavia at the beginning of the 1970s were
considered dangerous to the integrity of Yugoslavia and therefore were not supported. Speh-
njak, “Disidentstvo kao istrazivacka tema,” 13.

28 Markovi¢, “Where Have All the Flowers Gone?,” 119.
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of the Yugoslav peoples.”?’ Nevertheless, by the 1974 Constitution, the repub-
lics were defined almost as states, thus creating the preconditions for a more
pronounced decentralization of the federal state. Tito, as the primary integra-
tive factor of Yugoslavia, was once again proclaimed lifelong president and
Supreme Commander. This reverberated in the reinforcement of Tito’s per-
sonality cult, which “had never been as exaggerated and omnipresent as now
[in the 1970s].”3°

Tito’s strike against liberal cultural expression at the beginning of the
1970s must be read against the backdrop of economic growth based on for-
eign credit, massive imports, imported energy, and migrant workers, each of
which furthered the opening-up of Yugoslavia towards the world. The spread
of Western influence could not be stopped anymore. Free travel to Western
countries also had an impact on ideas about lifestyle, and it offered first-hand
familiarity with Western living standards.! After Tito’s death in 1980, various
forms of informal pluralistic relations, relative freedom of the press, and so-
cial criticism took place outside the party and state forums. Changes were
possible within and despite the system. For example, the youth magazines
Polet, Studentski list, Mladina, Student, and others, which initially had had an
official communist ideological basis, became significant representatives of al-
ternative civic culture and cultural opposition to a bureaucratized communist
ideology.*

Rock music in Yugoslavia had a somewhat specific status compared to
the rest of the communist countries. Initially, Yugoslav rock music was not
necessarily oppositional, or it was less oppositional than in other (more rigid)
communist cultures.®® In late socialism however, and especially in the 1980s,
some “music movements” (New Wave, New Primitivism, and New Partisans)
used rock to criticize the country’s cultural and political developments.>* At
socialist Yugoslavia’s end, rock artists were channelling rebellious voices
against the system, while at the same time its “majority stood against the vio-
lent dissolution of the state, which was both a pragmatic and an emotional
attitude in that a stable Yugoslav polity represented first and foremost a large
and established market and an audience which numbered in the millions.”3
As Catherine Baker suggests, “Yugoslavia’s rock music movements outlasted
their country,” and this music “continues to provide old and new fans with a
consciousness of belonging to a cultural community larger than the confines
of their own successor state.”3¢

29 Macan, Susret s hrvatskim Kliom, 61.

30 Markovi¢, “Where Have All the Flowers Gone?,” 119-20.

31 Sundhaussen, Jugoslawien und seine Nachfolgestaaten 1943-2011, 148.
32 Zubak, The Yugoslav Youth Press 1968-1980.

33 Zubak, “Pop-Express (1969.-1970.),” 25-26.

34 Misina, Shake, Rattle and Roll.

35 Spaskovska, “Stairway to Hell,” 3.

36 Baker, “Dalibor Misina,” 308.
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In the second half of the 1980s, the Slovenian cultural and media scene,
on which the controversial political-artistic group Neue Slowenische Kunst
(New Slovene Art) left a significant mark, became a hotbed of demands for
radical social changes (democratization and the construction of civil society).
Many intellectuals, especially from Croatia, joined the Slovenian movements.
The popular columnist for Zagreb’s weekly newspaper Danas, Tanja Torbari-
na, although Croat, in 1987 declared her political orientation as “Slovenian”
saying: “I am a Slovenian by political conviction.”?”

With the intensification of interethnic conflicts, the focus of cultural dis-
sent shifted increasingly from the demand for democratic reforms to national
confrontations, which ultimately led to the collapse and decomposition of the
Yugoslav state. The rise of nationalism in Yugoslavia can be explained as a
consequence of the inconsistencies and failures of Tito’s “Sonderweg” exper-
iment.3® The socialist translation of a multi-cultural reality which embraced
ambivalences and syncretism to a state-policy based on ethno-national cate-
gories eventually resulted in a radical invalidation of diversity, particularly
after the political and economic instability aggravated in the 1980s.%° The mul-
tiplicity of national, supra-national, and other loyalties could no longer be
kept as a particularity of the socialist Yugoslav project. Rather, one had to
choose one side. Many Serbian dissidents, such as Dobrica Cosi¢ in the 1980s
and 1990s, embarked on nationalistic politics, and their engagement prompt-
ed or met with nationalistic responses in other republics.

After nationalism had become the mainstream system of meaning, cul-
tural resistance found manifestation in anti-nationalist and anti-war activism,
but with no significant impact on further developments, which soon led to
bloodshed.*’ From the perspective of the culture of dissent, the case of the
magazine Danas is also interesting. This high-circulation weekly magazine,
sold all over Yugoslavia, was an indicator of social change; ranging from the
affirmation of the freedom of the press to a chronicle of social interactions
announcing the emergence of political pluralism, as well as the profound
chronicle of the dissolution of the Yugoslav state. Abroad, Danas was per-
ceived as “the media and pluralistic intellectual paradigm in the state on the
edge of the ‘civil war.””4!

Yugoslavia had “despite its “Western’ trappings and greater tolerance of
dissent [...] an essentially illiberal regime, in which breaches of human and
civil rights were endemic.”#? The almighty party personnel, also exposed to
constant review of their social role, continued to control the army (to a certain
extent), the police, much of the media, and the most important government

37 Bing, “Tjednik Danas i percepcija razvoja politickog pluralizma,” 204
38 Miller, The nonconformists.

39 Miller, “Faith and Nation,” 144.

40 Spaskovska, “Landscapes of Resistance, Hope and Loss,” 37-61.

41 “Svijet o Danasu.”

42 Dragovic¢-Soso, Saviours of the nation, 256.

104



YUGOSLAVIA

institutions. Nevertheless, in the cultural sphere, Yugoslavia was a more lib-
eral communist fellow. By maneuvering between the two blocs, Yugoslav cul-
ture and everyday life became largely westernized, whereas political life and
the economy remained basically “Eastern.”# This constellation caused ten-
sions in the social fabric, the “cracks, ... dysfunctionalities, and dangers” of
which were mirrored in counter-culture.** A peculiar culture of dissent
emerged through informal social networks (“camaraderie”), diplomatic cal-
culi (liberal image making towards the West, claims of socialist particularity
towards the East) and a radical federalization of the state and the party. Last
but not least, a significant change of living standards (brought about by in-
dustrialization, education, consumerism, and free travel) marked the period
of Yugoslav socialism and facilitated cultural alternatives.

Collections

After the collapse of communism, all of Yugoslavia’s former republics became
independent states (some sooner, some later), with the former Socialist Au-
tonomous Province of Kosovo concluding the process after separating from
the Republic of Serbia in 2008.4> The COURAGE Registry therefore contains
collections from seven states: Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia and Herzego-
vina, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Kosovo.

Most of the collections described in the Registry are located in Croatia
and Serbia. In the COURAGE Registry, there are over fifty collections in Cro-
atia, more than twenty in Serbia, and around ten in Slovenia. In the cases of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Macedonia, Kosovo, and Montenegro, the numbers
are much smaller. Most of the collections are held in public institutions in the
capital cities of the post-Yugoslav countries.

In the case of collections in Croatia, the topics related to diaspora, nation-
al movements (the Croatian national movement), and state and party control
are found. Furthermore, the topic of Croatian national movement is repre-
sented in most of the emigrant collections and in the vast majority of collec-
tions on state and party control and censorship. The most representative col-
lections of Croatian emigrants are the Vinko Nikoli¢ Collection at the Nation-
al and University Library in Zagreb and the Bogdan Radica Collection in the
Croatian State Archives (HDA). The national question preoccupied Croatian
intellectuals in Croatia who were also the key figures behind the national re-
form movement (the so-called Croatian Spring). In this movement, the most
influential organization was the Matica hrvatska, the Croatian cultural institu-

43 Markovi¢, Beograd izmedu Istoka i Zapada, 524.

44 Voncu, “Alternative Culture and Political Opposition,” 289.

45 The Republic of Serbia does not recognize Kosovo’s declaration of independence. More than
half of the UN member states have recognized Kosovo.
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tion which was founded in the first half of the nineteenth century and the ar-
chives of which are located in the HDA. In addition to institutions, political
dissidents also left a significant mark on the Croatian Spring. That was the
case of Miko Tripalo, whose collection is held in the Center for Democracy,
which was named after him. The national movement in Kosovo is covered
through ad-hoc collections at the Archives of Kosovo, beginning with the
demonstrations of 1968 and lasting through the 1981 demonstrations. There is
also a collection on the underground groups “Illegalia.” Cultural societies
that cultivated national culture have also been suspended, as evidenced by
the case of the Serbian Cultural Association Prosvjeta and its collection, which
is found in the HDA.

The topic of state and party control is covered well in the Registry. Such
collections are mostly found in state archives, such as the HDA in Zagreb
(e.g., the Collection of the Commission for Ideological and Political Work of
the People’s Youth of Croatia) and the Archive of the Republic of Slovenia (the
Collection of the Slovenian State Security Service on monitoring Slovenian
scientists in the period from 1945 to 1962). Collections of a similar type are in
state archives in other cities (Belgrade, Novi Sad, Vinkovci, Sisak, Pula). Two
collections on the notorious labour camp for political prisoners on “Bare Is-
land” (Goli Otok) in the Adriatic document the repressive character of the
system (one collection is held at the Croatian History Museum, and the other
at the Serbian Academy of Sciences, or SANU). Tackling “Goli Otok” in the
arts and in literature in particular was “one of the biggest taboos of the Yugo-
slav public sphere” during Tito’s reign, as exemplified by the 1969 ban on the
play “When the pumpkins blossomed,” based on the novel by Dragoslav Mi-
hajlovié.*®

One topic related to state control is censorship. Censorship in film is doc-
umented by the holdings in the collection of forbidden films of Niksa Fulgosi,
which is kept in the archives of the Croatian Cinematheque. The HDA con-
tains the Iljko Karaman Collection of Court Records on Censorship and the
Aleksandar Stipcevic¢ Personal Papers. Informal and self-censorship also mer-
it mention, albeit it is more difficult to track historically. Such forms of limit-
ing free expression occurred through telephone calls, informal talks, profes-
sional “advice” by theatre and film committees and editorial boards, and me-
dia campaigns.?” In the Registry, incidents of informal and self-censorship are
told in the Oral History interviews and in debates in the literary and cultural
journals, like Knjizevne novine and Polja.

Several collections concerning the art scene are also described in the Reg-
istry. In Croatia, the neo-avantgarde visual and conceptual arts had many
essential representatives. Works by these artists are found in several collec-
tions of the Museum of Contemporary Art in Zagreb, in the EXAT 51 and New

46 Miinnich, “Jugoslawische, literarische Geschichtskonzeption,” 207.
47 Vuceti¢, Monopol na istinu, 48-49.
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Tendencies Collection at the ToSo Dabac Archive, and in the No Art Collection
of Vladimir Dodig Trout Anti-Museum. In Serbia, there are several collections
at the Museum of Contemporary Art in Belgrade, and at the Museum of Con-
temporary Art Vojvodina in Novi Sad. The Collection of Gordana Vnuk (EU-
ROKAZ) bears witness to neo-avantgarde art in the performing arts. A com-
mune in the countryside of Vojvodina is described as a niche of freedom in the
collection of the “Family of the Clear Streams” collection of Bozidar Mandic.
Cultural opposition in film is represented mostly by the so-called “Black
Wave” movies. Among many important filmmakers, Lazar Stojanovi¢ stands
out as the most prominent representative of the second generation, primary
due to his film “Plastic Jesus” (1971), which was declared anti-communist
propaganda and led to Stojanovi¢’s imprisonment for three years. His collec-
tion contains his personal compilation, which was assembled over the course
of the previous decades and consists of books, newspapers, posters, cata-
logues and video materials/films, including “Plastic Jesus,” one of the most
famous and striking acts of dissidence in socialist Yugoslavia.

(Neo)avantgarde in theatre is relevant, as this part of Yugoslav culture
seemed particularly free, with Samuel Beckett's “Waiting for Godot” being
staged in Yugoslavia as early as 1956, for instance. As the collection of the
Belgrade International Theatre Festival (BITEF) clearly shows, however, cul-
ture served to maintain a certain liberal image relevant for Yugoslavia’s posi-
tion as a non-aligned country. Research on avantgarde culture in Yugoslavia
helps decipher what Vucetic¢ refers to as the “deep schizophrenia of Yugoslav
society.”48

Intellectual dissent in Yugoslavia is palpable in the phenomenon of the
neo-Marxist philosophy and sociology, which left a significant heritage in Yu-
goslavia. The relevant material for this phenomenon in Croatia is found in the
Rudi Supek Personal Papers, and the Praxis and Kor¢ula Summer School Col-
lection. In Serbia, the Ljubomir Tadi¢ Collection and the Nebojsa Popov Col-
lection represent the Belgrade circle of the Praxis orientation.

Of the works which were censored in Yugoslavia, most were books.*
However, as mentioned above, censorship rarely occurred in a direct way, as
the Danilo Kis Collection at the Archives of the Serbian Academy of Sciences
and Arts (SANU) exemplifies. This collection on one of the most important
non-conformist writers of Yugoslavia illustrates the ambivalences of Yugo-
slav cultural policy, as Kis won the prestigious NIN award (for Yugoslav
literature) in 1972, but was accused of defamation in 1978. Ki$ was acquitted
by the court, but left Yugoslavia after the devastating media campaign
launched against him during the proceedings. Nevertheless, his ex-wife Mir-
jana Miocinovic stressed in the interview with COURAGE that Kis never per-

48 Vuceti¢, “Izmedu avangarde i cenzure,” 705.
49 Nikoli¢, Cvetkovi¢ and Tripkovi¢, Bela knjiga-1984, 20.
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ceived himself as a dissident, but rather as a non-conformist writer.”? The
press clipping collection of writer Ivan Aralica offers insights into the situa-
tion in Croatia, and the Collection of Edward Kocbek shows the case of the
author who wrote a volume of short stories entitled “Fear and Courage”>! in
1951, which made him a persona non grata in Slovenia. The example of Dobri-
ca Cosi¢, the most famous Serbian novelist and the “father of Serbian nation-
alism,” stresses the importance of a cultural perspective on the developments
in Yugoslavia. Cosi¢’s intellectual and political career illustrates “that nation-
alism was more than a tool for cynical and needy politicians and less an an-
cient bequest than an unsurprising response to real conditions in Tito’s Yu-
goslavia. [...] In their very humanism the seeds of failure sprouted, since the
Tito regime was unwilling or unable to satisfy this one’s desire to develop a
new universalist culture, that one’s faith in the regime’s commitment to so-
cial justice.”>?

The theme of opposition to the regime by religious institutions in the
COURAGE Registry is primarily related to the Catholic Church in Croatia
and Slovenia. In Slovenia, the most important collections are the Antun Vovk
Collection and the Alojzije Sustar Collection. In Croatia, there is a rich collec-
tion of Catholic priest and journalist don Zivko Kusti¢ and a collection of
Smiljana Rendi¢, a columnist of the Glas koncila (Voice of the Council) - the
first journal in Croatia published without the influence of the communist au-
thorities, who was sentenced to one year in prison for her writing. The Bek-
tashi Mysticism in Macedonia is described in one collection as an alternative
spiritual space.

Youth sub-culture and music are represented in the FV 112/15 Group Col-
lection, which offers testimony to the Slovenian alternative music scene,
which was the strongest in Yugoslavia.®® In Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Ze-
nit Pozi¢ Collection on New Primitivism (Novi primitivizam) contains materi-
als on a subcultural movement established in Sarajevo which found expres-
sion in music and comedy on radio and television in the 1980s. In Croatia,
there is a significant collection of rock and disco culture in Rijeka (Velid Deki¢
Collection), and the photo archive of Goran Paveli¢ Pipo offers exciting in-
sights into youth sub-culture and the new wave music scene of Zagreb. The
theme of the student movement is covered in the Operation Tuskanac Collec-
tion in State Security Service files of the Socialist Republic of Croatia (at HDA).
The “Last Youth of Yugoslavia” ad-hoc collection based on an exhibition at the

50 Miocinovi¢ Mirjana, interview by Sanja Radovi¢ for COURAGE-project, January 14, 2017 and
December 26, 2016.

51 Kocbek, Strah in pogum.

52 Miller, The nonconformists, xi.

53 It should be emphasized that through the research, we also discovered some other important
collections containing materials relevant to the counterculture and artistic scene in Slovenia,
especially about the creative group Neue Slowenische Kunst, but the owners of the collections
did not want to cooperate with the COURAGE project.
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Museum of Yugoslavia provides insights into the alternative and pop culture
of Belgrade’s youth circles between 1977 and 1984.

The theme of counter-cultural activities of sexual minorities is covered in
the Lesbian Library and Archive SKUC-LL in Ljubljana and the History of
Homosexuality in Croatia Collection at the Domino Association (Queer) in
Zagreb. The Feminist Movement is represented in the collection of the Wom-
en’s Studies Center in Zagreb, the Zarana Papi¢ Collection at the Center for
Woman Studies in Belgrade, and the Women'’s Activism Collection of the Ko-
sovo Oral History Initiative. There is also the Lydia Sklevicky Collection at the
Institute of Ethnology and Folklore Research, which contains the personal pa-
pers of one of the pioneers of the feminist movement in Yugoslavia.

Human rights movements were strongest in Slovenia, as is reflected in
the collections. The topic can be explored on the basis of the Alenka Puhar
Collection, the Collection of Testimonies at the Study Centre for National Rec-
onciliation and the Archives of the Peace Movement in Ljubljana. The Alenka
Bizjak Collection testifies to the existence of the ecological movement in Yugo-
slavia, and the Pugwash Movement Collection shows the development of the
antinuclear movement and the influence that Pugwash Conferences on Sci-
ence and World Affairs had in Yugoslavia.

Most of the collections are kept in public institutions, and the state is
usually their owner. Most are found in public archives. These collections are
usually archival funds of the state institutions and associations and personal
funds of individuals whose heirs donated their collections to the archives. In
addition to archives, libraries and museums also hold most of the collections
in the Yugoslav successor states.

In collections that were created through the work of institutions and or-
ganizations, the history of collecting and preserving generally does not in-
volve significant cultural-opposition stories. In most of the cases, the law
mandated the acquisition of these collections by the state archives. Regarding
the personal funds, the situation is different and usually far more interesting.
Perhaps one of the best examples is the story of the Lazar Stojanovi¢ Collec-
tion. Some parts of his collection, especially the most politically sensitive
items, were confiscated during several police investigations against Stojano-
vi¢ in the 1970s and 1980s, and they have not been recovered. Other parts are
lost due to his changing places of residence. The story of Stojanovi¢ also illus-
trates how cultural opposition can become a lifetime activity despite changing
political systems. After Yugoslavia, the author and film director returned to
Serbia from abroad to engage in the anti-war movement and participate in the
activities of human rights circles. The COURAGE Registry also contains sto-
ries about the efforts of Radica’s daughter Bosiljka and Ivo Banac, who on
three occasions (in 1996, 2001, and 2006) organized the transfer of the Bogdan
Radica Collection from the United States to Zagreb.

The size of the collections varies from tiny collections, such as the No Art
Collection, which numbers only ten items, to collections of more than 100 ar-
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chival boxes of documents, such as the Rudi Supek Personal Papers. The
COURAGE Registry also contains more than a dozen ad-hoc collections. These
collections do not exist as independent units but as part of more extensive
collections which contain various materials. This is the case with the sizeable
archival fund of the State Security Service of the Socialist Republic of Croatia
at the HDA, which contain four ad-hoc collections that are in fact the subdivi-
sions of a single archival fund. The situation is similar in the collections of the
Museum of Contemporary Art in Zagreb and Belgrade. Also, the collections
of the magazine Vidici, Student, and KnjiZevne novine do not represent a sepa-
rate library unit, but are kept as part of the “Periodicals” collection in two in-
stitutions, the National Library of Serbia and the University Library of Bel-
grade. Literary and cultural journals are relatively well represented in the
Registry, not only because they are well preserved (except the forbidden, still
unavailable issues), but also because they illustrate the wealth of intellectual
activities unfolding within and despite a restrictive system. The former editor
of Polja, Jovan Zivlak, maintained that since political opposition was impossi-
ble, cultural opposition should be understood as “mastering and learning
freedom.” He emphasized the “belief in culture” and offered the following
explanation: “There was a kind of deep consent among intellectuals, among
the largest number of intellectuals in this former country. It was a consent that
culture, literature, and philosophy are the foundation of our freedom. It was
as if you were sharing something, some kind of secret. That was this cultural
revolution or cultural resistance.”>*

Some of the essential collections are in private hands and are now una-
vailable to the public. Suzana Jovanovi¢, the widow of Lazar Stojanovi, is the
owner of his collection, with no financial support from any additional source.
Zenit Dozi¢ has plans to establish a cultural centre to commemorate the phe-
nomenon of New Primitivism, but the financing is still uncertain. Anti-au-
thoritarian activists, like Borka Pavicevi¢ and Dragomir Oluji¢ (Open Univer-
sity Collection), have valuable material but no institutional capacity to archive
and store this material, which is held in their private flats or houses. Other
collections are in the private hands of researchers (CADDY Bulletin Collec-
tion, Mysticism in Macedonia, Srdan Hofman Electronic music Collection).
These collections are significant to the history of the cultural opposition, but
their fate is uncertain because they are funded mostly by the owners them-
selves, who may have limited means.

Most public collections are rarely funded with direct or special funding.
In this sense, the Zoran Dindi¢ Library, which was financed by the Embassy
of the Federal Republic of Germany in Belgrade, is more the exception than
the rule. Collections that are held in public institutions (archives, museums,
libraries) are normally financed through the financing of the institutions by
the state (Ministry of Culture). Direct funding occurs through special events,

54 Zivlak Jovan, interview by Zeljka Oparnica for COURAGE-project, September 25, 2017.
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such as publications or exhibitions on anniversaries of historical events, as
happened for the 40th anniversary of the Belgrade International Theatre Fes-
tival (BITEF collection) at the Historical Archives of Belgrade.

The fall of Communism is the most important event in the history of most
of the collections in the post-Yugoslav countries. It meant the end of an era
after which people were able to begin gathering testimonies about cultural
opposition and dissent. Institutions opened their doors to the public, and
many individuals handed over various materials and collections to archives,
museums, and scientific institutions. Sometimes, this happened through a
personal initiative: when Branka Prpa was the director of the Historical Ar-
chives of Belgrade (2002-2010), she directly asked important non-conformist
intellectuals like Nebojsa Popov to bequeath their personal collection and li-
brary to the archives.> The collapse of Communism was a call for those peo-
ple who had amassed collections in secret, far from the prying eyes of the
communist authorities, to open their collections to the public or donate them
to institutions that would make them more accessible. Most of the collections
described in the Registry, however, are rarely used. For instance, COURAGE
researcher Sanja Radovi¢ was the first person to access the Zoran Pindi¢ col-
lection at the Archives of Serbia.>®

The potential of these collections is not sufficiently exploited academical-
ly, and even less so socially. Most of the people who have used the collections
are researchers, primarily historians. Although most collections are fully or
partially available for research, only a few are available online. A good exam-
ple is the Praxis and Kor¢ula Summer School Collection, which is entirely
digitized and available to the public, or the Zoran Dindi¢ Virtual Museum,
which is partially digitized, and the entire Polja — Magazine for Culture and
Art collection. In a social sense, only a few collections have attracted substan-
tial media coverage. In Croatia, remarkable public interest was triggered by
the exhibition “A Century of Croatian Periodicals from the Croatian Diaspora
from 1900 to 2000” in 2002. In Slovenia, the exhibition “FV: Alternative Scene
of the 1980s,” which was held in 2008, reached out to the public, as did the
70th anniversary exhibition of Student magazine in Serbia. Sometimes, the
COURAGE project itself has kindled public interest in the collections, as in
the case of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s “History Fest.” In general, outreach
events, such as exhibitions, publications, and film screenings, give the collec-
tions public relevance.

The most original elements of the COURAGE research project are found
in the Oral History Interviews. The heritage of cultural opposition is ambiva-
lent, multifaceted, and even dissonant; it could be perceived not only as a
history of triumph, but also as a history of trauma.”” Eye-witness accounts

55 Prpa Branka, interview by Jacqueline Niefser for COURAGE-project, June 24, 2017.
56 Kosti¢ and Mihajlovi¢, “Dindiceva zaostavstina.”
57 Dragicevi¢ Sesi¢ and Stefanovi¢, “How Theaters Remember,” 13.
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help us forge a path towards a nuanced understanding of how “niches of
freedom” were created in unfree systems.
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Bulgaria

Introduction

The debates about the nature of the socialist system in Bulgaria have been
intense since the end of communist rule. Political liberalization allowed the
public expression of viewpoints that for many years had been forbidden and
persecuted in Bulgaria. The participants in this debate, many of whom have
strong emotional involvement, expressed different, sometimes incompatible
views based on their personal experiences and political orientations. These
range from the demonization of state socialism as a criminal regime to openly
apologetic views. As a result, there is still no consensus in Bulgaria about the
communist period.!

The memory of the socialist period is to a large extent determined by the
post-socialist reality. Today, almost 30 years after its inception, the so-called
transition in Bulgaria is marked by sentiments of betrayed hopes, which re-
sult in declining confidence in state institutions and pessimism about the fu-
ture. In political debates, history—and in particular the recent past—is used
for political purposes by political actors. The politicization of history contrib-
utes to the decline of differentiated/in-depth knowledge of the socialist peri-
od. In 2014, on the question of which event marked the end of Communism,
“40 percent of the youngest generation (16-30 years old) could not say wheth-
er it was the collapse of the Berlin, Moscow, Sofia or Chinese Wall.”?

At the same time, the socialist past remains a contentious political subject.
In 2000, parliament passed the “Law on Declaring the Criminal Nature of the
Communist Regime in Bulgaria,” which was amended in 2016. The amend-
ment called, among others, for the removal of symbols of communism from
the public realm. Such attempts to establish certain “truths” by law indicate
the importance of the preservation of divergent legacies of state socialism as a
countermeasure: archives of experience highlight different realities of interac-
tion between the state and society. They are a source of knowledge about hu-
man agency but also the constraints it faces from powerful state structures.
The archives of the cultural opposition in particular tell a powerful story of

1 See e.g. Todorova, Dimou, and Troebst, Remembering Communism.

2 Alpha Research National Representative Survey in 2014. Accessed February 18, 2018. http://
alpharesearch.bg/bg/socialni_izsledvania/socialni publikacii/prehodat -mitove-i-pa-
met-25-godini-po-kasno.831.html.
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struggles of usually powerless individuals not only to gain control over their
lives but also to change society. Whether one agrees with their agendas or not,
they are testament to the force of ideas and hopes for a better future.

A brief sketch of political developments, 1944-1989

The specificities of cultural opposition in Bulgaria can be understood only
against the backdrop of the main features of communist rule in the country.
This story began on September 9, 1944, one day after the Red Army had
crossed the Romanian-Bulgarian border. Under the watchful eyes of Soviet
troops, the anti-fascist coalition of the Fatherland Front took power on Sep-
tember 9. Although Bulgaria subsequently joined the Allied Countries in their
fight against Nazi Germany, it was considered a defeated country after the
end of the war. Until the signing of a peace treaty, it was under allied control.
This implied that the communists had to contain their urge to seize absolute
power. A certain pluralism was maintained until 1947, with non-communists
in the government and opposition parties present in parliament.?

At the same time, the government took harsh and swift measures against
those who were considered supporters of the ancient regime. Under the slo-
gan “Rooting out Fascism,” thousands of members of the former elite were
brought before so-called People’s Courts between December 1944 and April
1945. An estimated number of 9,000 to 11,000 people were sentenced, and
circa 2,700 of them were sentenced to death and executed. Among them were
sixty-seven members of the previous national assembly, twenty-two former
government ministers, forty-seven generals of the Bulgarian army, the three
regents (who acted in lieu of the king, who was a minor), and three former
prime ministers.* This purge of the old elite left a lasting mark of terror, espe-
cially on the consciousness of “bourgeois” families.

After the signing of the peace treaty in February 1947, the Bulgarian com-
munists quickly moved to obliterate the remaining vestiges of democracy.
The remaining opposition parties were disbanded and their “progressive”
factions merged with the communists. Opposition deputies in parliament lost
immunity. The most influential opposition politician, peasant party leader
Nikola Petkov, was arrested on trumped-up charges in August 1947 and sen-
tenced to death; his execution in September marked the beginning of one-par-
ty rule in Bulgaria. Apart from oppositional parties, church leaders were per-
secuted as well. The small Catholic Church and various protestant denomina-

3 Baeva and Kalinova, Biilgarskite prehodi, 70. For a good overview of the politial and social histo-
ry of the People’s Republic of Bulgaria, gathering leading Bulgarian historians, see Znepolsi,
Istoriia na Narodna Republika Biilgariia. A note on transliteration: we follow a simplified version
of the Library of Congress’s standard.

4 Baeva and Kalinova, Biilgarskite prehodi, 60.
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tions received particularly cruel treatment because of their transnational
structure.

The communist regime was very repressive especially during the years of
Stalinism. One reason for this was the Soviet-Yugoslav break in June 1948:
after that, real or alleged supporters of Tito were purged in Bulgaria as well.
More than 6,000 individuals were arrested, 3,700 of them were sent to labor
camps, and 1,500 were executed.> The most prominent victim was Traycho
Kostov, one of the leaders of the Bulgarian Communist Party and former Dep-
uty Prime Minister, who was executed after a show trial. More than 100,000
party members were expelled from the party, having been accused of sympa-
thies with Tito or other ideological deviations, after party membership had
grown at breakneck speed in the preceding years.

Bulgaria’s location at the geo-political fault line between East and West
was one of the reasons for the continuously high degree of political control. It
was the only Warsaw Pact country bordering two NATO member states
(Greece and Turkey), and Yugoslavia was for years considered a hostile coun-
try as well. Until 1953, more than 4,000 families—many belonging to Muslim
minorities —were forcefully resettled from the border areas. Another wave of
repression hit the country in 1956-57, in the wake of the aborted Hungarian
revolution. Recent research concluded that between 1944 and 1962, more than
23,000 people were sent to labor camps, 15,000 for political reasons. COUR-
AGE collections document the horrors of the most notorious camp on the Be-
lene Island in the Danube.®

A lasting legacy of repression was the substantial extension of the size
and scope of the State Security (Diirzhavna signurnost).” It grew into a massive
institution of surveillance and repression, comparable to those in other state
socialist countries. Party chief Viilko Chervenkov called it the “eyes and ears
of the party.” It belonged to the Ministry of Interior, but superior control lay
with the General Secretary of the Communist Party. In 1962, the State Security
disposed of 6,200 personnel, including 4,300 operative officers. By the late
1980s, the number of agents had grown to between 12,300 and 13,000, who
were aided by 50,000 to 65,000 secret informants and contributors. The State
Security especially surveyed intellectuals, minorities, religious communities,
people travelling abroad, and members of the younger generations.

One important reason for the growth of the repressive authorities was the
armed resistance that emerged immediately after the takeover by the Father-
land Front. Throughout the country, armed groups emerged that fought

5 Lilkov and Hristov, “Bivshi hora” po kvalifikatsiiata.

6 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Tower Museum of Petko Ogoyski”, by Anelia Kasabova, Dr., 2018.
Accessed: September 25, 2018.

7 The Commission holding the archive of the former state security has launched a series of edited
documents: “Iz arhivite na DS”; see: https://www.comdos.bg/. For recent research on the State
Security see Metodiev, Diirzhavna sigurnost; Metodiev and Dermendzhieva, Dtirzhavna sigu-
rnost—predimstvo na nasledsvto.
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against the new government. They were called goriani because many of them
hid in forests and the mountains. Similar to the situation in Romania, though,
these groups had no consistent ideology or any central coordination. While
their resistance did not jeopardize communist rule, it strengthened anxiety
among the regime and the government’s willingness to use force to crush
opposition. Information about armed resistance was suppressed during com-
munist rule and came to be known only after 1989.8

While direct physical repression was greatly reduced after the mid-1950s,
the party-state kept constant pressure on real or presumed opposition—not
least in the arena of cultural opposition. All Bulgarian collections described by
COURAGE are testimony to this. Large scale physical repression was re-
served for the Muslim minorities who resisted forceful assimilation by the
state beginning in the first half of the 1970s. The single most massive cam-
paign was against the large Turkish minority in the 1980s, members of which
were forced to take Bulgarian names. The regime called the assimilation cam-
paign the “Rebirth Process” (viizroditelen protses).”

At the same time, the Bulgarian communists also attempted to build le-
gitimacy, that is, to rule by consent. A rise in material standards of living, ev-
ident especially in the 1960s and 1970s, was an important element of this. The
party-state also made full use of culture in order to generate support, which is
why the “cultural front” was so important.!? Party leader Zhivkov portrayed
himself as a patron of the arts, giving privileges to writers and artists who
toed the party line. The emphasis of patriotic themes by party propaganda
was also an attempt to win over non-communist, nationalistic intellectuals.
Ludmila Zhivkova's reign at the helm of official culture was emblematic of
these developments. The daughter of Todor Zhivkov was Head of the State
Department of Culture from 1975 until her death at a relatively young age in
1981.11 We can speak of a limited liberalization of cultural life in order to help
the regime gain some legitimacy.

However, many individuals continued to challenge fundamental princi-
ples of communist rule (see below). In these cases, the state mobilized its full
repressive potential. One of the best known Bulgarian dissidents, the writer
and journalist Georgi Markov, was killed by a State Security agent while in
exile in London in 1978.12 Critically-minded intellectuals were often in an on-
and-off relationship with the state, as shown by the COURAGE collections on
the filmmaker Binka Zheliazkova. She was a principled communist but still
had some of her works banned, while others were officially praised despite
her continuous critique of the regime and her innovative artistic approach.

8 Gorianite, Sbornik dokumenti; Giaurski, Kasabov, “Viiortizhena stiprotiva.”
9 See for example the collection COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Resistance of Turkish Minority in
Bulgaria”, by Anelia Kasabova, Dr., 2018. Accessed: September 25, 2018.
10 Elenkov, Kulturniiat front; Brunnbauer, “Die sozialistische Lebensweise.”
11 Atanasova, “Lyudmila Zhivkova.”
12 Peleva, Georgi Markov; Hristov, Ubiite “Skitnik.”
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The underlying problem was that the red line which defined what the regime
would consider acceptable criticism and what it would not was deliberately
kept unclear. This created constant insecurity among artists and intellectuals.
There was a large and moving grey zone between the endorsement of official
ideology and its rejection in the cultural sphere, as exemplified by research on
the younger generations.!3

Another reason for the ultimate instability of the communist regime in
Bulgaria was the increasing openness of Bulgarian society to the West. This
included a growing flow of information, thanks also to the 1975 Final Act of
the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe. Ultimately, Gor-
bachev’s policies of glasnost and perestroika proved one challenge too many for
a regime that stressed its proximity to the Soviets. Bulgarians who are tradi-
tionally sympathetic with Russian culture eagerly red books and journals
coming from the rapidly opening-up Soviet Union. It is indicative that the
first mass protests against the regime began in the 1980s in protest against the
forced renaming campaign against the Bulgarian Turks.!* The opposition
against this measure included not only Turks but also different Bulgarian in-
tellectuals. It initiated the appearance of the first informal opposition organi-
zations. A transnational issue triggered open mass protests: in November
1987, the citizens of the town of Ruse started to demonstrate against terrible
air pollution. The polluter was a chemical factory located on the other side of
the Danube in Romania. Yet the inhabitants of Ruse had grown angry at their
government, which had done nothing to protect them and had withheld in-
formation. This local protest, described in a collection at the historical muse-
um in Ruse, ultimately grew into a national cause.!®

On November 10, 1989, the Politburo of the Communist Party forced
Todor Zhivkov to resign. Very quickly, his successor Petar Mladenov initiated
broad political liberalization. Free and fair multiparty parliamentary elections
in June and the election of the former dissident Zheliu Zhelev as President of
the Republic in August 1990 formally marked the successful transition to de-
mocracy.

History of Cultural Opposition in Communist Bulgaria

This role of Bulgarian intellectuals under communism, although often crit-
icized as unsatisfactory by the intellectuals themselves and by contempo-

13 See e.g. Taylor, Let’s Twist Again.

14 See Trifonov, “Miusiulmanite v politikata”; Stoianov, Turskoto naselenie; lalamov, Istoriia na
turskata obshtnost; Ivanova, Othviirlenite priobshteni; Gruev and Kalionski. “Viizroditelnia prot-
ses”; Levi, ed. Istinata za viizroditelniia protses; Angelov, ed. Strogo poveritelno!; Angelov, Borba
bez oriizhie.

15 A chronology of Ekoglasnost is provided in Aleksandrieva and Karakachanov, Nezavisino sd-
ruzhenie Ekoglasnost.
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rary analysts, is, in fact, in full accordance with the concept of “dissent”
during the Cold War.!® In the Bulgarian intellectual landscape, the conven-
tional definition of “dissent” is accepted without much objection. The only
people who strongly oppose the use of the label “dissident” to describe
them are actually indisputably dissidents: they were or are the most popu-
lar and significant intellectuals, whose creative and moral presence had the
strongest moral impact on different groups of Bulgarian society from the
1950s to the 1980s.

Yet what is contentious is the influence of “dissent” on political and pub-
lic life: while during the time of socialism many analysts considered dissi-
dents relatively insignificant, some post-socialist observes tend to exaggerate
their importance. Adding to that confusion is the fact that multiple self-pro-
claimed dissidents came forward in the last three decades—people little
known or completely unknown in the recent past. After 1989, a variety of
previously unknown creative and civil actions in opposition to communist
rule became known. Some of them were represented by a small number of
long-term political prisoners, who had gained fame only in a very limited
circle of people, i.e. without public impact. The problem of the lack of public-
ity makes the concept of “dissent” even more complex.

Preconditions

Bulgarian “dissidence” was distinctive, which does not mean that it was inef-
fective. Its specificity was largely determined by the legacies from the time
before the establishment of communist rule. Ever since the establishment of
the modern Bulgarian state in 1878, substantial violations of democracy were
usually met only by individual but not organized opposition. Leading intel-
lectuals repeatedly expressed their frustration that they had failed to organize
massive civil protests for the protection of democracy in extreme moments,
such as after the coups d’état of 1923 and 1934. This tradition continued after
World War I1.

During the first three decades of socialism, Bulgarian “dissent” was there-
fore expressed primarily through individual acts of opposition. This opposition
aimed to capture the attention of the wider public, to fight fear, and to foster a
critical consciousness among the people. Opposition meant not so much one-
time events but rather the consistent defense of certain positions over the years.
Bulgarian “dissent,” similar to that in other Eastern European countries, was
mostly intellectual in its composition and nature. It did not perceive itself as
dissident, neither did it accept heroic poses or expect rewards. It was a personal
choice, but also a mission that imposed a high price and real consequences on
its activists.

16 Popov, Cheshkiiat intelektualets, 15.
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One of the main issues related to “dissent” in Bulgaria is the question of
its origins. A useful approach to this question is to frame “dissent” as the re-
jection of adaptation to the norms of the systems, when individuals for exam-
ple insist on their individual opinion on certain aesthetic questions. The first
open counter-adaptive actions appeared right after the Twentieth Party Con-
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (1956) and the subsequent
party forums in other socialist countries. Until then, socialism had been im-
posed in Bulgaria mainly through repression. In 1956, political life in Bulgaria
changed: the leadership of the party was reshuffled (Todor Zhivkov became
the unquestioned leader) and the public climate changed towards a certain
degree of liberalization.!”

At this point most Bulgarians had accepted socialism as a fact to which
they had to adapt. Using numerous tools, the ruling party managed to create
the impression and even the belief that there was no alternative to socialism.
The defeated revolution in Hungary in 1956, which was an attempt to shake
off Soviet domination, showed the futility of such efforts in a world divided
by the two Super Powers. In 1968, this impression was reinforced by the fate
of Czechoslovakia’s attempt to give socialism a “human face.” Meanwhile, in
the face of numerous injustices in everyday life, critical and derogatory atti-
tudes towards the state also emerged in Bulgaria, although they were not
translated into public political acts.

The seeds of the expression of critical views had been sown in the 1940s
and 1950s. For a period of ten years after the communist takeover, new names
of artists and intellectuals gained recognition in public spaces. They created
works of great popularity. In the early years after World War II, these intellec-
tuals had supported the socialist ideal, in which they sincerely believed. Then,
they benefited from the new institutions governing artistic life, such as the
creative unions, and they were able to make themselves heard through the
press and radio. Whether they were members of the Communist Party or
non-party members, they were offered means by the state to gain public rec-
ognition.

This reputation was an indisputable premise and necessary precondition
for the wider impact of critical messages, which some of them made after the
so-called April Plenum of the Central Committee of the Bulgarian Communist
Party in 1956. The new “moral” authorities were mostly representatives of the
artistic elite. Scholars in the humanities also belonged to this group, but they
reached a far more limited range of people —mostly colleagues and students,
insofar as that was possible in a system of universal state control in terms of
security services whose employees were almost everywhere.!8 Intellectuals
and artists who had acquired popularity through public media and had been
given the opportunity to express openly their counter-adaptive position acted

17 BHA, u. 1B, op. 5, a.e. 196, item 1, lines 3-10; Marcheva, Todor Zhivkov, 45-59.
18 Znepolski, Kak se promeniat neshtata.
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as a corrective to the socio-political reality. They enjoyed wide popularity and
influence thanks to their presence in the public space. Such people (like the
prominent historian Nikolay Genchev) had a clear sense of their effect and
devoted themselves to their roles as public speakers. Particularly extensive
were the opportunities to impact public opinion for writers and artists work-
ing in cinema and theatre. They affected society through creative work and
their civic positions. Their works showed how a person could integrate into
society without losing his/her personality.

For these intellectuals, this kind of position of reflective distance from
power, while not being directly confrontational, was quite natural. Most of
them were members of the Communist Party and many had direct involve-
ment in the antifascist activities before the end of World War II. They had faith
in an ideal but most of them experienced a sense of disappointment about its
realization. Still, they were confident enough in their beliefs and had the cour-
age to respond to the conditions of their time. They lived with the belief of
“the big idea—the conservation of faith in goodness.”!” Their biographies
made it very difficult for the party-state to portray them as counter-revolu-
tionaries. The government could not find easy ways to penalize or compro-
mise them in front of the public. For non-party figures in various professional
communities and for many ordinary citizens, the messages of these artists
were extremely important. They were the most trusted moral authorities;
their political fervor was admired by the young, who subsequently became
their followers.

Individuals

The expressions of opposition among members of the artistic community and
also certain representatives of the academic intelligentsia culminated immedi-
ately after the April Plenum in 1956. It was so big that it provoked fears in the
ruling party and doubts about its ability to deal with it. Voices were heard
demanding true freedom of artists and questioning the hegemony of Socialist
Realism. Painters—as shown by the Collection “Forms of Resistance” —were
among those who visibly created new forms of artistic expression. In 1957,
several books were published revealing negative phenomena of socialism,
such as the play Fear by Todor Genov, the short stories Laskov Family by Liu-
ben Stanev, and A False Case by Emil Manov.

The party responded by ordering publications in specialized journals
and the popular press that refuted these claims.?’ The party also organized
meetings with the disobedient artists and backed sympathetic artists, who
entered into polemics with the critical intelligentsia. It also resorted to repres-
sion. The poet Krum Penev, for example, was expelled from the Communist

19 Interview with Valeri Petrov from November 13, 1997. Interviewer: Natalia Hristova.
20 Literaturen front, nos. 41, 42, 48 (1957).
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Party in 1958. This reaction, however, made the critical texts and their authors
even more popular. The short story A False Case was printed in successive is-
sues of the journal Plamak (Flame). It was spread from hand to hand, it was
copied on typewriters, and collective readings and discussions of it were or-
ganized. Emil Manov received numerous letters of support from readers
across the country.?! The following year, the films Na malkia ostrov /| On the
Small Island (screenwriter Valery Petrov, director Rangel Valchanov) and Zhi-
votiit si teche tiho / Life Flows Quietly (sc. Hristo Ganev, dir. Binka Zheliazkova)
were completed. Both were criticized by the Central Committee, and the latter
was not allowed to screen. In May 1956, the cafe Bamboo in Sofia was opened.
It became a place of free thought, heated discussions, and dissemination of
works that were hard to find due to censorship. Radoy Ralin and Krum Penev
composed poems and epigrams against the Central Committee, which even-
tually became an integral part of urban folklore in Bulgaria.

In 1960, the country experienced a similar intellectual rebellion, again
followed by government repression. In 1961, the editorial board of the satiri-
cal newspaper Stiirshel (Hornet) was changed and a number of intellectuals
were expelled from the party. However, artists continued to embrace the illu-
sion of genuine creative freedom, as a result of which the satirical Improvisa-
tions by Valeri Petrov and Radoi Ralin appeared.?? These works ignited a heat-
ed discussion about free speech, the essence of which is most accurately ex-
pressed by the poem of Liubomir Levchev “I love you free verse, even for the
word freedom, which bears your name.” Radoi Ralin issued his Safety Pins, and as
a consequence was dismissed from the newspaper Starshel. The Burgas Thea-
tre was for years a place for free thought and new creative experiments, led in
no small part by directors Iulia Ognianova, Leon Daniel, Metodi Andonoyv,
and Vili Tsankov. Critical writers Hristo Fotev and Stefan Tsanev published
their first works of poetry, and the most avant-garde Bulgarian poet, Konstan-
tin Pavlov, was also published during that time. The new movies A biahme
mladi (We Were Young, 1961, screenplay by Hristo Ganev, dir. by Binka Zhe-
liazkova), Pleneno iato (Captive Flock, 1962, screenplay Emil Manov, director
Ducho Mundrov), and Sliintseto i siankata (Sun and Shadow, 1962, screenplay
Valeri Petrov, dir. Rangel Viilchanov) were brought to the screen. They all
recalled the lost ideals of the heroes of the anti-Hitler resistance, a form of
criticism to which the government was particularly susceptible.?

In 1964, Emil Manov’s play Greshkata na Avel (Abel’s Error) became of
great interest. It was staged by the Dimitrovgrad theatre director Asen Shop-
ov, and in the summer of the same year it was selected for the National Re-
view of Bulgarian Theatre, an annual meeting of new theatre productions of
all around the country. During the presentation in Sofia, which was followed

21 Hristova, Biilgarskiiat sluchai, 111-31.
22 Ibid., 240-53.
23 Ibid., 194-204.
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by public discussion, it was sharply criticized by some, but also stubbornly
defended by authors and critical intellectuals. As a result of political pressure,
the play was cancelled and the theatre in Dimitrovgrad was closed. This mo-
bilized the townspeople, who sent protest telegrams in support of the authors
of the play and their theatre. Visiting Dimitrovgrad, Todor Zhivkov was heck-
led, and he never visited this model socialist town again.?*

In 1968, another attempt to discipline intellectuals became emblematic of
government repression. This concerned the book with revised folk epigrams
by Radoi Ralin and Boris Dimovski entitled Liuti chushki (Hot Peppers). They
were fired from their jobs in the publishing house Bulgarian Artist, as was any
other member of the staff who had had any role in the publication of the book.
The government made public 20 names of artists whom it regarded as “right-
ist” in order to put pressure on them; this included some of the most noted
Bulgarian writers and artists of the time, such as Blaga Dimitrova, Hristo
Ganev, Valeri Petrov, and Radoi Ralin.? All but three of the people on the list
were members of the BCP, and all had the symbolic asset of participation in
the antifascist movement before September 9, 1944.

In 1969, another play was subjected to merciless criticism: a staging by
the Burgas Theatre of the play Nie sme na 25 godini (We are 25 years old), au-
thored and directed by Nedialko Yordanov. It was dropped from the reper-
toire, but the popularity of the Burgas Theatre and of the poet Yordanov be-
came so great that people from all over the country travelled to this seaside
town to watch his other new productions. In the same year, the poetry book
by Marko Ganchev Biagashto diirvo (Running Tree) was sanctioned with accu-
sations of pessimism and unacceptable criticism of socialist reality. In 1970-
71, the writers Gocho Gochev, Hristo Ganev, Valeri Petrov, and Marko
Ganchev were expelled from the Party, and Blagoi Dimitrov was expelled
from the Union of Bulgarian Writers, because they did not join the Party’s
protest against the award of the Nobel Prize to Soviet writer Solzhenitsyn.?®

In the 1970s, discussions in creative circles became more and more liber-
ated, while at the same time the number of repressive measures taken by the
government increased. This period brought back the memory of the dynamic
literary life of the 1920s and 1940s. The two books by Blaga Dimitrova and
Iordan Vassilev Mladostta na Bagriana i neinite spiitnitsi (Bagriana’s Youth) and
Dni cherni i beli (Days of Black and White), published in 1975, were officially
criticized, and the authors were not given any opportunity to defend them-
selves. But again, the repressive measures only increased readers’ interest in
the works and authors, thus yielding the opposite result of what the govern-
ment had hoped to achieve.?” Creative protest in the upcoming years not only

24 Hristova, Spetsifika, 258-61.
25 BHA, u. 1B, op. 40, a. ed. 22.
26 Hristova, Vlast i inteligentsiia.
27 Hristova, Spetsifika, 337-38.

126



BULGARIA

did not slow down but became stronger, even in the face of new instances of
repression. The Polish Solidarity movement in 1980-81, for example, height-
ened the fears of the Bulgarian communists. This prompted them to seize the
book Fascism by the philosopher Zheliu Zhelev and the novel Litse (Face) by
Blaga Dimitrova in 1982 and to halt distribution of the film Edna zhena na 33
(A Woman at 33) by Boian Papazov and Hristo Hristov. The authors were
punished, and this made them more popular. Zhelev’s Fascism became one of
the most widely read and influential scientific studies of the time. Critical
theatre also attracted thousands of spectators to its salons, where the bond
between actors and audiences was so strong that it created the sense of a col-
lective, albeit only creative rebellion against the ruling party.

As the Courage Collections from Bulgaria show, this model of conscien-
tious individuals who struggled to preserve moral integrity and cultural free-
dom was replicated on the level of lesser known figures of cultural life.?® The
government’s affirmation of culture and the extensive network of state spon-
sored cultural institutions also created spaces for counter-adaptive appropri-
ations and for the expression of non-conformist thoughts.

Organizations

The beginning of 1988 marks the beginning of organized “dissidence” in Bul-
garia. The first informal organizations that openly challenged the regime were
created: the Independent Society for the Protection of Human Rights in Bul-
garia, headed by the former long-time political prisoner Ilia Minev; the Com-
mittee on the Protection of Religious Rights, Freedom of Conscience, and Re-
ligious Value, led by Hristofor Sabev (a graduate physicist, who later became
a monk); the Independent Trade Union Podkrepa (Support), led by Konstantin
Trenchev.?’ The creators of these organizations and their members were usu-
ally unknown to the general public. Their symbolic legitimacy was rooted in
“martyrdom.” Therefore, we should consider them not as “dissidents,” but
rather as figures of an emerging political opposition.

Two other civil fora, founded in 1988, were made up of intellectuals and
were “dissident” in structure and content. The first was the Public Committee
for the Environmental Protection of Ruse, known as the Ruse Club, estab-
lished in March at the House of Cinema in Sofia after the screening of the
documentary Dishai / Breathe (directed by Iurii Zhirov). This film documented
the terrible air pollution in Ruse and the protests by the city’s inhabitants
against it. The council of the Committee included popular personalities led by
the writer Georgi Mishev. All of them were members of the BCP.?® Influential

28 Ibid.

29 Ivanov, Politicheskoto protivopostaviane, 124-39.

30 One of the collections in the COURAGE Registry is devoted to the ecological protest move-
ment in Ruse: COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Ecological Protests against the Chlorine Pollution in
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personalities of cultural life, such as the writer Evtim Evtimov and the chair-
man of the Union of Bulgarian Artists Svetlin Rusev, published articles sup-
porting the Committee and the movie. The government refused to register the
Committee, and the party expelled some of its members.

The second major non-formal organization with political objectives, the
Club for the Support of Openness and Reconstruction (Klub za podkrepa na
glasnostta i preustroistvoto), was formed in November 1988 at Sofia University.
The initiators of this “dissident” club were prominent Bulgarian intellectuals
who had consistently defended aesthetic, scientific, and civic values. Again, it
is no surprise that most of them were members of the Communist Party and
had pre-1944 anti-fascist credentials. The membership of the Club soon rose
from initially eighty-one (in some documents ninety or ninety-two) to 214 in
June 1989.3! The Club was a closed intellectual organization, although it had
declared itself open to all civilians. It was not anti-communist, as the partici-
pants constantly talked about the democratization and humanization of the
system in the framework of “reconstruction.” But they also organized a num-
ber of petitions against the forced renaming of the Bulgarian Turks; they gave
interviews for Radio Free Europe, and they held closed discussions on eco-
nomic, demographic, and environmental issues, as well as on issues of Bul-
garian history and culture. The authorities searched the homes of club mem-
bers and resorted to persecution and arrests. Three people were expelled from
the party and dismissed from their jobs.

Both organizations enjoyed considerable popularity, especially in large
cities. Immediately after November 10, 1989, they organized rallies and they
cofounded the first oppositional party, the Union of Democratic Forces.

“Dissidents” between memory and oblivion

In the years after communism in Bulgaria, “corrective” culture and “dissi-
dence” were doomed to oblivion. While in 1990 the names of popular person-
alities from the cultural opposition were present in the public space, their
stance as moral authorities soon began to erode. Gradually, they were pushed
out of the media environment; new personalities, mostly experts involved in
the transformation and a new class of professional politicians, came to the
fore. The model of prominent individuals acting as a corrective on power had
apparently lost its place in the post-communist public sphere. Intellectuals
such as the Radoi Ralin, Hristo Ganev, and Zheliu Zhelev, who became pres-
ident in 1990, managed for a while to translate their authority earned as critics
of communist power into a moral guidance role in the early years of transi-
tion. But ultimately, attempts to maintain or reinvigorate the public role of the
“dissenter” in a time of political pluralism failed.

Ruse”, by Anelia Kasabova, Dr., 2017. Accessed: September 25, 2018..
31 Vasilev, Patila i radosti, 281-82; Ivanova, Biilgarskoto disidentstvo, 141-47.
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Only the writer and émigré Georgi Markov enjoys considerable and sta-
ble popularity. The explanation for this—apart from his tragic fate (see
above)—is his influential book The Truth that Killed (In Absentia Reports), which
he had read on Radio Free Europe. Fans of Markov focus on the anti-commu-
nist pathos of his texts. They use his biography very selectively, almost ne-
glecting the part of his life and work in Bulgaria until 1969, which they believe
would cast a shadow over his personality.®? It seems that some admirers of
Markov attribute to him a more important historical role than to Zheliu
Zhelev, the dissident philosopher-turned-president. It is indicative that a
monument for Georgi Markov was erected in an elite neighborhood of Sofia,
whereas late Zheliu Zhelev is commemorated only by a memorial plaque on
his native house in the village of Veselinovo.

This also shows that the sustainability of the memory of the authors of
corrective culture and “dissidence” can be achieved only through the preser-
vation and presentation of their legacies. This is one of the goals of the COUR-
AGE project, but it is also a goal of projects like “Living Memory. Intellectuals
on Socialism and Post-Socialism” at New Bulgarian University, Sofia. This
project conducts video interviews with selected representatives of the human-
ities and of artistic life in Bulgaria. It aims to document living memories rep-
resented by these individual stories and the reflections of the respondents
about their creative paths.

The COURAGE Collections—Memory and Debates

The collections from Bulgaria in the COURAGE registry do not aim to impose
“the truth” about the socialist period and dissent. The aim is to present the
manifold forms of cultural opposition, increase the possibilities for compari-
sons, link collections with research efforts, and make them known to the wid-
er public. While the selection of Bulgarian collections does not allow for a
genuinely sociological survey (e.g. of ownership patterns), the collections do
illustrate the wide variety of collecting practices in use.

The selection of collections for Bulgaria followed two main criteria: first
to present the diversity of institutions and collectors; second to present differ-
ent arenas, genres and forms of cultural opposition. In total it can be said that
the achievements in collecting, storing, and promoting material pertaining to
the socialist period in Bulgaria have been substantial. The leading role be-
longs to state “institutions of memory”: Archives State Agency (ASA), the Na-
tional Library “St. St. Cyril and Methodius” (NLCM), and the Bulgarian Na-
tional Film Archive (BNFA). Pursuant to the Law on the Compulsory Deposit
of Printed and Other Works and the Law on the National Archival Fonds,

32 An exception of this trend is the book Peleva, Georgi Markov, which offers an in-depth critical
reading of his work before his emigration and presents a complete portrait of the writer.
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these institutions store large funds of materials related to the development of
culture during the period. They also undertake search activities and, to the
extent that their limited financial resources permits, they purchase new mate-
rials. The registry includes several collections from these organizations devot-
ed to notable critics of communist rule and the realities of state socialism, such
as the funds on Hristo Ognianov and Zheliu Zhelev at the State Archive in
Sofia* and the ad hoc collection on Binka Zheliazkova at the BNFA. These
collections show expressions of counter-adaptive or corrective positions in
several cultural fields: journalism, philosophy, and cinema. They highlight
the importance of exile (Ognianov) and the potential political pathways of
dissidents (Zhelev).

So-called ad hoc collections were created in the process of describing col-
lections. They indicate ephemeral events (which did not leave a physical col-
lection) or they refer to documents that are stored in an archive, but not in one
coherent fund. An example of the former is the exhibition “Forms of Resist-
ance” at the Sofia City Art Gallery —the paintings that were shown as exam-
ples of deviations from Socialist Realism are now back with their owners. An
example of the latter is the “collection” of banned newspapers and of Samiz-
dat journals at the National Library. It does not exist as a separate collection
there, but the COURAGE entry “Only the forbidden newspapers remain in
history!” (taken from an interview with a repressed editor) brings them to life.
So, our collections put artefacts into new contexts and create relationships
that open new perspectives on the history of cultural opposition.

Some of the collections give a good overview of the way in which the
Bulgarian Communist Party tried to maintain absolute control in the sphere of
culture. This rested not only on the shoulders of the secret police, but also on
economic dominance and institutional structures. The collections show how
the Bulgarian government followed the Soviet model of organizing culture,
which meant state ownership of all cultural institutions. The centralized state
established institutions with a clearly hierarchical structure that operated as
gatekeepers. Professional associations, such as the Bulgarian Union of Writ-
ers, the Union of Bulgarian Artists, etc., were placed under direct party con-
trol and were charged with the task of distributing material privileges to their
members but also with the task of acting as overseers. The state tried to liqui-
date private initiative in the cultural sphere.3* The collections contain exam-
ples of punitive measures taken by the state against recalcitrant writers and
artists, such as expulsion from the BCP and from professional unions (which
amounted to a prohibition against pursuing an artistic profession). The pro-

33 Selecting funds from the ASA, access to them was crucial. The personal funds of intellectual
dissidents such as Radoy Ralin, Todor Tsonev, and others are currently being organized and
arranged and are not open for use.

34 Elenkov, Kulturniiat front.
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tagonists of our collections were subject to bans of their works; they experi-
enced dismissals and other forms of censorship.

The State Security was one of the main instruments of the communist
regime in the maintenance of control over intellectuals, who were always re-
garded as potential critics of the government. The collection of the Commis-
sion for the Disclosure of Documents and Announcing Affiliation of Bulgarian
Citizens with the State Security and the Intelligence Services of the Bulgarian
People’s Army (so-called Commission on Dossiers) gives insights into the pat-
terns used in the recruitment of members of the intelligentsia by the State Se-
curity. In some cases, cooperation was on a voluntary basis on “patriotic
grounds.” But there were also examples of people being pressured with
threats to discredit them or their families. The small private collection “Seeds
of Fear,” for example, shows the pressure used by the authorities on the im-
mediate families of people classified as politically “unreliable” or as “enemies
of the people.”

However, the collections are a powerful testimony to the fact that, despite
surveillance and persecution, many people dared to challenge the regime
through the means of culture. The range of possible opposition activities was
broad, as stated by an eyewitness: opposition could be “expressed in a series
of non-eye-catching acts, gestures and words, such as a non-traditional read-
ing of a work; an ‘inappropriate’ statement at a teachers’ meeting; a reference
to a forbidden fact or an author in front of students; reading with students of
forbidden or semi-forbidden books; education in fearlessness and disobedi-
ence; singing of Russian White-Army songs; giving lessons for free, i.e. refus-
al to participate in the natural exchange of services against goods,” says Teo-
dora Panayotova, who together with her sister Boriana created the family ar-
chive “Life Beyond the Pattern of Communism.” Private collections also re-
veal the diverse “seeds of courage and freedom,” such as the defense of one’s
principles and faith. These could take place in esoteric movements, such as
the White Brotherhood, or in rock music.

These experiences should not be belittled as mere personal stories.®
Rather, they help us arrive at a more complex and nuanced picture of socialist
Bulgaria. Assessing communism requires self-critical consideration. Edvin
Sugarev stated that we need to “destroy the Berlin Wall in ourselves.” Despite
the manifold examples of conformism with and accommodation to the com-
munist regime, this period can hardly be summed up as one marked by “in-
difference, cowardice and absurdity.”3°

One aim of the selection of Bulgarian collections in the registry is to high-
light the plight of ethnic minorities and the activities of those who fought for
their rights under communism. A private collection, which so far has been

35 Sugarev, “Berlinskata stena e oshte v nas,” Accessed August 22, 2018. http://www.librev.com/
index.php/component/content/article?id=739:2009-11-16-20-55-30.
36 Ibid.
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unknown in Bulgaria, in the Turkish city of Bursa contains interesting materi-
al on one the most researched but also debated topics in Bulgarian historiog-
raphy: the regime’s attempt to assimilate the Turkish minority by force. The
collection of more than 100 autobiographical video interviews documents the
fate of Turks who fled the country. The terms used by the author of the collec-
tion, such as “namecide” and “ethnic genocide,” might provoke heated re-
sponses. But it is important in the registry to document the self-presentation
of participants in cultural opposition, which is an interesting field of study in
its own right. The registry is a source which, like any other historical source,
must be subjected to critical analysis.

In general, one of the aims of the Bulgarian collections is to shed light on
lesser known moments of everyday life and forms of everyday opposition
through lifestyles, such as in the collections “Everyday Life in Southwestern
Bulgaria” and “Roma Archive.” Both were created by one of the first centers
for oral history in Bulgaria, the NGO Balkan Society for Autobiography and
Social Communication at the University of Blagoevgrad. These collections
present the point of views of “ordinary” people from different religious and
ethnic communities. The personal stories reveal little known moments of
everyday life, such as the experiences of and the resistance to collectivization;
the encroachments of the state on the cultural traditions in villages and hid-
den forms of resistance. Especially valuable is the presentation of the daily life
of the Roma minority, whose experiences are largely excluded from official
historical narratives.

All Bulgarian collections present the constant pressure exerted by the
state on free thinking artists and intellectuals, but they also present the prac-
tices of self-assertion and opposition used by artists and intellectuals. They
reject the myth of the total obedience and conformism of Bulgarian intellectu-
als, which was purposefully created by the communist authorities. The collec-
tions also reveal new aspects of the emergence of mass protests and informal
dissident organizations in the late 1980s. The collection “Ecological Protests
against Chlorine Pollution” at the Regional Museum of History in Ruse shows
how activities of museum curators can lead to enriching funds with new ma-
terials which reveal new perspectives on well-researched phenomena.

Also important is the fact that all represented institutions promote their
collections by various means: they organize exhibitions, conferences, public
presentations, and seminars; they participate widely in media events and look
in particular for ways to attract young audiences and the general public. There
is also a visible tendency of increasing trust between private collectors and
state institutions (archives, libraries, museums). Petko Ogoyski, who created
his own “Tower Museum” with original artefacts from his time in the Belene
labor camp, is a case in point: he donated the main part of the original docu-
ments to the Central State Archives in 2012. Many founders and collectors of
collections feel a sense of mission; they are developing activities to promote
sharing the collected knowledge, sometimes by using new technologies. Some
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of the collections—both private and public— reach wide audiences and thus
stimulate critical thinking and public activism today, when it is easy to have
the impression that we “have crashed in one place, with dreams broken,” as
two famous Bulgarian music journalists commented.?”
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Hungary

Introduction

Oppositional culture is largely associated in Hungary with the emerging cir-
cles of intellectual dissent in the 1980s and the semi-legal non-conformist art
which began to emerge in the 1960s.! Groups that cultivated non-communist
and critical cultures were more numerous, however, and had existed practi-
cally since the establishment of the dictatorship in the country in 1948-49. In
addition to groups which practiced or engaged in forms of (1) intellectual
dissent and (2) non-conformist art, there were also (3) religious groups and (4)
underground youth subcultures. These groups, on the one hand, show re-
markable inner diversity and may be typified further. On the other, their fron-
tiers were often porous, and participants often belonged to multiple networks
and even organized common activities. In many ways, their borders were also
relatively open towards official and mainstream institutions: members occa-
sionally journeyed across the borders which divided these spheres and estab-
lished complex webs of social-political critical activism.

The major turning points in the history of cultural opposition in Hungary
are partly connected to political upheavals and changes in the country. 1948
and 1956 were years in which dictatorships were (re-)established, and these
dictatorships suppressed alternative voices and, thus, triggered exile and
forms of concealed domestic cultures. The mid-1960s (including 1968) was an
important period in the emergence of novel forms of critical and alternative
cultures in the arts, social thought, and popular culture.? These networks
were instrumental in shaping the last decade of cultural opposition in socialist
Hungary. At the turn of the 1970s and 1980s, novel genres of youth subcul-
ture,? social movements, and underground intellectual cultures appeared in
Hungary, which now could link themselves to earlier alternative subcultures
in a variety of ways.

Although cultural opposition in Hungary had a distinctive national tra-
jectory (as was the case in other Eastern European countries), the pivotal mo-
ments of this trajectory were closely connected to transnational occurrences.*
This was particularly true in the late socialist period. Beginning in the mid-

1 Csizmadia, A demokratikus ellenzék; Klaniczay and Sasvari, Torvénytelen avantgard.
2 Rainer, Muddling Through in the Long 1960s.

3 Horvath, Kdddr gyermekei; Szényei, Az 4j hulldm.

4 Mark and Apor, “Socialism Goes Global”; Harms, “Living Mitteleuropa.”
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1960s, Hungary started gradually to open up to contemporary Western cul-
ture. Furthermore, regional linkages, particularly links to the experiences of
the Prague Spring and the Polish Solidarity movement, were established
among many dissent groups. Even in the 1950s, when the country was more
isolated from the West, groups which represented oppositional mentalities
were not inimical to transnational influences. In particular, exile and émigré
cultures impacted domestic religious and intellectual opposition at home in
this decade too.

Types of cultural opposition in Hungary, prominent individuals,
and important turning points

Doubtlessly, the first major turning point in the history of cultural opposition
in Hungary was the establishment of the communist regime in 1948-49. The
creation of a Stalinist-type of government meant the suppression of forms and
groups of cultures that the authorities considered non-communist. Attempts
to centralize and closely monitor cultural activities in the country were par-
ticularly harmful for religious communities, urban middle-class intellectual
cultures, literature, and the arts, which had been the backbone of pre-war
national culture. Nonetheless, the militant cultural policy supervised by the
Stalinist ideologue and cultural politician Jozsef Révai also marginalized al-
ternative progressive and leftist traditions, particularly in the fields of philos-
ophy, literature, and education.

The first non-communist dissent groups to oppose the Sovietization of
Hungary were, arguably, religious communities.> They were typically
non-conformist groups, meaning that they often were critical of their respec-
tive Church hierarchies as well or represented various exiled individuals and
societies. Of these, the Bokor (Bush) Community played an exceptional role.
Bokor was established in 1948 by Pious Monk Gyo6rgy Bulanyi. It focused on
the spiritual values of poverty, non-violence, and love. Bulanyi was arrested
in 1952 by the communist authorities. Although he was released in 1960, his
group remained under constant surveillance, and the official Catholic Church
also refused to protect the group. Bokor maintained its influence as an impor-
tant channel for the new religious movements of the 1960s and 1970s, and for
a short period it became part of the network of grassroots and underground
cultural initiatives ranging from leftist critical intellectuals to nationalist cri-
tiques of official socialism.

The outcome of the radical politicization of culture was that the revolu-
tion in October 1956 was, in many ways, an act of cultural opposition. Literary
authors like the populist Gyula Illyés and the leftist Tibor Déry played spec-
tacular roles in fostering the anti-Stalinist and anti-government atmosphere.

5 Szabd, Die katholische Kirche.
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The days of the revolution, in turn, witnessed the resurrection of various
non-communist intellectual traditions in public. One of the most influential of
these was the legacy of interwar critical sociology, which had focused on the
poverty and marginalization of the working class in areas of the country out-
side of Budapest and, particularly, in the rural population. This tradition was
illustriously represented by the distinguished poet Gyula Illyés. A nationalist
culture focusing on the protection of the cultures of small nations was also
resurrected in public, headed by the leading intellectual of the decades of the
interwar period, Laszlo Németh. Besides, 1956 triggered the abrupt distanc-
ing of the young generation of postwar Stalinism from official socialism and
accelerated their discovery of alternative leftist and progressive traditions.

The suppression of the revolution, therefore, meant a serious blow to cul-
tural traditions of dissent in Hungary. Many people were forced into exile,
particularly members of the younger generation of progressive intellectuals
around Imre Nagy, the Prime Minister of the Revolution, for instance, as well
as Tibor Méray, Péter Kende, or the young Miklds Krass6. Nonetheless, the
revolution was not only important as a trigger of subsequent repressions tar-
geting potentially anti-communist cultures. Sustaining the memory of the
revolution itself became the heart of constructing dissent cultures. The demo-
cratic legacy of 1956 was embedded in several cultural traditions over the
course of the subsequent decades. The values of autonomy, national sover-
eignty, and democratic participation were centerfold in the works of writers
and political thinkers Arpad Goncz, who was jailed after 1956, and Istvan
Bibo, who was ousted from public as the repercussion of his participation in
Imre Nagy’s government. Another important figure in the preservation of the
memory of 1956 was the former leftist freedom fighter Gyorgy Krasso, the
brother of Miklds Krassd, who lived in exile. 1956 served as a shortcut to a
culture of dissent later on, too. In 1986, the editorial board of the Szeged cul-
tural periodical Tiszatdj (Tisza Region) was removed because it had published
a poem by Gaspar Nagy on 1956. That year, the dissent artist group Inconnu
initiated an open-air exhibition to commemorate the revolution, but the exhi-
bition was banned.

The mid-1960s was a crucial period that shaped the outlook of late social-
ist cultural opposition in Hungary. In this period, a new generation came of
age which had been socialized during the first decade of socialist statehood in
Hungary. More importantly, in this period Hungary, like Poland and Yugo-
slavia, was relatively open towards the West. Cultural transfers which medi-
ated the spirit of New Left social criticism, novel forms of art (such as action-
ism and Fluxus), new forms of popular culture (like the hippie lifestyle and
rock music), and new religious movements stimulated by the Second Vatican
Council had a considerable impact on the young generation of Hungarians.

This impact was especially important in shaping the modalities of intel-
lectual dissent. Intellectual dissent is a category which embraces a diverse
array of groups, traditions, and trajectories. The most well-known group of
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intellectual dissent is the network of Marxist heretics and leftist radicals of
the 1960s. People like Janos Kis, Gyorgy Bencze, and Miklds Haraszti devel-
oped criticism of official socialism based on an alternative reading of Marxist
and broader leftist traditions and became the primary representatives of po-
litical dissent in the 1980s. For them, the experiences of 1968 were crucial as
a prompting to develop new forms of intellectual criticism. Disappointment
with democratic socialism was important, as it motivated them to explore
non-leftist cultural traditions, particularly liberalism, and also opened them
up towards the appropriation of the legacies of 1956. In this respect, their
trajectories are similar to the careers of a somewhat older generation of
1968ers, like Agnes Heller and Mihaly Vajda. These former Marxist revision-
ists distanced themselves from socialism following the suppression of 1968
and started to embrace liberal Western philosophy. Heller eventually went
into exile in 1973.6

Art was impacted by various forms of performance and action programs,
which all concerned the social responsibility of the artist in a way. A central
place for the creation of alternative and critical art in Hungary was the Chapel
Studio of Gyorgy Galantai by Lake Balaton. In this studio, important neo-avant-
garde artists of the period met with representatives of intellectual dissent. Im-
portant performances by Tamas Szentjoby (St. Auby), Gyula Pauer, and Katalin
Ladik were linked to this 1968er network.” Theatre was also significantly im-
pacted by the spirit of new global social and intellectual movements. The alter-
native theatre group Orfeo experimented with a commune in Pilisborosjend
and was centered on a strong ethos of anti-consumerism and the critique of
social alienation. Péter Halasz’s street and studio theatre held performances
which investigated the conditions of human freedom and power. Halasz was
influenced by contemporary experimental theatres like Jerzy Grotowski’s Pol-
ish theatre, but also by events which were taking place in North America and
Western Europe. Haldsz eventually had to go into exile, and he established a
successful theatre group of his own first in Amsterdam and then in New York.

Important religious youth groups of the late 1960s and early 1970s, such
as Bokor and Regnum Marianum (which had been created before the war),
were led by the spirit of the Second Vatican Council to shape criticism of con-
ventional Church practices in Hungary. They were interested in making
Christianity an appealing and powerful social force again. For that purpose,
they appropriated novel forms and religious practices, like religious beat and
youth festivals. Thus, they engaged in two forms of cultural opposition: while
they remained in conflict with Church hierarchies, they were also harassed by
the state police.

The turn of the 1970s and 1980s witnessed the emergence of new, under-
ground grassroots cultures of dissent. The turn had two important transnation-

6 Tormey, Agnes Heller.
7 Hock, Gendered Artistic Positions.
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al contexts. For intellectual criticism, the samizdat and illegal activism of the
Polish and Soviet underground provided a powerful template. For a popular
alternative culture, the protest music of punk and the birth of independent me-
dia and dissemination networks proved crucial. Through samizdat publishing
and the meetings and activities held by the so-called flying universities the
Hungarian dissent reached out to broader intellectual circles arriving from ur-
ban middle-class culture (Ferenc Készeg), youth subculture (Janos Kenedi),
and critical academics in the field of economics (Tamas Bauer) and sociology
(Istvan Kemény). Their activities also overlapped with artistic non-conformism
(for instance the work of Gydrgy Galantai), and occasionally they also cooper-
ated with religious groups like Bokor. Furthermore, the “democratic opposi-
tion” (as they tended to classify themselves) also established linkages to earlier
traditions of intellectual dissent via individuals, for instance the “third way”
intellectuals of the 1950s, Istvan Bibé and Arpad Goncz.

In some ways, Goncz and Bibo exemplify the particularity of intellectual
dissent in Hungary. The legacy of Marxism and especially the critical distanc-
ing from it played an important role in shaping intellectual dissent in Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Hungary. Hungary, however, also pro-
duced a powerful agrarian intellectual tradition as well, which fuelled critical
intellectual cultures throughout the period of dictatorial rule. The program of
emancipating the rural peripheries was conducive to a distinct leftist tradition
in interwar Hungary, which particularly, through the figure of the poet Gyula
Illyés, was appropriated by the next generation of intellectuals in the 1960s.
Poets like Sandor Csodri and Gaspar Nagy were critical of official socialism,
which they identified as an essentially imperialist system which suppressed
small nations. The focus on the protection of authentic national cultures and
indigenous folklore led them closer to ethnography, both as an academic dis-
cipline and as a broader intellectual culture. They were thus linked to previ-
ous, pre-communist traditions of ethnography which had been preserved by
scholars like Laszl6 Lajtha. Their focus on the protection of national minority
cultures and the development of rural societies at home helped these intellec-
tual groups institutionalize their criticism in the mid-1980s. The establishment
of the Gabor Bethlen Foundation, named after a 17t"-century Hungarian Tran-
sylvanian prince, was important as a means of solidifying the network and the
identity of “populist-nationalist opposition,” in part in contrast to their “dem-
ocratic” counterpart. The populist-nationalist language of dissent was easily
accessible by intellectuals in rural areas. It also harmonized well with their
traditional concerns with national culture and local development. This is per-
tinently illustrated, for instance, by the themes of the prohibited journal Tisza-
tdj, which was published in Szeged, a major provincial city.

Youth subculture is a similarly broad category which includes a colorful
variety of topics and movements. The most eloquent forms of youth subcul-
ture were the punk and underground pop bands and their audiences in the
late 1970s and 1980s. Even these music-centered groups were very diverse in
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their makeup and genre. A few of them were real artistic projects, such as the
famous Albert Einstein Bizottsig (Committee), which was founded by non-con-
formist artists of the Lajos Vajda Studio in Szentendre. Links to contemporary
art were apparent in Hungarian underground music, as illustrated by their
homemade concert posters. These intellectually formed bands were not the
only ones to tour the country at the time, however. Punk groups like Beatrice,
Auréra, and Qsss represented a more working-class type of protest with their
focus on experiences of social marginalization and poverty.

The types, histories, and sociologies of collections

The trajectories of collecting alternative and countercultures ran parallel to
the history of cultural opposition itself. Collecting began almost immediately
after the communist takeover, as autonomous cultural forms and groups be-
gan to be persecuted. These activities did not necessarily mean the deliberate
and purposeful collecting of material with regard to cultural opposition. In-
stead, they represented the will to preserve and save important material and
forms of behavior with which groups which were then persecuted identified.
The typical collections that were generated in this era were, hence, either ma-
terials gathered privately and often clandestinely or archives created by peo-
ple in exile. Church and religious groups were particularly active in the area
in this period. Gyorgy Bulanyi, the founder of Bokor, initiated the gathering
of manuscripts and other unpublished materials created by the members of
the community already in 1945.

The members of Bokor disseminated texts they had written as illegal
samizdat publications, which constituted an important element of the life of
the community. In the 1980s, Bokor tried to connect with the groups of the
democratic opposition. In 1988, a demonstration was organized by Bokor
members in support of the introduction of a professional military (in contrast
with obligatory military service, which remained the system in Hungary for
many years even after the fall of the communist regime). Bokor remains an
active community today. Its archive was founded by the leadership in 2000.
The collection is held in Bokor's common flat in Budapest, the so-called “Bokor-
porta.” The purpose of the collection is to save the documents for future gen-
erations and keep the papers together for possible later publications.

A similar role was played by Istvan Viczian, who in his private apartment
kept materials related to the activities of the Calvinist youth group in the
Pasarét district in Budapest.® Members of the banned Order who remained in

8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Collection of the Calvinist youth congregation of Pasarét”, by Kris-
tof Erdds and Zoltan Pal, 2017. Accessed: October 08, 2018; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archives
of the Jesuit Order Hungary”, by Béla Mihalik and Zoltan Pal, 2017. Accessed: October 09, 2018,
doi: 10.24389/10677

142


http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n10616
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n10677
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n10677

HUNGARY

the country collected and preserved the records of the pre-war archives ille-
gally. In addition, Jesuits in exile began to search for and collect relevant doc-
uments and objects, and they founded new archives in exile in Leuven, Nijme-
gen, and Vienna. In the first decade of the socialist state, the major form of
cultural opposition consisted of efforts to safeguard pre-communist cultural
heritage, as the religious collections clearly illustrate. Other secular traditions
confirm this. Members of the interwar scout organization recreated their or-
ganization and recorded their activities in exile. These endeavors were largely
dependent on the willingness and energies of private individuals, who made
efforts to collect and preserve documents.

The anti-Stalinist revolt in October 1956 constituted an important turning
point in the history of collections of cultural opposition. Several former partic-
ipants who were persecuted after 1956 resolved to preserve the memory of the
revolution and began collecting records and documents related to the event.
In institutional terms, these collections were strikingly similar to their prede-
cessors: they were kept by private individuals either in hiding or in exile. The
most important people to create and maintain these kinds of private archives
were Arpad Goncz and Istvan Bibé. The leftist Marxist revisionary exile estab-
lished the Imre Nagy Institute, an archive in Brussels. Collecting materials
related to 1956 and forms of cultural opposition was a means of sustaining a
positive identity by challenging the counter-identity which the authorities
sought to prescribe with democratic, patriotic, and egalitarian values. It was a
means of preserving a cultural heritage which the authorities demonized as
tyrannical, anti-national, and anti-humanist.

The mid-1960s bore witness to the emergence of interesting new forms of
collections. More and more intellectuals and artists began to realize that they
had little or no chance of having any kind of public presence in the official
sphere and, thus, of having ties to official institutions of memory. Several of
them set out on their own paths and decided to create collections of material
related to the (counter)cultures in which they were active. From the outset,
Gyorgy Galantai, the owner of the Chapel Studio, deliberately and conscien-
tiously record the activities in which he and members of his group engaged
related to the arts. Furthermore, many genres, such as mail art or the produc-
tion of an underground art magazine, were themselves documents and works
of art at the same time. They were forms of self-archiving, or as Galantai called
his initiative, “living archives.” In 1979, Julia Klaniczay and Gyorgy Galantai
established Artpool, an alternative art institution which focused on innova-
tive concepts of art at a time when the only works of art which appeared in
public were compositions that harmonized with the principles of the official
cultural policies. Artpool sought to break the isolation which had been im-
posed on Hungarian art at the time and to serve as a center for information in
the field. Furthermore, it strove to document art events in the country which
were marginalized by the cultural policies of the period. The archives, which
are a product of these activities, make it possible for members of the younger
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generations to examine the alternative art initiatives of the 1960s, 1970s, and
1980s in their original contexts.’

Somewhat similarly, when the alternative theatre group Orfeo moved to
a shared house and studio which they filled with handmade furniture, stage
design items, and masks, they also created a “living museum” which pre-
served the traces of their countercultural activities. Replacing formal institu-
tions with everyday practices which combined creative activity with collect-
ing, these groups produced their own counter-archives.

Possible counter-narratives also emerged in a few public institutions. In
this period, some state museums started collecting non-conformist art. State
museums and galleries regularly collected contemporary art, since they in-
tended to depict the trajectories of socialist, modern, or progressive art. In the
1950s, this art embraced primary officially sanctioned works. Beginning in the
mid-1960s, however, a few art historians and gallery personnel realized that
the many genres of the neo-avant-garde were the most innovative and para-
digmatic representatives of contemporary art. People like Laszl6 Beke, Mari-
anna Mayer, and Ferenc Toth were important in shaping the modern collec-
tions of galleries, including, for instance, the Museum of Fine Arts in Buda-
pest and the Savaria Museum in Szombathely. Other institutions offered op-
portunities for alternative interpretations rather unintentionally. Museums,
for instance the National Gallery, had no conscious policy of collecting
neo-avantgarde. However, it occasionally bought and displayed works of art
by artists who belonged to these genres as part of modern and contemporary
exhibitions. The fact that non-conventional modernism appeared in public
challenged official narratives of socialist modernism and opened up new
ways of interpreting culture in late socialist Hungary.

In many ways, the silent cooperation of private individuals and state in-
stitutions remained the rule of collecting alternative cultural products in Hun-
gary in the last decades of socialist statehood. There were concerned individ-
uals who themselves were also part of the emerging underground and punk
youth subcultures and who documented the performances and everyday
lives of these networks. The young Gabor Klaniczay, who later became a dis-
tinguished historian of art and culture in the Middle Ages, was interested in
various forms of counterculture and alternative lifestyles, ranging from Bread
and Puppet’s experimental theatre to Patti Smith’s art punk. As he increasing-
ly descended into the underground of 1980s Budapest, he preserved record-
ings and documents of performances by bands like Trabant, as well as samiz-
dat publications like a book by Ivan Szelényi and Gyorgy Konrad, the heretic
sociologists, which had been banned.!®

9 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Artpool Art Collection”, by Balazs Bedthy and Julia Klaniczay,
2018. Accessed: October 07, 2018, doi: 10.24389/5123
10 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Gabor Klaniczay’s private collection”, by Heléna Hunak, 2018. Ac-
cessed: October 08, 2018..
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Tamas Szonyei, who toured the outskirts of Budapest in the 1980s, was
also motivated by personal (private) interests to attend concerts by under-
ground bands like Kontroll and Eurdpa Kiadé. He started to keep their home-
made posters, which gradually developed into a sizable collection of visual
representations of contemporary underground culture. He received the first
poster from his brother in 1978, and he was fascinated with the visual world
of the new wave and art punk. Szényei became a journalist who commented
on the events of the emerging new wave and punk subculture. Naturally, he
was very much present in the underground scene. He took a little scalpel in
his pocket wherever he went: he enriched his collection by taking the posters
off the walls with this handy tool. He also was donated posters, but the major-
ity of the collection is from the streets. He gave up systematic collecting with
the evaporation of punk subculture in the early 1990s.

Similar activities also took place outside the capital. The photo journalist
Ferenc Kalmandy in Pécs photographed performances by underground bands
and works by experimental artists in his home town merely as part of the
pursuit of his own interests. Kalmandy himself was also part of contemporary
neo-avantgarde photography. More importantly in terms of collecting, how-
ever, he was employed by the Gallery of Pécs, which was headed by avant-gar-
de artist Jozsef Pinczehelyi. As an institution, it often provided room and,
thus, shelter for non-conformist culture.

The protection which was provided, at times, by state institutions was
crucial in the genesis of many collections on dissent and protest, in particular
in academic fields. Critical sociology flourished in late socialist Hungary be-
cause the Institute of Sociology was home to several research programs that
eventually opened new ways of articulating subversive readings. Istvan
Kemény, Ilona Liskd, Péter Ambrus, and Pal Diosi collected interview and
documentary material on marginalized social groups, the poor, prostitutes,
and the Roma in Hungary. In and of itself, this activity constituted a form of
criticism of the failures of socialist integration.!! They were able to engage in
social critical research because the party leadership itself was interested in
obtaining relevant information on the social structures and lifestyles which
prevailed in Hungarian society. Beginning in the late 1960s, research pro-
grams on social structures and the “socialist ways of life” was introduced and
funded, and this prompted several researchers to pursue work in these areas.
Nonetheless, as they realized the subversive potential of the official research
program, the authorities clamped down on them. Kemény was forced to flee
into exile, and others kept important parts of their research collections unpub-
lished and private.

State institutions, in general, pursued a Janus-face policy towards collect-
ing materials pertinent to cultural opposition in this period. On the one hand,

11 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Didsi Pal’s collection”, by Zoltan Pal, 2018. Accessed: October 08,
2018..
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many of them were indifferent, so they allowed employees to gather and store
related material within their walls. The party member and loyal communist
director Ferenc Botka of the Pet6fi Literary Museum even tolerated staff mem-
bers (for instance Gyorgy Gado and Csaba Nagy) bringing samizdat publica-
tions to store in the Museum. Nonetheless, the Museum developed a politics
of secrecy in this matter. The existence of such materials was not advertised,
they were put on closed circuit systems, and if conflicts arose with the author-
ities, the institutional leadership did not always protect staff members. While
Botka’s authority in the Party provided a shield for Csaba Nagy and his col-
leagues for such activities, it divided the leadership of the Museum as some
protested against collecting samizdat in a state institution. The actual size of
the samizdat collection was revealed only after the regime change, when Csa-
ba Nagy and his colleagues organized an exhibition of the materials. People
then realized that the collection was one of the most significant samizdat col-
lections in the country. This part of the former Closed Stack collection is now
part of the regular collection.!?

The collapse of state socialism constituted an important turning point in
the history of the collections on cultural opposition in Hungary. Clandestine,
hidden, secretly kept collections suddenly appeared as important assets which
might well offer intriguing insights into the other side of socialist Hungary. It
meant, first of all, the growing institutionalization of these kinds of collections.
Many hidden collections suddenly became mainstream. Galleries and muse-
ums of fine art in particular realized that some of their previously marginal
collections had now became mainstream and, indeed, could provide ammuni-
tion for carving out progressive and often also anti-communist identities.

The most spectacular and, in many ways, unexpected institution to open
as a collection on cultural opposition was the Historical Archives of the State
Security. The Archives, which began to function as a public institution in 1997,
left researchers and the public inundated with oceans of unknown records on
groups and individuals that the state police had once considered opponents
of socialism. This act proved important in shaping the debates on cultural
opposition in two ways at least. First, it revealed in abundant detail how the
secret police itself was crucial in defining the meanings of cultural opposition.
Second, in turn, it once again made it difficult for the voice of the underground
to come to the surface. Histories of cultural dissent are written on the basis of
the institutionalized sources created and/or used by the secret police. These
sources, however, left little or no room for the counter-histories preserved in
the private and alternative collections of former countercultural activists.

There are parallel attempts to institutionalize counter archives, however.
One of the most important is the Blinken-OSA Archives (originally the Open
Society Archives) at Central European Society. It is unique in two ways. First,

12 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Samizdat Collection at Petéfi Literary Museum (PLM)”, by Tamas
Scheibner, 2017. Accessed: October 09, 2018, doi: 10.24389/5847
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the activities of the Archives are funded by private donations, primarily by
philanthropes George Soros and Donald and Vera Blinken. Second, the OSA
is a regional archives that collects material relevant to counter cultures from
all over Eastern Europe. OSA is a counter archives in two ways. First, its core
collection contains the former research and records of Radio Free Europe,
which had created counter archives itself by observing the Cold War other.
Second, OSA actively collects material from participants in communist-era
countercultural activists. Thus, OSA now holds parts of the records of Hun-
garian samizdat publisher Gabor Demszky and the documents of the Buda-
pest international dissent meeting, the Countercultural Forum.!3

OSA also hosts an important attempt to render relevant the heritage of
dissent culture and make it available to the broader public. Voices of the 20"
Century is an endeavor undertaken at the initiative of sociologists in Hungary
to collect, preserve, and make public the records of critical sociology of the so-
cialist era.'* Funded originally by the National Scientific Research Fund, Voices
was established in 2009. The original motivation was primarily academic and
was manifested in terms of methodology: Voices aimed to reveal and preserve
the distinct heritage of a methodological school in Hungarian sociology, quali-
tative research based on oral interviews. Nonetheless, as this school, which
emerged in the 1970s in Hungary, had both an ethos of protest and political
implications stemming from its social critical content, the project inherently be-
gan to endorse the heritage of intellectual dissent, as well. The working group
based at the Institute of Sociology of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences exam-
ines and systematizes the interviews and other research materials which sociol-
ogists have produced on marginalization, exclusion, and deviance in socialist
Hungary. Voices pursues a novel form of collecting: it actively contacts and
encourages researchers to submit material. With its archiving experiences, OSA
is a partner of the Institute of Sociology in this activity. The most important state
institution that actively seeks ways to expand its collection on socialist era coun-
terculture is the Archives of Budapest.! It focuses particularly on social move-
ments and private diaries. At the moment, it is home to the records of the
1980s-ecological dissent movement, the Danube Circle,'® as well as Gyorgy
Krasso's records.!”

13 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Open Society Archives”, by Péter Apor, Béla N6vé, and Zoltan Pal,
2018. Accessed: October 08, 2018..

14 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Voices of the 20th Century Archive and Research Group”, by Zol-
tan Pal, 2017. Accessed: October 08, 2018..

15 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Budapest City Archive”, by Zoltan Pal, 2017. Accessed: October 08,
2018.

16 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Dcuments of the Danube Circle’s Association”, by Zoltan Pal, 2017.
Accessed: October 09, 2018, doi: 10.24389/16054.

17 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Documents of Gyorgy and Miklos Krass¢ (1956-1989)”, by Pal Zol-
tan, 2018. Accessed July 2, 2018.
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In terms of ownership, the relevant collections of countercultural materi-
als show a balanced picture. While a few organizations and institutions own
several collections, there are also individuals who keep their records private-
ly. There is even a relative balance in the size of their holdings. The art collec-
tions of museums are not necessarily larger than those of individuals like
Laszl6 Beke or Soft Geometry owner Géza Perneczky.'® Nonetheless, in terms
of funding, there are obvious disparities. State institutions can count on a rel-
atively predictable budget, which covers their staff and storage costs, even
though it is often insufficient to fund new acquisitions. Besides, the most im-
portant archives and museums, and in particular the libraries, archives, and
museums in Budapest, perform relatively well in European Union and na-
tional application schemes. Private owners, in contrast, are more vulnerable
to shortages of resources, including insufficient storage space and the lack of
opportunities for applications.

Up to this day, there has been little effort to use counter-archives as sourc-
es in the writing of histories of the socialist period. Histories that were pro-
duced on the basis of cases of cultural opposition, for instance on Galantai’s
alternative art studio, remained within a more specialized audience and were
not used to make the message broadly available. In fact, the typical users of
collections on the cultural opposition are academics who are interested in
pursuing their own research agendas. In other cases, for instance the archives
of the secret police, individuals who were once subjected to surveillance form
an important group of users. Museums and galleries can reach out to audienc-
es who normally visit museums, typically tourists or school groups, beyond
the usual consumers of art. There are many reasons for this. First, these collec-
tions resist nationalist framings of history-telling. They do not speak of vic-
timized nations suffering under imperialist great powers. In contrast, they tell
the stories of courageous individuals who dared to pursue their own agendas
of creating and preserving culture, which were comparable in many countries
and often also occurred in a transnational context. Second, these collections
also often undermine the totalitarian framing of the socialist past which is
often too quick to divide societies into victims and perpetrators. As the re-
cords of counter culture show, being victimized was not the only viable alter-
native: there were always individuals and groups who chose actively to de-
fend their values and causes. Indeed, highly popular and well-promoted pub-
lic representations of the socialist era, such as the House of Terror, do not use
any records from these collections, and possibly no authentic records at all.

18 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “The Soft Geometry Archives”, by Baldzs Bedthy, 2017. Accessed:
October 09, 2018, doi: 10.24389/8039
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Romania

Research into the communist past of Romania which aims to highlight what
has been referred to as cultural opposition must overcome a triple handicap
as compared to similar research on circumstances in other former communist
countries, in particular the former Yugoslavia or the countries of the Visegrad
group. The first handicap concerns the poverty of dissent and opposition to
the former dictatorial regime in this country, which implicitly means that pre-
vious research on this topic is scarce. The second derives from the conflict
between the concept of cultural opposition, which the COURAGE project pro-
poses, and the existing discourse on dissent and opposition during the com-
munist period in Romania, which has already been established as the canon
of remembering the recent national past. The third originates in the method-
ology of the project, which measures acts of cultural opposition in accordance
with the existing collections which have preserved their material or digital
remnants. The preservation of such items involved greater risks, perceived or
real, in communist Romania, so very few individuals ventured to collect such
materials systematically, while only very few state institutions have been in-
volved in such ventures, apart from the ubiquitous secret police, the Securi-
tate. This chapter illustrates how the research on Romania conducted within
the framework of the COURAGE project made a virtue out of necessity, over-
came these handicaps, and uncovered previously unknown collections which
shed new light on the mental horizon of the silent mass of citizens who quiet-
ly embraced other ideas and values than those imposed on them by the party
state. Of the collections which were discovered, only those which were under-
pinned by values and ideas compatible with the legacy of the European En-
lightenment have been made the subject of this research. The individuals in-
volved in their creation and conservation were never courageous enough to
become heroes of the anti-communist and democratic opposition. Most of
them have not been canonized as such in historical writings on the recent
past, for they were not necessarily instrumental in the regime change of 1989.
However, they constitute the critical mass which was crucial in supporting
the transition to democracy and Romania’s integration into the European Un-
ion, I argue, since they understood well before the regime change the differ-
ence between dictatorship and democracy.
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The poverty of political dissent under the communist regime in Romania
represents a handicap in the research on the more widely defined notion of
cultural opposition not only because there is little existing research to build
upon, but also because any inquiry concerning the pre-1989 past has to deal
with the obvious question: why was Romania different? Since the early 1990s,
public intellectuals in the country have exonerated themselves of any respon-
sibility for their passivity under communism by arguing that the act of defy-
ing the former regime differed in Romania precisely because they were not
political, but cultural. More precisely, intellectuals in Romania maintained
that their specific way of opposing the former regime was so-called “resist-
ance through culture,” the only possible strategy under a regime which made
extensive use of the secret police to silence any political opponents. Resistance
through culture represented, according to one leading proponent of this con-
cept, a model of opposition which “hampered the systematic and total de-
struction of culture, sticking to the idea that only the spirit can ensure the
survival of a historically menaced country.”! This concept became a promi-
nent element of the post-1989 public discourses, exerted an insidious influ-
ence on collective memory and shaped professional reconstructions of the
recent past to such an extent that it became the cornerstone of the dominant
narrative on Romanian communism.? This explanation was also transnation-
ally promoted, so it made the Securitate famous worldwide for its appalling
methods, ranking third among the former communist secret police organiza-
tions after the KGB and Stasi.? The self-mocking response to this tragic vision
on resistance through culture added its grain of salt to the debate, but without
challenging the centrality of the concept in the canonization of the communist
past: “We were good professionals. [...] We were not against institutions in a
militant way, but we did our best to remain in their shadow. [...] Later we
found out that this was ‘resistance through culture.” At the time, we did not
know. We were simply having a good time.”*

Following the counterargument above, the COURAGE research in Ro-
mania distanced itself from the existing canon of historical writing on the
communist past in order to highlight the novelty of its approach. According-
ly, resistance through culture, as conceived by intellectuals in Romania, and the cul-
tural opposition, as researched and defined within the framework of this project, do
not overlap. Rather, they conflict in the very use of central concepts in the economy of
the COURAGE project, such as collection, culture, and opposition. First, resistance
through culture represents above all a discourse on the past which highlights
the (post-communist) anti-communist attitude of its proponents. It is not nec-
essarily supported by material or digital evidence, but by the public prestige

1 Liiceanu, Jurnalul de la Paltinis, 13-14.

2 C. Petrescu and D. Petrescu, “The Canon of Remembering Romanian Communism,” 43-70.
3 Deletant, Ceausescu and the Securitate.

4 Mihailescu, “A§tia eram noi,” 18.
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and influence of those who articulated this discourse. Cultural opposition re-
fers exclusively to collections which preserved material or digital evidence of
thinking and action which conflicted even in an oblique way with the ideas
and values promoted and imposed by the former regime. Second, while re-
sistance through culture refers exclusively to high culture and the thin stra-
tum of public intellectuals, cultural opposition includes a wide range of activ-
ities, because it adopts the broader definition of culture that is currently used
in cultural studies. Third, resistance through culture was defined after 1989 as
an activity not openly against the former regime, yet at best tolerated, if not
repressed, which represented a strategy of avoiding any discussion of collab-
oration with the Securitate, though many such resisters had been engaged in
this kind of collaboration before 1989.> Against this static (self-)view, cultural
opposition is defined as a dynamic stance, because it acknowledges that indi-
viduals living under a dictatorship crossed borders more often than not from
repressed to tolerated and even to supported, while people who initially en-
joyed support could fall into disgrace at any time.® In short, the existing concept
of resistance through culture in Romania and the new concept of cultural opposition,
which this chapter seeks to define in the case of this country, differ in regard to the
existence of collections as supporting evidence, the adopted definition of culture as
representing a system of shared meanings and everyday practices, and the idea of op-
position to the former regime as variable in time.

On the road to the discovery of collections of cultural opposition in Ro-
mania, the following working definition guided the field research: collections
of material or digital items which preserve traces of past actions or discourses
that illustrate the existence of a critical, alternative, non-conformist, inde-
pendent thinking in relation to the system of ideas and values imposed by the
party state at a given moment (since the latter underwent recurrent changes).
These collections must reflect a systematic activity of conservation rather than
an occasional one, which was carried out in Romania or in exile for the pur-
pose of creating a transnational link with an activity of cultural opposition in
the country. These collections must refer to activities from before 1989, but
they could have been created even after 1989 for the purpose of preserving the
publicly suppressed but privately preserved memory of the communist peri-
od (in particular that of the repressive measures taken in the late 1940s and the
1950s). These collections could deal not only with officially prohibited or mar-
ginalized activities, but also with tolerated or even supported activities, as
long as these conflicted partly with the official system of meanings. These
collections could be a separate assembly of items, preserved for their histori-
cal significance as part of the cultural heritage which the members of cultural
opposition created, but they could be part of larger collections, created with a
different purpose than to preserve valuable traces of non-conformism. The

5 D. Petrescu, “The Resistance That Wasn’t,” 11-35.
6 C. Petrescu and D. Petrescu, “The Pitesti Syndrome,” 521-522.

153



CRISTINA PETRESCU

latter are the so-called ad hoc collections, which the COURAGE researchers
redefined by selecting only those items which illustrate thinking which dif-
fered, consciously or not, from the official vision. This is primarily, yet not
exclusively, the case of the ad hoc collections from the former secret police
archives, which in Romania represent the largest category of collections of
cultural opposition, though they hardly can be said to have been made the
subject of adequate study.

The COURAGE research in this country started from the openly confron-
tational discourses and activities, the direct collisions with the communist au-
thorities, which were already known but essential to the overall picture of
cultural opposition in Romania. This category includes political dissent,
which found manifestation in two separate waves, first immediately after the
communist takeover and then prior to the regime change. In the methodolog-
ical framework of the project, the former category is reflected in collections
which were created after 1989 for the purpose of preserving the memory of
the innocent victims of the repression and of those who organized armed re-
sistance in the mountains in the hopes of carrying on guerrilla warfare. Sever-
al collections of oral history interviews conserve this significant part of the
collective memory, which was of prime importance in the first stage of the
transition, when the open discussions on a formerly taboo topic such as the
crimes of the communist regime marked the break with the non-democratic
past and gave expression to the desire to build a democratic future. Of such
collections, the most important are those of the Sighet Memorial,” which pre-
serves not only post-1989 testimonies, but also an impressive number of arte-
facts in a former place of detention for political prisoners that was turned into
a major site of European remembrance.® As for political dissent prior to the
regime collapse, the most significant collection is the Memorial of the Revolu-
tion in Timisoara. This collection of artefacts related to the popular revolt of
1989, which spread from Timisoara to Bucharest and ultimately led to the re-
gime change, highlights that the communist regimes never ceased to use vio-
lence against citizens; in the case of Romania, the Revolution of 1989 resulted
in 1,100 deaths and 3,300 casualties.’

Prior to the unexpected collapse of communism, open confrontations
and direct collisions with the regime represented individual endeavors more
than they did collective protests, and they usually were met with harsh re-
pressive measures by the secret police. The best known case of a collective act
against Ceausescu’s regime is that of the so-called Goma Movement, which
generated a substantial collection of documents in the former secret police

7 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Sighet Memorial - Museum Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and
Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2018. Accessed: July 2, 2018.

8 Rusan, Istorie, memorie, memorial; Idem, Cronologia si geografia represiunii comuniste din Romdnia.

9 D. Petrescu, Explaining the Romanian Revolution of 1989.
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archives.!” As for individual cases of defiance, a few private collections pre-
served by former dissidents are worth mentioning, most notably by Doina
Cornea!! and Eva Gyimesi-Cseke,2 to refer only to two examples of promi-
nent personalities in the field of culture who also managed to challenge
Ceausescu’s regime politically for a longer period. Both constitute rare cases
when collections created by members of cultural opposition can be compared
with the collections created by the secret police about them, because the latter
survived until the belated and contested transfer of files to CNSAS (the Ro-
manian acronym for the National Council for the Study of the Securitate Ar-
chives), the post-communist institution entrusted with the preservation,
screening, and study of the Securitate documents. Most former political dis-
sidents preserved almost nothing of their activities, so only the CNSAS col-
lections include something about them. At the same time, the secret police
must have destroyed the files of many dissidents still active in 1989. Thus,
some cases of open confrontation and direct collision with the former dicta-
torial regime can be reconstructed only from the pre-1989 transnational net-
work of support. This is reflected in the diaspora collections, gathered either
by those who worked for the Romanian desks of Western broadcasting agen-
cies, such as Radio Free Europe or Voice of America, or by those who sup-
ported publications, organizations, and associations of the exile community.
Examples of the first type in Romania include the Michael Shafir Collection'?
at Cluj County Library, the Mircea Carp Collection at BCU Cluj-Napoca,'
the Mihnea Berindei Collection at the National Archives Iasi,!® and of the
second, the collections held in the custody of the Institute for the Study of the
Communist Crimes and the Memory of the Exile.1®

Alongside these already known cases of open confrontation and direct
collision with the communist regime, the broader definition of the COURAGE
project discovered a wide range of forms of non-conformism among people
active in various professions and occupations. These were tolerated and even
supported types of opposition which included alternative forms of thinking
and acting that only partially conflicted with the official views. Their practi-

10 C. Petrescu, “The Goma Movement.”

11 Cornea, Liberté?; Idem, Scrisori deschise si alte texte; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Doina Cornea
Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed: October 11,
2018. (forthcoming)

12 Cseke-Gyimesi, Gyongy és homok; Idem, Szem a linchan; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Eva Cse-
ke-Gyimesi Collection at BCU Cluj-Napoca”, by Csongor Janosi, 2018. Accessed: October 11,
2018.

13 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Michael Shafir Collection at BJC Cluj-Napoca”, by Cristina Petres-
cu and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

14 Carp, “Vocea Americii” in Romdnia; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Mircea Carp Collection at BCU
Cluj-Napoca”, by Cristina Petrescu and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

15 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Mihnea Berindei Collection at the Romanian National Archives -
lasi Branch”, by Andrei Cusco, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018. (forthcoming)

16 Manolescu, Enciclopedia exilului literar roménesc.
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tioners were able to survive professionally and even get support by present-
ing their endeavors as fully in compliance with the value system of the regime
in that given moment by downplaying the aspects that might have been in-
convenient. Representatives of this category carried out a wide spectrum of
cultural oppositional activities, ranging from literary works which bypassed
censorship to samizdat and tamizdat publications, from visual arts to inde-
pendent journalism, and from religious activism to folk culture. They fol-
lowed different strategies of pursuing a professional career which by-passed
the system. The most radical form was to ignore completely the state institu-
tions and live as a freelance intellectual, as reflected in the Adrian Marino
Collection!'” of books, manuscripts, and correspondence gathered by this liter-
ary critic who survived professionally without any institutional affiliation.!®
This was possible due to the transnational connections which he maintained
in order to get support for scholarships and backing for publication abroad
and the instrumental help of the secret police, which allowed him to travel
outside Romania in exchange of providing information, while others never
received an exit visa.!

Beside this rare case, there were the artistic and creative occupations
which enjoyed greater freedom of expression than those which required reg-
ular employment in a state institution. In communist Romania, writers, art-
ists, composers, and cinematographers were organized in professional associ-
ations which were responsible for organizing the distribution and retribution
of their works. For example, the Writers’ Union paid royalties for the pub-
lished books but also administered a special fund from which writers could
contract huge loans. Thus, many writers were willing to produce works con-
sistent with the official ideology as formulated by Ceausescu’s famous Theses
of July 1971 and even to collaborate with the secret police, while playing to be
dissidents. However, many others resisted the temptation to comply and tried
their best to maintain their independent thinking and their connections with
literary trends abroad. This was easier for people who belonged to the Ger-
man minority, as they could draw inspiration from contemporary Austrian
and German literature, as the CNSAS ad hoc collection related to the Aktions-
gruppe Banat® illustrates. Romanian writers who tried to resist conformism
practiced a strategy of writing phrases with double meanings, which appar-
ently were banal, but which could also be read as critical statements about the
communist regime and its policies. The epitome of this strategy was Ana
Blandiana’s poem for children entitled “Arpagic,” seemingly about a tomcat

17 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Adrian Marino Collection at BCU Cluj-Napoca”, by Corneliu Pin-
tilescu and Cristina Petrescu, 2018. Accessed: October 08, 2018, doi: 10.24389/3656

18 Marino, Viata unui om singur.

19 Andreescu, Carturari, opozanti si documente.

20 Totok, Constringerea memoriei; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Aktionsgruppe Banat Ad-hoc Col-
lection at CNSAS”, by Cristina Petrescu and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed: October
11, 2018.

156


http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n3656
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n27728
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n27728

ROMANIA

that was praised by everyone, in which astute readers could recognize a skill-
fully disguised criticism of Ceausescu’s personality cult.?! The Dan Petrescu
Private Collection?? includes books with hidden meanings which bypassed
censorship but were withdrawn from bookshops after their messages were
decoded. Authors engaged in this risky adventure of publishing non-con-
formist books due to existence of a parallel literary canon, which literary crit-
ics in exile created and maintained through their programs at Radio Free Eu-
rope.? Their role in offering an alternative legitimacy to those whom the re-
gime marginalized is illustrated by the Monica Lovinescu-Virgil Ierunca Col-
lection,?* now preserved in the National Archives of Romania.

It was more difficult to create art collections that could be associated with
a form of cultural opposition because the official market for such works was
regulated by the Artists” Union, which paid the authors whose works had
been accepted and then distributed their works to museums. Because of this
quota system and the systematic marginalization of avantgarde or experi-
mental works, there are few contemporary art collections in the same institu-
tion. The Art Museums in Timisoara?® and Brasov?® include such collections,
due to the existence of local non-conformist artists whose works were not di-
rectly confrontational with the communist aesthetics. The post-communist
Museum of Contemporary Art in Bucharest could only retrospectively reu-
nite many of the works of art which were kept on the periphery under com-
munism.? Private contemporary art collections were far more difficult to cre-
ate due to the price barrier, yet the Sorin Costina Collection is worth mention-
ing because the owner’s passionate devotion helped many marginalized art-
ists survive when no museum wanted to include their non-conformist works.?
Other types of visual arts, which were less costly because they were easier to
duplicate or make in many copies (such as drawings and caricatures) sur-
vived more easily in the collections of their creators. Perhaps the most notori-
ous are the collections preserved by Imre Baasz, an illustrator who chose ex-
perimentalism to refresh the dogmatic art of the communist period,?’ and
Mihai Stanescu, a caricaturist who remains famous for his witty drawings
which captured the absurdity of Ceausescu’s policies.’® Even less significant
is the production of non-conformist films. In fact, only four cinematic narra-

21 Blandiana, [ntimpldri de pe strada mea.

22 Dan Petrescu and Cangeopol, Ce-ar mai fi de spus.

23 Lovinescu, Unde scurte; lerunca, Romaneste; Idem, Dimpotrivd.

24 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Lovinescu—lerunca Collection at Central National Historical Archi-
ves (ANIC) Bucharest”, by Manuela Marin, and Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2018. Accessed:
October 11, 2018.

25 Kessler, Stefan Bertalan; Tulcan, Grupul Sigma

26 Almasi, The Other Mattis-Teutsch.

27 Carneci, Artele plastice in Romdnia; Preda, Art and Politics.

28 Kessler, Sorin Costina.

29 Chikan, Baisz.

30 Stanescu, Umor 50%; Idem, “Acum nu e momentul...”
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tives are known to have been banned in communist Romania, two of them by
the same director, and paradoxically, three in the 1980s.3! The activity in the-
atre and film of the most interdicted and simultaneously most internationally
acclaimed Romanian director of the time is reflected by the secret police files
gathered in the Lucian Pintilie Ad Hoc Collection.*?

Compared to the artistic and creative occupations, professions which re-
quired full employment in a state institution had even fewer liberties. Profes-
sionals in these fields could only take advantage of the inconsistencies in the
official views to pursue their research interests. They sometimes even received
supplementary financial support from the local authorities, which had more
liberty than the central authorities. Among the collections which reflect this
type of bargaining two are preserved by the ASTRA Museum in Sibiu: the
Cornel Irimie Collection,® and the Ethnographic Research in Dobrogea Ad
Hoc Collection.?* Both include documentation about the rural cultural herit-
age that was saved from the total destruction to which the modernization
drive of the communist regime condemned it by presenting remnants of the
peasant architecture as landmarks of national identity. Masking their profes-
sional interests in the nationalist arguments which the regime promoted, eth-
nographers were able to bend the system and pursue activities which can be
evaluated as forms of cultural opposition against the distorted communist
version of modernization.®® In the same category is the collection related to
the Black Church Restoration, which is held in the Library and Archive of this
parish community in Brasov. This collection tells the complex story of a Goth-
ic monument of tremendous significance to the collective identity of the Sax-
on community in Transylvania, which was restored to its former glory under
communism despite the atheist system of values and the policy of so-called of
“systematization of urban and rural settlements.” The latter meant massive
demolitions in urban areas, including the razing of Romania’s historical and
architectural heritage, and it hit many cities hard, above all Bucharest, where
professionals reacted by carrying out an unusual activity of cultural opposi-
tion: the relocation of churches to less visible locations. This operation saved
several historical monuments from total destruction and required considera-
ble inventiveness on the part of the engineers, who found a way not to diso-
bey orders directly, but rather to moderate their consequences by proposing
tolerated solutions.>

31 Reconstituirea (1968) and De ce trag clopotele Mitica (1981) by Lucian Pintilie; Faleze de nisip
(1983) by Dan Pita; Sezonul pescirusilor (1985) by Nicolae Opritescu.

32 Ripeanu, Cinematografistii.

33 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Cornel Irimie Collection at ASTRA Museum Sibiu”, by Corneliu
Pintilescu and Cristina Petrescu, 2017. Accessed: October 08, 2018, doi: 10.24389/12937

34 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Ethnographic Research in Dobrogea Ad-Hoc Collection at ASTRA
Museum Sibiu”, by Corneliu Pintilescu, 2017. Accessed: October 08, 2018, doi: 10.24389/383397

35 Streza and Robu, Cornel Irimie si evolutia Muzeului Tehnicii Populare.

36 Giurescu, The Razing of Romania’s Past.
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The demolitions in Bucharest and other cities also triggered the most sig-
nificant activity of passive clandestine resistance to Ceausescu’s absurd poli-
cies. Unlike professionals who tried to bend the rules from the inside of the
state institutions, those who pursued this type of cultural opposition opted
for a dual strategy, a kind of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde approach. While pursu-
ing their professional careers within tolerated boundaries, they acted in their
spare time totally independently and immortalized on photo, film, or in paint-
ings historic monuments that were about to be destroyed. Examples of this
kind of resistance include the materials in the Alexandru Barnea Private Col-
lection of Photographs,?” which includes images of vanished urban land-
scapes and demolition sites, and the Gheorghe Leahu Private Collection,
which preserves the owner’s watercolors capturing architectural landmarks
and ordinary streets of Bucharest before they were completely razed.® In fact,
most professionals in the fields of history or the social sciences adopted the
same kind of dual strategy. The most interesting example, due to its post-com-
munist societal impact, is the Zoltan Rostas Private Collection of Oral Histo-
ry,* which illustrates the transformation of a passion that developed before
1989 in the grey zone of tolerance into a profession after 1989. His interviews,
which capture the multicultural dimension of Bucharest, were conducted out-
side the world of his daily job, and he had little or no hope of ever being able
to use it to develop professionally, since the stories he collected contradicted
the official homogenizing vision of the party state. Yet this collection, which
also preserved the memory of the school of sociology that was destroyed by
the communist regime, made a decisive contribution to the institutionaliza-
tion of oral history in post-1989 Romanian scholarly life.%°

The collections created by representatives of the Hungarian community
living in Romania definitely deserve separate discussion. While the official
ideology always spoke of “Romanians, Hungarians, Germans, and other na-
tionalities” as if they lived together in harmony, the quietly institutionalized
policies of Ceausescu’s regime endangered the cultural of minority groups, in
particular of the Hungarians living in Transylvania. It is often argued that
anything created by the members of minority groups should be considered an
act of cultural opposition to a communist regime that attempted to homoge-
nize society by erasing cultural difference. However, as stated in the introduc-
tion, the COURAGE research in Romania considers only non-conformist dis-
courses and activities that were also consistent with democratic values, and it
applies this principle to the majority group of the Romanians and the minori-

37 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Alexandru Barnea Photograph Private Collection”, by Cristina Pet-
rescu and Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2017. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

38 Leahu, Bucuresti — arhitecturd si culoare; Idem, Bucurestiul disparut.

39 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Zoltan Rostas Oral History Private Collection”, by Cristina Petres-
cu and Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2017. Accessed July 2, 2018.

40 Rostas, Monografia ca utopie; Idem, O istorie orali a Scolii Sociologice de la Bucuresti; Idem, Chipu-
rile orasului.
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ty groups of the Hungarians and Germans. Accordingly, the most noteworthy
collections are those which include the samizdat publications produced by
members of the Hungarians in Transylvania, Ellenpontok (Counterpoints) and
Kialto Szo (Screaming word). Both collections are preserved by individuals
who contributed decisively to their content and dissemination. In Gothen-
burg, the Toth Private Collection*! includes the largest number of items relat-
ed to Counterpoints and the beginnings of the struggle to enlarge the concept
of civil rights from a definition exclusively based on the individual to one that
includes collective rights as a fundamental legal instrument in the protection
of minority groups.*? The latter collection, which is preserved in Cluj-Napoca,
represents a subsequent stage in this struggle for the recognition of minority
rights as a tool against the discriminatory policies of Ceausescu’s regime.
The ethno-cultural diversity of Romania is also reflected in the diversity
of its religious communities, which the communist regime did not openly per-
secute, with the exception of the suppression of the Greek Catholic communi-
ty by forceful integration into the Greek Orthodox Church. Church attend-
ance, however, was heavily discouraged, so simple attendance at a Sunday
mass and the organization of a baptism or a religious marriage represented
non-conformist acts of the everyday life, which defied the atheist regime and
had negative consequences for people’s professional careers. The collections
of cultural opposition corresponding to the Catholic or Calvinist denomina-
tions of the Hungarian minority are to be found either in the archives of the
secret police or the archives of ecclesiastical institutions, such is the Aron Mar-
ton Collection from the Archiepiscopal Archives in Alba Iulia, or in the Janos
Dobri Collection from the Archives of the Calvinist Parish Church of Dambul
Rotund (Cluj).*? Similarly, the activities of the Lutheran community of the
Germans in Romania are preserved in the collections held by the Teutsch
Haus in Sibiu, and in the Archives of CNSAS.** The archives of the former
secret police are extremely important in any assessment of the resistance of
the religious groups which are characteristic of the Romanian majority, in-
cluding the clandestine activities of the suppressed Greek Catholics and the
alternative groups created by the Greek Orthodox denomination,* which had
no other alternative repositories to conserve traces of their activities. These
collections illustrate that many hierarchs tried to defend religious education
against the atheist state, endeavored to maintain rituals and save or conserve
Church properties. In comparison, conspicuously absent are protests on the
part of the hierarchs of the Romanian Greek Orthodox Church against the
systematic destruction of their churches, which included fine examples of late

41 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Ellenpontok-To6th Private Collection”, by Csongor Janosi, 2018.
Accessed: October 11, 2018.

42 K. A. Téth and I. Téth, Egy szamizdat az élettinkben; K. A. Téth, Hol vagy, szabadsig?

43 Buzogany and Janosi, A reformdtus egyhiz Romdnidban a kommunista rendszer elsd felében.

44 Pintilescu, “Conceptul de ‘nationalisti germani’ in practica Securitatii, 1948-1989.”
45 Calciu-Dumitreasa, Sapte cuvinte citre tineri.
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medieval and early modern architecture. However, for many people, religion
was an escape into a parallel world that survived on the periphery of the soci-
ety and became central only at Easter and Christmas, which most individuals
celebrated quietly with family members.

Parallel worlds of non-conformism existed for a limited time during hol-
idays and more generally during people’s spare time. The Andrei Partos — Ra-
dio Vacanta Costinesti Private Collection*® exemplifies the work of a seasonal
radio station and its associated activity on the Black Sea coast, which repre-
sented a crucible of the alternative culture of the younger generation. This
radio station, in fact an amplification station that only broadcast via loud-
speakers within the bounds of the Costinesti resort, had only a limited audi-
ence, but this allowed broadcasting without prior censorship, which would
have been obligatory routine procedure in a “normal” radio station. Diverse
activities related to the theatre, film, music, and sports were held during the
summer holidays in Costinesti, but the most peculiar were several highly un-
conventional competitions, including for instance an ironic contest which in-
volved sitting for 48 hours on a post. The contest was a way of ridiculing the
useless and faked communist records. In addition, clandestinely procured
Western music made young people forget about restrictions in their everyday
lives and act as if the communist regime did not exist. Interestingly, this sea-
sonal activity was quietly supported by Ceausescu’s son, who preferred an
alternative lifestyle and thus was present for and supported many of the ac-
tivities in Costinesti. Similarly, the mountains represented a space of liberty,
where social conventions and political control ceased to exist for a while. The
Anonymous Mountaineer Collection of self-made escalade materials and oth-
er technical equipment for alpinism demonstrates the creativity of those who
wanted to climb the mountains but lacked the necessary items. As Romanian
state factories did not produce equipment for leisure alpinism, but only for
military purposes, people with a passion for climbing had to make a wide
range of items, such as ice axes, crampons, and pitons, by copying Western
catalogues and risking their lives with untested materials for the sake of a
hobby which allowed them to feel free for a while.*” Finally, the Irina Marga-
reta Nistor Private Collection®® shows how everyday spare time was trans-
formed into a time of liberty. This collection reminds one of the Western films
that were introduced clandestinely into Romania between 1985 and 1989 and
which were then translated, dubbed and then distributed on video cassettes
(semi)clandestinely. This chain of activities emerged in reaction to the reduc-
tion of the official television program to just two hours per day and to news

46 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Andrei Partos — Radio Vacanta-Costinesti Private Collection”, by
Cristina Petrescu and Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2017. Accessed: October 13, 2018, doi:
10.24389/14244

47 Baticu, Jurnalul unui alpinist; Cristea, Biblioteca montaniardului; Kargel, Alpinism.

48 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Irina Margareta Nistor Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu
and Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2017. Accessed: October 13, 2018.
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about Ceaugescu and the Romanian Communist Party.* It is worth noting
that this type of cultural opposition was lucrative, and this dissemination
scheme allowed many to enrich themselves. It is also worth mentioning that
this activity required the silent support of the secret police, without which
such a large-scale endeavor could not have survived for several years, so this
collection exemplifies the tacit deals that existed among the people who were
once engaged in acts that can be considered forms of cultural opposition and
the representatives of the communist regime. Several private collections of
posters, LPs, and photographs related to jazz, rock, punk, and other non-con-
formist music which was performed in student clubs also offer testimony to
the ways in which spare time became a temporary moment of liberty, most
notably the Mihai Manea® and Nelu Stratone Private Collections.”

The above cartography of collections which reflect non-conformist
thoughts and actions is inevitably incomplete, but it suggests a large variety
of activities which can be grouped under the umbrella of cultural opposition
and thus offers a sense of the practical meanings of this concept in the Roma-
nian context. Three main conclusions can be drawn from this sketch. First, the
collections which were the focus of COURAGE research in Romania are high-
ly polarized in terms of ownership. The largest group of collections was creat-
ed and preserved by the former communist secret police, the Securitate, and
are currently in the custody of CNSAS. The secret police carried out systemat-
ic efforts to collect information about and confiscate items from prominent
members of groups involved in what the project refers to as cultural opposi-
tion. This activity of collecting had a different rationale than merely preserv-
ing items for their historic, intellectual, or artistic value, so the largest majority
of the CNSAS collections are ad hoc, as defined by the COURAGE research-
ers. In fact, many non-conformist activities left no traces in any collections, so
they can only be documented on the basis of CNSAS ad hoc collections like
the ones identified within the framework of the project from the larger archive
of the former secret police, and for the purpose of offering a guide for further
research on cultural opposition. At the other end of the spectrum, there are the
private collections of cultural opposition. These collections are conserved by
individuals who have not hitherto been associated with an activity worthy of
study, and the collections have been featured for the first time as valuable
sources for the study of communism in Romania within the framework of the
COURAGE project. Between these two extremes, there are a few collections of
cultural opposition operated by libraries, museums, or other archives which
received them as donations from private individuals. Worth underlining is

49 D. Petrescu, Conflicting Perceptions of (Western) Europe, 218-19.

50 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Mihai Manea Private Poster Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and
Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2018. Accessed: October 13, 2018.

51 Ionescu, Club A —42 de ani: Muzica tinereretii tale; Stratone, Rock sub secerd si ciocan; COURAGE
Registry, s.v. “Nelu Stratone Private Musical Records Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and
Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2018. Accessed: October 13, 2018. (forthcoming)
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the absolute novelty of the private collections of cultural opposition discov-
ered by the COURAGE project, which were not part of the canon of remem-
bering communism in Romania, so relevant institutions ignored their impor-
tance, while their owners are rather reluctant to donate their collections for
the same reason. The direct consequence of this situation is that the private
collections remain of very limited, primarily local interest, while the CNSAS
collections became nationally and internationally relevant, especially after
serving as primary source for the Report made in 2006 by the Presidential
Commission for the Analysis of the Communist Dictatorship in Romania.>
This dichotomic cartography of the collections might be criticized as simplis-
tic, as it obviously duplicates the long-contested view that the communist so-
cieties were separated between “them” and “us,” between those in power and
those who were powerless. The collections in Romania, however, more or less
fit this view because there were no mediating structures between the individ-
ual and the secret police, as no networks of dissent and only a few short-lived
groups who represented forms of cultural opposition acted against Ceauses-
cu’s regime, not one of which was still active in 1989.

The polarization between the secret police collections and the private col-
lections is directly connected to the second significant conclusion that can be
inferred from the research carried out in this project. The chronological cor-
nerstones of the two main types of collections do not coincide. For the secret
police, the main chronological markers are 1956 and 1977. The first obviously
refers to the Hungarian Revolution and its echoes in Romania. It was this
event in the neighboring country that triggered a wave of terror which hit in-
tellectual circles from all ethno-cultural communities. The Noica-Pillat Trial
Ad Hoc Collection at CNSAS is only the most famous such case due to the
renown of those involved, but there were several other arbitrarily defined
oppositional groups which the secret police created to serve as deterrents.”
The second cornerstone for the secret police was 1977, the year in which an
ephemeral movement for human rights emerged in Romania on the model of
Charter 77 to grow in two months to the same number of supporters. Illustrat-
ed by the Goma Movement Ad Hoc Collection at CNSAS,> the activities of
the secret police and the implicit creation of related collections entered a new
phase with this unprecedented challenge. Unlike the groups which emerged
in the aftermath of 1956, this movement was not a creation of the Securitate,
which had to gather complex data rapidly about each individual involved for
the purpose of breaking a collective protest for a common cause into a multi-
tude of personal ventures with personal motives.> Contrary to a prevalent

52 CPADCR, Raport final.

53 Tanase, Anatomia mistificirii; Steinhardt, Jurnalul fericirii; Pintilescu, “Die Konstruktion poli-
tischer Vergehen im Diskurs.”

54 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Goma Movement Ad-hoc Collection at CNSAS”, by Cristina Pet-
rescu, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018. (forthcoming)

55 Goma, Culoarea curcubeului.
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commonplace, the subsequent collections of the secret police illustrate that
the methods used against those who did not comply hardly differed from the
Romanian majority to the minority groups, in spite of the fact that the files
were archived according to the ethnic origins of those involved. As for the
chronological cornerstones of the collections created by the members of cul-
tural opposition, they are related to 1964, the year of in which all political
prisoners were released, as the Adrian Marino Collection illustrates. In the
case of Romania, 1968 represents a conspicuous absence as a turning point for
the opposition, because 1968 as it was experienced by Romanians differed
strikingly from 1968 as it was experienced by the other countries of the East-
ern Bloc because of Ceausescu’s skillful use of the invasion of Czechoslovakia
to capitalize politically and gain unprecedented popular support. However,
some private collections related to the preservation of the cultural diversity of
youth subcultures, such as the Mihai Manea and Nelu Stratone Collections,
emerged around the late 1960s and early 1970s, while the official cultural pol-
icies of the regime became increasingly harsh, especially after their recodifica-
tion in Ceausescu’s Theses of July 1971. The following chronological corner-
stone is again not a year, but a period, that of the first half of the 1980s, when
a variety of arbitrary measures caused silent but steadily growing societal re-
sistance from among majority and minority communities, although there was
hardly any cross-ethnic collaboration. Once Gorbachev came to power in
1985, a definite turn occurred among the members of the cultural opposition,
which not only grew in number, but also changed their goals from past-ori-
ented collections meant to preserve the pre-communist values into future-ori-
ented collections meant to make changes for the better, as the Marian Zulean
Private Collection®® suggests.

This leads to the third conclusion that can be drawn from the research
carried out in Romania. Trying to respond to the problems common to all
European societies that experienced communist dictatorships and are still in
a wavering process of democratic consolidation, the COURAGE research
identified some of the silent agents of change who were instrumental in re-Eu-
ropeanizing Romania. Their previously unknown collections of material or
digital items bear witness today to the diverse forms of critical thinking and
action which were independent from the system of meanings imposed by the
former communist dictatorship. Neither heroes nor mere opportunists, these
“common” individuals simply refused to think and act in ways that would
have harmonized entirely with the values that the communist regimes sought
to impose because they let themselves be influenced by the values of the Eu-
ropean Enlightenment from before the regime change of 1989. Thus, these
individuals understood before others the fundamental difference between a
dictatorship and a democracy. Sometimes without realizing this, after 1989

56 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Marian Zulean Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and Cristi-
an Valeriu Patrdsconiu, 2017. Accessed: October 13, 2018.
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they turned into the social segment which actively contributed to Romania’s
transformation into a democracy that remained feeble but was not called into
question. At macro-societal level, some of the members of former cultural op-
position people were instrumental in triggering public debates on the com-
munist past, and more importantly, they constantly pressed for the applica-
tion of transitional justice and the opening of the Securitate files, as the Ion
Monoran Collection® illustrates. These individuals marked the break with
the communist past. At the mezzo-societal level, many of those who refused
to adopt the value system of the communist regime were active in redefining
professional fields or modelling new institutions by copying Western models
and adapting them to the local context, as suggested by the Alexandru Barnea
or Zoltan Rostas Collections, along with many other private collections. These
individuals definitely marked the post-1989 societal transformation in the di-
rection of democratic consolidation. At the micro-societal level, all the
non-conformists of yesterday, who conserved collections illustrating their ef-
forts to think and act as if in a free country while under a ruthless dictatorship,
created invaluable sources which will contribute to a more nuanced grasp of
the communist past. Their legacy is for members of generations to come, who
perhaps will be better able to understand the difference between a democratic
and a non-democratic system after having familiarized themselves with the
exciting stories uncovered by the COURAGE project.
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Moldova

Cultural opposition in the Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republic (MSSR) shared
a number of common patterns with other cases on the western periphery of
the USSR. These commonalities derived from the earlier historical experience
of those territories annexed by the Soviet state in 1939-40 and from the speci-
ficity of the respective nation-building projects. The degree, relative intensity,
and concrete forms of cultural opposition in this region varied widely on a
continuum ranging from strong oppositional movements (most notably in
Lithuania and Western Ukraine) to rather weak manifestations of dissent
(e.g., in Belarus). The prevailing view within the established historiography
dealing with this phenomenon in Soviet Moldavia has been that open dis-
plays of cultural and political opposition were conspicuously absent in the
MSSR, aside from several isolated cases of critical intellectuals who attempted
to articulate an anti-regime message, mainly in the late 1960s and early 1970s.
It is undeniable that only a small minority of the population was directly in-
volved in these types of activities. However, this seemingly clear-cut picture
should be significantly revised and nuanced. In fact, the forms of cultural op-
position in the MSSR were more varied and widespread than is commonly
recognized. Among the scholarly works focusing on cultural and political dis-
sent and opposition in Soviet Moldavia, one should especially emphasize the
monographs, studies, and collections of documents produced in recent years
by Igor Casu,! Gheorghe E. Cojocaru,? Sergiu Musteatd, Petru Negur4,* Vale-
riu Pasat,’ Elena Postica,® and Mihai Tasca.” This growing historiography has
benefited from the gradual opening of previously inaccessible archival collec-
tions and from an intensive and fruitful communication with their peers
abroad.

Several main forms of cultural opposition have been identified in the for-
mer MSSR. The trajectory of cultural opposition in Soviet Moldavia suggests
that the language of nationalism and national rights was the dominant form
of challenging the legitimacy of the regime on the Soviet periphery. This was
due to several factors. First, the interwar national discourse provided a pow-

1 Casu, “Political Repressions in the Moldavian SSR After 1956”; Musteatd and Casu, eds., Fird
termen de prescriptie.

2 Bahnaru and Cojocaru, Congresul al Ill-lea al Uniunii Scriitorilor din RSS Moldoveneascd.

3 Musteatd, Basarabeanul bruiat de KGB. La microfonul Europei Libere.

4 Negura, Nici eroi, nici traditori.

5 Pasat, Ilpasocaasue 6 MoAdasui: 6Aacmv, UepKosb, sepyrouiue.

6 Postica, Cartea Memoriei.

7 Tascd, “Manifestari de rezistenta antisovietica si anticomunista in RSS Moldoveneasca.”
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erful alternative language that had the potential to undermine and question
the ideological monopoly of the regime. Second, similarly to Western Ukraine
or the Baltic states, ethnonational grievances were an effective strategy to ad-
dress the reality of ethnic discrimination and asymmetrical power relations
within Soviet society, which extensively used various politically innocuous
forms of ethnicity to further the claims of national equality and harmony em-
bodied in the official slogan of the “friendship of the peoples.” Therefore, any
attacks on this basic tenet of Soviet policy were perceived as especially dan-
gerous by the regime. “Local nationalism” became an increasingly frequent
topic in the ideological campaigns waged by the party hierarchy from the
early 1960s on. Third, the impact of the Khrushchev Thaw was crucial in
weakening the party’s monopoly in the cultural sphere and in opening new
opportunities for aspiring intellectuals on the local level. The most intensive
phase of national-cultural opposition occurred in the second half of the 1960s
and during the early 1970s. Aside from the broader context of 1968 and its
aftermath, this surge in nationally oriented opposition discourses and practic-
es should be also linked to the consolidation of local cultural institutions that
allowed a certain degree of autonomy in the cultural field. Although this rel-
ative liberalization proved short-lived and was stifled by a decisive crack-
down from above in the early 1970s, it established the basis of a powerful
opposition discourse that reemerged during the late perestroika period. A
second important form of cultural opposition focused on a more politically
assertive agenda emphasizing human rights and political pluralism. Even
more than the previously discussed national opposition, this challenge to the
regime derived from external stimuli, such as the discursive shift connected to
the Helsinki Accords and the prominence of the human rights rhetoric, as well
as the alternative models provided by the Prague Spring in 1968 and Poland’s
Solidarity in 1980-81. Although the impact of this form of locally articulated
opposition was much smaller, several instances documented in the featured
collections prove that it was far from absent. A third sphere where examples
of broadly defined cultural opposition can be identified is religious dissent.
This form of anti-regime practice was linked not so much with the official
Orthodox Church (which was subject to several waves of persecution, espe-
cially in the late 1950s and early 1960s, during Khrushchev’s anti-religious
drive), but mostly with the non-conformist and openly dissident religious
communities, such as neo-Protestant congregations (Baptists, Seventh-Day
Adventists), Jehovah’s Witnesses (particularly due to their missionary zeal,
their radical rejection of the regime, and their connections to the West), and
earlier local religious movements, such as the Inochentists.® The Orthodox
Church, while in a precarious position, did not provide any significant exam-
ples of anti-regime opposition until the perestroika period and entered a

8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Gheorghe Zgherea Collection at SIS Archive Moldova”, by And-
rei Cusco, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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mode of uneasy compromise with the authorities, especially from the late
1960s onwards. In contrast, the non-conformist religious communities were
perceived as dangerous “sects” because of their external loyalties (in the case
of the neo-Protestant cults and Jehovah’s Witnesses) or wholesale rejection of
the Soviet regime in the case of the millenarian Inochentists. A fourth and
much more elusive form of cultural opposition was connected to alternative
subcultures and everyday forms of “subversive” lifestyles. In the case of the
MSSR, this was obvious mainly in two guises: in the late 1950s and early
1960s, with the emergence in urban areas of the stiliagi (the closest equivalent
of the hippie way of life in the Soviet context, perceived as a protest move-
ment against the establishment), and in the late 1960s, when the jazz and rock
subcultures became a mass phenomenon and gave rise to previously unthink-
able cultural experiments. The main protagonists of these alternative subcul-
tures were young Moldavian first-generation urban intellectuals. These prod-
ucts of the Soviet version of social mobility did not openly rebel against the
regime. They did however challenge the cultural practices imposed from
above and ultimately created oppositional political languages, subverting the
legitimacy of the Soviet system. To a certain extent, they illustrate Alexei Yur-
chak’s concept of “being inside-out (vne),”? i.e., of articulating an alternative
discourse inside the system, but at the same time creating spaces of alterna-
tive sociability outside the system. It should be noted that the dynamics of
cultural opposition in the MSSR also can be traced through the responses of
the regime, which reacted swiftly to any perceived danger. In the hierarchy of
subversive activities constructed by the local party officials, ethnonational
forms of protest were the most prominent, particularly during the surge of
such manifestations in the late 1960s and early 1970s. However, instances of
“culturally subversive practices” in spheres such as music or cinema were
also closely monitored. Thus, official censorship was imposed on the local
film industry and on “non-traditional” forms of musical expression around
1970, when some local cultural productions became unpalatable to the Mol-
davian party leadership.

It is hardly surprising that the local intellectuals were the most likely ini-
tiators and articulators of critical discourses which fall under the category of
“cultural opposition.” Any direct continuity with the interwar intellectual tra-
dition was rarely to be found, since the earlier elites were displaced, persecut-
ed, or marginalized by the Soviet authorities. Although a person’s family
background could (and sometimes did) provide the initial impetus for engag-
ing in oppositional activities, more often than not the prominent figures asso-
ciated with cultural opposition were products of the regime’s own version of
upward social mobility. The examples of two individuals will help illustrate
this point. Alexandru Soltoianu was a prominent national activist and one of
the main leaders of the nationally oriented opposition that emerged in the

9 Yurchak, Everything Was Forever, 126-57.
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Moldavian SSR in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Together with the members
of the Usatiuc—-Ghimpu-Graur group, he is often singled out as one of the
main ideologues and organizers of anti-Soviet resistance in this period.!? In
the late 1960s and early 1970s, Soltoianu sought to create a nationalist under-
ground organization, tentatively labeled National Rebirth of Moldavia (Re-
nasterea Nationald a Moldovei, RNM), with the hope of reaching a mass follow-
ing of 250,000 members. The structure of this organization would have been
based on a wide network of student associations, which should have acted as
a legal fagade for the movement’s real aim, i.e., fighting for the MSSR’s eman-
cipation from “Russian” domination and its secession from the USSR. Sol-
toianu’s conversion to nationalism occurred during his studies at the Moscow
State Institute for International Relations (MGIMO), in the late 1950s and ear-
ly 1960s, due to the general context of Khrushchev’s Thaw and the climate of
openness and free discussion. Somewhat paradoxically, the relatively liberal
Moscow intellectual milieu of that era acted as a catalyst for stimulating op-
positional ideas and practices.

Another prominent anti-regime dissident is Mihai Morosanu. Morosanu'’s
case is different from Soltoianu’s in several respects, embodying another ge-
neric type of dissent in the MSSR. Morosanu, a student during his active phase
of protest in the early and mid-1960s, was socially marginalized (due to a
physical disability), with the roots of his discontent deriving from his experi-
ence as a deportee to Siberia. The main difference, however, is linked to the
individual and self-contained nature of his opposition activities. Organized
oppositional groups (exemplified by the Usatiuc-Ghimpu-Graur, Alexandru
Soltoianu, or Nicolae Dragos Collections)!! were the exception rather than the
rule in the MSSR. In most cases, discontent toward the regime was expressed
through individual acts of defiance, which were both more easily identified
and neutralized by the secret police apparatus. Morosanu’s example is one of
the most articulate attempts to construct a nationally inspired alternative to
the official discourse, not least through the skillful manipulation of Soviet leg-
islation and its loopholes. Morosanu’s relative success in upholding his per-
sonal views, despite regime persecution, also highlights the limits of such
forms of dissent, which had a rather narrow social impact.

However, alongside these typical instances of (quasi-)intellectual opposi-
tion, the Moldavian collections also uncovered a number of cases which could
be defined as alternative forms of “opposition from below,” at the grassroots

10 See the chapter on national movements in this handbook.

11 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Usatiuc-Ghimpu-Graur Collection (National Patriotic Front) at Na-
tional Archive of Moldova”, by Cristina Petrescu and Andrei Cusco, 2018. Accessed: October
02, 2018, doi: 10.24389/4453; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Alexandru Soltoianu Collection at Na-
tional Archive of Moldova”, by Andrei Cusco, 2017. Accessed: October 02, 2018, doi:
10.24389/2773; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Nicolae Dragos Collection at National Archive Mol-
dova”, by Cristina Petrescu and Andrei Cusco, 2017. Accessed: October 02, 2018, doi:
10.24389/29670
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level, whose protagonists were persons unlikely to be considered sources of
dissent. Figures such as Gheorghe Muruziuc,'? Zaharia Doncev, or Arsenie
Platon fall under this category of anti-regime activists of working-class or
peasant background. Although discontent toward the regime was generally
triggered in such instances by material circumstances or a generalized feeling
of social inequity, the articulation of such protests was not fundamentally dif-
ferent from the sophisticated forms preferred by their more educated counter-
parts, frequently drawing on similar sources. The artistic or literary milieus,
exemplified by the professional associations of writers and filmmakers, while
providing the symbolic capital and institutional cohesion necessary for cul-
tural production, were also spaces of profound ambiguity. They oscillated
between tendencies toward internal autonomy and creative freedom and the
heavy and constraining pressures of the regime, constantly negotiating the
extent and limits of their leverage in the cultural sphere. Their role as poten-
tial hotbeds of cultural opposition became visible only at certain crucial mo-
ments marked by the relative weakening of party control (such as the mid-
1950s and mid- to late 1960s).

The dynamic of cultural opposition in the MSSR was linked closely to the
evolution of the Soviet regime on the periphery. During the first decade fol-
lowing the restoration of Soviet rule (1944-53), the opposition to the Soviet
state was mostly expressed through small-scale armed resistance, following a
pattern familiar from other western Soviet republics. This phase of open in-
surgence was followed by a marked shift in the forms of anti-regime dissent
and official repression after Stalin’s death. The origins of the cultural opposi-
tion in the context of the MSSR date from the mid-1950s. In fact, immediately
after 1953, important changes in the cultural sphere were apparent. Promi-
nent members of the republic’s intelligentsia successfully advocated the reha-
bilitation of the classics of Romanian literature and their mass publication.
Moreover, the new orthography for the “Moldavian” language, definitively
consecrated by the linguistic reform of 1957, restored the Romanian standard
in all but name, preserving the Cyrillic script as the only visible difference
between the written language in Romania and Soviet Moldavia. This rehabil-
itation of the Romanian cultural canon and literary heritage, mostly due to the
lobbying of a group of prominent writers with impeccable communist cre-
dentials, who had been educated in the interwar period and possessed an
undeniable prestige in terms of “symbolic capital,” prepared the ground for
further battles on the “cultural front” and for a radicalization of cultural op-
position in the mid-1960s. The significance of the relative liberalization of the
regime during the Khrushchev Thaw is fundamental in explaining this shift.
The cracks in the apparently monolithic Soviet system became increasingly
visible in 1955-56, when the return of former deportees, coupled with Khrush-
chev’s speech at the Twentieth Party Congress and the impact of the Hungar-

12 See the chapter on national movements in this handbook.
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ian Revolution, led to a questioning of the party’s ideological monopoly and
the regime’s ability to live up to its aim of total societal control. The repressive
apparatus also went through a crisis during the events of 1956, limiting the
effectiveness of its surveillance. Although the party’s control was reasserted
toward the end of 1956, the Thaw had long-lasting consequences in the cultur-
al sphere. Therefore, it comes as no surprise that the late 1950s and early 1960s
witnessed the first upsurge in anti-regime activities, mostly at the individual
level. However, certain more ambitious attempts to oppose the regime, such
as those of Nicolae Dragos and his small group, active between 1962 and 1964,
can be identified. Dragos’s project of “democratic socialism” challenged the
system from within and was thus perceived as particularly dangerous by the
Soviet authorities. The small network around Dragos used a “creative” rein-
terpretation of Marxism-Leninism to undermine the ideological and intellec-
tual domination of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), despite
their limited stated aim to merely “reform” the system. Intellectually, their
views had a striking similarity to the dissident “revisionist Marxist” move-
ments emerging at that time in the Soviet Bloc.

The apex of the cultural opposition in the MSSR was reached during a
relatively short period spanning the mid-1960s to early 1970s (roughly be-
tween 1965 and 1972). It was during this time that the nationally oriented
oppositional discourse, epitomized by the National Patriotic Front and other
unrelated individual acts of defiance, was at its height. Also, the literary and
artistic environment articulated open and occasionally radical criticism of the
regime’s policies. The most well-known event in the cultural sphere was the
Third Congress of the Moldavian Writers” Union, held in October 1965. To the
obvious surprise of the authorities, during this event the writers raised a
number of politically sensitive issues, such as the reintroduction of the Latin
alphabet for standard “Moldovan,” education in Romanian at all levels, and
party interference in literary matters.!> The reaction of the authorities was
hostile and swift. Both at the congress itself and afterwards, the party leader-
ship was alarmed and outraged by what they perceived as “nationalist” opin-
ions articulated by some of the participants. The local party under first secre-
tary Ivan Bodiul started a relentless campaign against all forms of “local na-
tionalism,” which was waged with increasing vigor throughout the late 1960s
and early 1970s. Another disturbing development for the regime was the pro-
liferation of “unhealthy Western influences” in the musical sphere, represent-
ed by the enthusiastic reaction to the Noroc musical band, performing in a
style derived from an explosive mixture of jazz, rock, and beat elements. This
musical experimentation lasted from 1966 until the fall of 1970, when it was
abruptly ended by the authorities. Similar “unhealthy” tendencies were ap-
parent in the local film industry, provoking a sharp rebuke from the party
leadership in the early 1970s. These cases of dissent in the cultural field coin-

13 Bahnaru and Cojocaru, Congresul al 11I-lea al Uniunii Scriitorilor din RSS Moldoveneascd.
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cided with the activity of the only well-structured oppositional organization
in the MSSR in the post-Stalinist period, that of the National Patriotic Front,
led by Alexandru Usatiuc and Gheorghe Ghimpu, which coalesced around a
radical message of national opposition. This organization was active from
1969 till late 1971 and was directly linked to the post-1968 context. The author-
ities were quick to perceive the danger represented by this group and accord-
ingly intensified their fight with “local nationalism.” By 1972, the repressive
apparatus succeeded in suppressing most open expressions of opposition and
dissent in the MSSR.

The period post 1972 and until 1986 is usually seen as a low point of op-
position activities in the MSSR, with very few cases of open anti-regime pro-
test. The situation changed dramatically during the perestroika period, espe-
cially from 1987 onward. The gradual increase of discontent and public pro-
test was triggered by the fundamental shifts in central policies, heralded by
glasnost. Similarly to other Soviet republics, the intellectuals were at the fore-
front of this new wave of oppositional activity, couched mostly in ethnocul-
tural terms, with a strong tendency to advocate for civil liberties and environ-
mental protection measures. The widely used concept of “resistance through
culture” —referring to alleged tacit forms of dissidence by the literary intelli-
gentsia—has been retrospectively applied to the entire communist period and
is a misleading label for purported anti-regime activities linked to cultural
opposition.! In fact, just as in the Romanian context, from which it was bor-
rowed by Moldovan historians and intellectuals in the 1990s, this notion was
a post factum invention!® meant to justify the passive attitude (and even in-
stances of open collaboration) of the MSSR intellectuals toward the regime. It
is thus essentially inapplicable before the later stages of the perestroika. How-
ever, the central role of writers and other creative intellectuals during the era
of “national awakening” (1988-) was undeniable. In this period, the “language
of the nation” rose to prominence and dominated public discourse up to the
collapse of the USSR.

Types of Collections in Moldova

The variety of cultural opposition in the MSSR is reflected in the typology of
materials covering the Moldovan case. The main types of featured collections
fall under the following categories:

1) One can classify collections based on archival files that focus on vari-
ous individual and collective forms of “anti-Soviet” resistance and opposi-
tion. The peculiar feature of these collections, stored in the main Moldovan
repositories (the National Archive of the Republic of Moldova, the Archive of

14 Turcanu, Istoria romdnilor, 725-26.
15 Petrescu, “The Resistance that Wasn’t.”
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Social-Political Organizations of the Republic of Moldova, and the Archive of
the Intelligence and Security Service), is their emphasis on open acts of defi-
ance against the regime. Therefore, most of them resulted from secret police
(KGB) investigations carried out after the arrest of the protagonists. Although
this kind of evidence is crucial due to the richness of information and the co-
herence of the narrative structure, its inherent bias should be taken into ac-
count, especially when the written materials cannot be corroborated with the
direct testimonies of the participants. These types of collections include both
articulate forms of opposition coming from intellectual circles and various
cases of “opposition from below.” The most relevant examples within the for-
mer subcategory include the Usatiuc-Ghimpu—Graur, Alexandru Soltoianu,
and Nicolae Dragos Collections, which discuss the most important “anti-So-
viet” groups emerging in the MSSR in the 1960s and early 1970s. In the latter
subcategory, I would highlight the cases of Gheorghe Muruziug,'® Arsenie
Platon,!” and Zaharia Doncev,'® which focus on individual displays of anti-re-
gime protest expressed by people from a peasant or working-class environ-
ment.

2) One can also identify archival collections focusing on institutions or
professional associations (mainly from the Archive of Social-Political Organi-
zations of the Republic of Moldova), which allow for a diachronic perspective
on the dynamics and evolution of the relations between these associations
and the Soviet state and party apparatus. The emerging picture of opposition,
tacit subversion, and compliance is rather complex, emphasizing the shifting
strategies of their members and the changes in the balance of power within
and outside these institutions from the early 1950s to the late 1980s. The col-
lections focusing on the Moldavian Writers’ Union (MWU)! and the Mol-
davian Union of Cinematographers (MUC)? are especially relevant in this
regard. Thus, the MWU Collection materials draw on several Party meetings,
writers’ congresses, and national conferences which discussed significant is-
sues related to the local cultural heritage, the “language question,” and the
relations between the literary milieu and the Soviet regime.

3) There are also private collections that belong either directly to protag-
onists and initiators of anti-regime activities (e.g., Mihai Morosanu, also see
above) or to researchers dealing with the subject of anti-Soviet resistance and

16 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Gheorghe Muruziuc Collection at SIS Archive Moldova”, by Crist-
ina Petrescu and Andrei Cusco, 2017. Accessed: October 02, 2018, doi: 10.24389/23399

17 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Arsenie Platon Collection at SIS Archive Moldova”, by Andrei Cus-
co, 2018. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

18 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Zaharia Doncev Collection at SIS Archive Moldova”, by Andrei
Cusco, 2017. Accessed: October 02, 2018, doi: 10.24389/5772

19 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Moldavian Writers” Union (MWU). Fond P-2955 at AOSPR Moldo-
va”, by Andrei Cusco, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

20 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Moldavian Union of Cinematographers (MUC), Fond P-2773 at
AOSPR Moldova”, by Andrei Cusco, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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opposition in the MSSR. The two subcategories highlight different perspec-
tives and interpretations of the phenomenon of cultural opposition, but also
serve as complementary examples of a more personal attitude. For instance,
Morosanu’s collection?! reflecting the experience of one of the few authentic
dissident figures in the Moldovan context consists of personal files, inter-
views, photos, and judicial materials, and spans a longer period, from the
early 1960s to the early 1990s. By contrast, Petru Negurd’s?> and Igor Casu’s
private collections® reflect their authors’ scholarly preoccupations and fea-
ture both otherwise inaccessible archival documents and oral interviews con-
ducted with prominent figures of the cultural opposition active during the
Soviet period. It should be noted that these examples do not entirely compen-
sate for the relative scarcity of meaningful private collections in the Moldovan
case. This is due, on the one hand, to the small number of people who had
preserved their personal archives and related materials documenting their
anti-regime attitudes and, on the other, to the reluctance of many protagonists
to talk about their earlier experience.

The rest of the Moldovan collections cover two forms of cultural opposi-
tion that are fundamental for understanding the full picture of the anti-regime
activities in the MSSR. The first area is touched upon by the collection dealing
with the Noroc musical band. It focuses on more elusive forms of everyday
resistance and alternative lifestyles during the late Soviet period, with a pecu-
liar emphasis on the musical sphere, which was especially difficult to control
from the authorities’ point of view and provided a meaningful space for forms
of self-expression frowned upon or officially disapproved by the regime. The
second field of interest concerns religious dissent and opposition to the Soviet
system. Such examples could be found mainly within minority non-conform-
ist religious communities (e.g., Jehovah’s Witnesses and the Inochentist move-
ment) because the official church entered a phase of de facto collaboration
with the authorities after the mid-1960s. Despite the limited societal impact of
most manifestations of cultural opposition, the Moldovan collections attest to
their diversity (especially during the 1960s and 1970s) and allow the recovery
of certain forgotten acts of defiance, frequently initiated “from below.”

Most Moldovan collections are owned by public institutions (archives
and museums), reflecting the relative scarcity of significant private holdings,
as noted above. Although these institutions claim to provide unlimited access
to their collections, the specific policy of different public owners varies ac-
cording to the type of material and their institutional affiliation. For example,
the access to the files stored in the Archive of Social-Political Organizations of

21 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Mihai Morosanu Private Collection”, by Andrei Cusco, 2017. Ac-
cessed: October 02, 2018, doi: 10.24389/16768.

22 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Petru Negura Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and Andrei
Cusco, 2017. Accessed: October 02, 2018, doi: 10.24389/3315.

23 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Igor Casu Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and Andrei
Cusco, 2017. Accessed: October 02, 2018, doi: 10.24389/2632.

179


http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n16768
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n3315
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n2632

ANDREI CUSCO

the Republic of Moldova (AOSPRM) is completely free and open, allowing for
unrestricted research of the materials concerning the activity of the local party
organizations and professional associations. Another positive example in this
regard is the permanent exhibition on the communist period hosted by the
National Museum of History, which features a representative selection of tex-
tual evidence and artifacts pertaining to the Soviet era, including a wide array
of samples relating to the phenomenon of cultural opposition. By contrast,
due to its institutional specificity, the Archive of the Moldovan Intelligence
and Security Service (SIS Archive) has a stricter policy regarding public access
that requires a prolonged bureaucratic procedure and is subject to the approv-
al of the agency’s director. Although in principle the archival files relating to
cultural opposition and KGB surveillance can be consulted by interested re-
searchers, access remains difficult. The SIS Archive holds the most compre-
hensive and representative sample of archival evidence relevant for the topic
of anti-Soviet opposition. Therefore, full public access to this category of files
would be essential. Initially, access to these materials became possible only
because of the Commission for the Study and Evaluation of the Communist
Regime in the Republic of Moldova, which functioned during 2010 and was
granted unlimited access to all institutional archives. And yet, despite certain
recent efforts, the overall situation has not fundamentally improved. Most
public operators, such as archives and museums, are reluctant to provide rel-
evant financial data and other types of information viewed as sensitive. Ac-
cording to Moldovan laws, this type of information is considered classified
and can only be disclosed under certain specific circumstances, such as a court
decision or official inquiry. These difficulties could be overcome only through
private interviews with certain stakeholders. The private collections are espe-
cially valuable due to the alternative data (published and oral interviews,
visual materials, fragments from the contemporary press, a variety of person-
al archives) that provide, a different perspective from the official point of view
prevailing in the archival files.

The size of the collections varies widely, reflecting differences in the
provenance and intensity of oppositional activities. The largest examples in
the Moldovan case are the Usatiuc-Ghimpu-Graur and the Nicolae Dragos
Collections. The former contains eleven volumes of archival files from the re-
pository of the former KGB (currently preserved in the National Archive of
the Republic of Moldova). The main types of documents within the collection
consist of trial records (interrogations of the accused and of relevant witness-
es), official reports, other categories of judicial files, and documents produced
by the members of the organization prior to their arrest (memorandums, re-
ports, letters, correspondence, private notes, etc.). The files also include a
number of photos, mostly private ones, of the defendants in various contexts
or official photos taken during their arrest. The Dragos Collection, which in-
cludes essentially similar content, consists of seven large volumes reflecting
this opposition group’s activities. The typical size of an archival-based collec-
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tion is several hundred pages, i.e., one or two volumes of investigative mate-
rial. On the other hand, private collections, if more diverse in their contents,
are typically smaller in size. Thus, the Mihai Morosanu Private Collection fea-
tures several types of documentary materials (including archival documents,
a number of interviews, and newspaper articles from the protagonist’s per-
sonal archive). Besides these two “extremes,” the Moldovan case also includes
more eclectic institutional collections of an intermediary size. The geographi-
cal distribution of these collections is uneven, reflecting the centralized char-
acter of most institutions involved in their preservation, as well as the dispro-
portionate concentration of the open manifestations of cultural opposition in
the capital. Aside from Chisinau, another important territorial focus of an-
ti-regime activities centered on the second-largest city of the republic, Balti,
situated in the northern part of the MSSR (a fact confirmed by the Gheorghe
Muruziuc and Arsenie Platon Collections). Although the protagonists of the
collections hailed from all over the MSSR (and beyond), they overwhelmingly
operated in the capital. The number of users of the collections depends on the
open access provided by the responsible institutions or on the willingness of
private collectors to share their materials with a wider public. Those in the
latter category are generally open to making their collections available to in-
terested audiences. However, the primary beneficiaries of the collections are
specialized researchers and academics, due to the absence of a developed me-
morial infrastructure in the Republic of Moldova. Since there are no official
statistics on visitors to these institutions, it is difficult to estimate their scope.
It is likely that in the case of private collections, the usual number does not
exceed several people a year, while the archival collections are typically con-
sulted by several dozen people per year. This lack of impact has only partially
been compensated for by the National Museum of History exhibition, open to
a potentially much more diverse audience. However, no systematic efforts at
memorializing anti-regime opposition during the Soviet era have been under-
taken on the official level after 1991. This reflects the general lack of public
interest regarding this subject during the post-independence period.

Despite certain consistent efforts toward the de-communization of the
public sphere undertaken by the first Moldovan governments during 1991-
93, no coherent policy aimed at recuperating the memory and wider legacy of
cultural dissent was pursued. Although some initial legal redress for the vic-
tims of Soviet-era “repressions” was undertaken during the early 1990s, when
the interest for reclaiming the “suppressed” memory of the communist re-
gime was high on the public agenda, no consequential political action fol-
lowed. Political stakeholders were either avoiding “sensitive issues” due to
their association with the former regime or citing low public interest to justify
their reluctance to effectively engage with the communist past. The political
stalemate was matched by a clear lack of interest and apathy of the public. For
example, demand for open access to the files of the secret police was almost
non-existent, aside from the occasional private initiatives and the low-intensi-
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ty lobbying promoted by victims’ groups (such as the Association of Former
Political Deportees) or professional associations (notably, the National Asso-
ciation of Historians). This lack of public interest was matched by the one-sid-
edness displayed by most of the relevant historiography, which focused dis-
proportionately on more extreme cases of Soviet repression (collectivization,
mass deportations, etc.) or active resistance (armed insurgency). Even unde-
niable milestones in the Moldovan historiography of the communist period
(such as the collection Cartea Memoriei (The book of memory),?* published in
the late 1990s and early 2000s in order to inventory, catalogue, and record the
names of the victims of the Soviet regime) mostly dealt with the active phase
of armed resistance. The editors of this collection aimed at a thorough cover-
age of the whole Soviet period (up to the late 1980s). The smaller proportion
of the post-Stalinist victims in this catalogue is a consequence of the decrease
in the scale of mass violent repressions after 1953 and cannot be interpreted as
an editorial failure. However, this fact cannot entirely justify the lack of inter-
est in the post-1953 period displayed by the Moldovan historiography as a
whole, at least up to the early 2000s. This situation was complicated even
further by the slow process of the opening of the local archives, particularly
specialized repositories holding some of the most extensive materials dealing
with cultural opposition activities (e.g., the former KGB Archive, transferred
in 1992 under the jurisdiction of the reformed Intelligence and Security Ser-
vice/SIS or the Archive of the Ministry of Internal Affairs). Even the first in-
depth studies of the narrowly defined cultural sphere (i.e., the literary and
artistic field) and its relations with the regime, including open articulation of
criticism and (quasi-)dissident positions, date to the early 2000s.% Further-
more, only certain cases of the relatively few high-profile dissidents (such as
Mihai Morosanu and the Usatiuc-Ghimpu—Graur group) were extensively
covered in the media and thus received public attention. Morosanu, for exam-
ple, became a symbolic figure for his uncompromising and constant resist-
ance to the Soviet regime. In the early 1990s, he was very active in the media
and was also directly engaged in politics. He became less visible in the public
sphere in the late 1990s, but remained closely involved in public initiatives
concerned with preserving the memory of Soviet repressive policies. Howev-
er, these few cases from that period only highlight the relative neglect of cul-
tural opposition and its protagonists by professional historians and political
stakeholders alike.

A new and radically different phase in the history of the collections deal-
ing with cultural opposition was inaugurated by the creation of the Commis-
sion for the Study and Evaluation of the Totalitarian Communist Regime in
the Republic of Moldova. This institution was established by presidential de-
cree in January 2010, following a previous election victory of a coalition op-

24 Posticad, Cartea Memoriei.
25 E.g., Negura, Nici eroi, nici traditori.
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posed to the formerly dominant Party of Communists of the Republic of Mol-
dova (PCRM). The decree strongly emphasized the need to establish “the
truth concerning the totalitarian Communist regime” and to inform the public
“objectively and multilaterally” about its essence. The institution was con-
ceived as a “truth commission,” but its relationship to the state authorities
was loosely defined: the decree stated only that “the ministries and the other
central and local administrative authorities will provide the Commission with
all necessary assistance.” The Commission’s mandate was limited to “truth
revelation.” The new institution had the following goals: “to study the docu-
ments and materials concerning the activity of the main institutions involved
in the establishment and perpetuation of the Communist totalitarian regime”
while assessing its atrocities and human rights abuses; “to inform the public,
periodically, on its activity” and results; to draft “a study, a collection of doc-
uments, and an analytical report regarding the historical and political-legal
evaluation of the Communist totalitarian regime”; to submit “recommenda-
tions” to the President of the Republic by 1 June 2010. The Commission was
supposed to formulate policy proposals that would eventually lead to politi-
cal and legal consequences, but was not granted any effective instruments to
promote their enforcement. From the outset, this institution was mired in con-
troversy due to its unmistakably political nature and was accused of being
merely a tool for the governing coalition meant to discredit its political oppo-
nents. However, despite its many shortcomings, this institution succeeded in
achieving one major goal: the gradual broadening of access to previously un-
available archival files (including those of the secret police). Its members ben-
efited from some government assistance (e.g., through the special committee
on declassifying official documents), and they were granted access to previ-
ously restricted departmental archives (e.g., the Archive of the Ministry for
Internal Affairs, the Archive of the Prosecutor General’s Office, and the for-
mer NKVD/KGB Archive, now hosted by the Intelligence and Security Ser-
vice/SIS). Access to the relevant documentary collections of the specialized
historical archives significantly improved. A second dimension of the Com-
mission’s activity concerned the organization of public events for the dissem-
ination of its findings. Several symposia and scholarly conferences were or-
ganized (with the participation of international experts). One of the major
decisions of the Commission concerned the transfer of the most prominent
collections relating to cultural opposition from institutional archives (mainly
the SIS repository) to the National Archive of the Republic of Moldova
(ANRM). The transfer process started in March 2011 and is basically complete
at this point. It should have resulted in free public access to these materials.
Yet, only the case of the Nicolae Dragos, Collection is a positive example in
this regard. In 2012, the collection files were transferred to the ANRM. The
protagonist, Nicolae Dragos was personally present on this occasion and re-
ceived a scanned copy of a part of his file. However, regarding other collec-
tions, the ANRM has been slow in granting the public full access to these
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materials, invoking issues related to insufficient storage capacity and lack of
staff to properly catalogue the information. Moreover, some relevant collec-
tions have not been transferred up to this point. Another major consequence
of the Commission’s activity was the revision of the school curriculum and
the introduction of classes devoted to opposition and dissent during the com-
munist period. Thus, in 2013, new history textbooks for the twelfth grade
were published that included some new documentary evidence uncovered by
the Commission. They feature a special topic on Resistance under Communism,
which refers to the postwar armed resistance, but also to post-1953 “cultural
resistance” (specifically, to the cases of Muruziuc, Morosanu, Usatiuc, Ghim-
pu, Soltoianu, and others).2 However, after the brief upsurge of interest in the
communist past in 2010 and 2011 (mainly due to reasons of political expedi-
ency), this topic again disappeared from public view, despite the efforts of
professional historians who attempted to preserve public concern for the So-
viet past during the following years. The gradual dwindling of this subject in
the public sphere coincided with the curtailing of the freedom of the press
after 2014. A relevant example is the closing down of the weekly column ded-
icated to the “Archives of Communism” (Arhivele Comunismului) in the
Adevdrul Moldova newspaper. During the previous five years, this column had
brought to light many cases of cultural opposition typical for the Soviet peri-
od, featuring articles by several professional historians (mainly Mihai Tasca
and Igor Casu). One of the main reasons for this situation is the total disinter-
est of the political stakeholders, who, aside from occasional opportunities to
exploit the subject for instrumental purposes, are reluctant to seriously en-
gage with the communist legacy.
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Ukraine

Milestones of Cultural Opposition

Ukraine occupies a special, even unique, place in COURAGE. As the only
country in the project that was part of the Soviet sphere of influence from the
outset, and because its historical evolution under communism was inextrica-
ble from that of Russia’s, Ukraine has a longer history of anti-communist op-
position than the other countries under scrutiny, and this history has exerted
a more significant influence on present-day politics than in the other countries
under examination in the project. Some phases of Ukraine’s Sovietization
went hand in hand with the intensified Russification of the country. Hence,
the history of opposition in Ukraine was no less ethnic than ideological in
nature, although Ukrainians did not respond to communism in a unified way.
Nationalism was a form of opposition that was integral to Ukraine’s resist-
ance and embedded in the consciousness of the population more so perhaps
than in the cultural and social practices witnessed elsewhere in the Soviet
bloc. Manifestations of Ukrainian dissent and resistance emerged in connec-
tion to the various phases of a developing communism, starting with the Bol-
shevik and Stalinist periods and continuing into post-Stalinist times and well
into the Brezhnev regime. The ongoing war with Russia in Eastern Ukraine
today further amplifies the symbolic value of anti-communist resistance and
contributes to the re-evaluation of the legacy of opposition to Soviet (and Rus-
sian) rule.

Ukraine’s long engagement with the Soviet project meant that the coun-
try went through various phases of Sovietization, which resulted in the trans-
formation and diversification of opposition strategies over time. Due to its
geopolitical position, the repeated changes of the country’s borders and eth-
nic composition, the geographical distribution of resistance activities re-
mained somewhat uneven in Ukraine and also changed over time. Although
Kyiv retained its status as the hub of cultural opposition for the duration of
the Soviet project, Lviv and Western Ukraine emerged as important spaces for
religious and nationalist types of opposition after World War II, while Kharkiv
became a major spot for human rights activism in the 1960s. Odessa, too, was
a prominent place for non-conformist art in the 1970s.

As was the case in all societies under Soviet influence, there emerged a
plethora of social attitudes among Ukrainians ranging from resistance to
non-conformism and accommodation to manifestations of support. In addi-
tion, due to the changes in the nature of the Soviet regime, the boundaries and

187


http://cultural-opposition.eu

ORYSIA KULICK - BALAZS APOR

meaning of opposition were constantly shifting. In contrast to most of the
other countries in the project, Ukraine witnessed the unfolding of the most
traumatic episodes in the history of communism: it was ravaged by Civil War
and the struggle for independence in the 1910s, devastated by the Stalinist
collectivization campaign and the ensuing famine in the 1930s, ruined during
World War 1II, and shocked by the Chernobyl catastrophe in the 1980s. These
dramatic experiences shaped the trajectory of opposition to Soviet rule and
significantly impacted resistance activities in the country.

The first major milestone in the history of cultural opposition in Ukraine
was the Civil War, which lasted from 1917 until 1922, engulfing most of the
central and eastern territories of the land. Between 1917 and 1920, the Central
Rada, Hetman Pavlo Skoropadsky, the Directory of the Ukrainian People’s
Republic and the Central Powers all attempted to establish their own versions
of a sovereign state comprising nine southwestern provinces of the former
Russian Empire. Internal strife among Ukrainian leaders led to a victory for
the Bolsheviks, who regarded these provinces as a single political unit. This
led to Ukraine’s integration into the Soviet Union as one of its core republics
in 1922.! The Bolshevik victory forced alternative visions for the future, in-
cluding Symon Petliura’s nationalism and Nestor Makhno’s anarchism, to go
underground or disintegrate. Anti-Bolshevik émigrés found themselves scat-
tered in communities across Europe in the major European cities of Prague,
Vienna, Paris, Munich, and London, as well as the Americas. They anchored
the Ukrainian diaspora during three waves of emigration that followed in the
twentieth century —after World Wars I and II and before the collapse of the
Soviet Union.

Inspired by revolutionary idealism, there were many Ukrainians—both
at home and abroad —who engaged with the ideas of communism. The in-
volvement of the cultural Avantgarde of the 1920s was unprecedented. Many
believed in the goals of the movement and contributed to its monumental ef-
fort to construct a utopian society and a new civilization. Ukrainian artists,
actors, and other intellectuals were at the forefront of the Soviet Avantgarde
movement, and their efforts defined the experimental arts of the 1920s.? Rep-
resentatives of the first generation of radical, innovative modernists, who
came from the multicultural, multi-confessional, and multi-ethnic imperial
southwest, where Jews, Ukrainians, Poles, Russians, and others intermingled
before the revolution, fashioned a cultural synergy that produced a vibrant
theatre and art scene and contributed significantly to the formation of the
culture of a new, modern civilization.? There were others who converted to
the Soviet project in emigration, for instance the celebrated historian Mykhai-
lo Hrushevsky. As the former head of the Central Rada, Hrushevsky was

1 Liber, Total Wars and the Making of Modern Ukraine.
2 Mudrak, The New Generation and Artistic Modernism in the Ukraine.
3 Fowler, Beau Monde on Empire’s Edge.
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forced into emigration in 1919. Over time, he became a supporter of the Bol-
shevik cause mostly because of its professed nationality policies and their po-
tential for Ukraine, and he returned to the Soviet Union in 1924.4

With the rise of Stalinism, the regime changed its approach to cultural
policy, ushering in Socialist Realism as official doctrine in the mid-1930s. This
shift made many intellectuals and artists—most famously, Kazimir Ma-
levich—unwittingly oppositionist. Cultural figures whose inimitable work
over two decades captured the universalist ethos of Modernity were suddenly
denounced and suppressed and their works banned from public viewing. For
example, the Berezil Theatre, which became one of the most prominent and
innovative theatre groups in the 1920s under the directorship of Oleksandr
“Les” Kurbas, was thoroughly expunged under Stalinism and its actors were
arrested, exiled or shot.> Hrushevsky inadvertently became an oppositionist
as well, denouncing Soviet propaganda. He was exiled to Moscow in 1931,
where he died a few years later. Other representatives of the Ukrainian cultur-
al, political, and economic elite were also arrested and killed during the Sta-
linist purges of the late 1930s.

In Ukraine, the total obliteration of a national modernist culture began
with the removal of Mykola Skrypnyk as Commissar of Enlightenment in
1933 and the arrival of high-ranking party member Pavel Potyshev, who over-
saw the arrest of key members of the literary scene. An entire generation of
Ukrainian writers and poets—known as the “executed Renaissance” —mostly
based in Kharkiv during the period of Ukrainianization in the mid-1920s, was
liquidated. The victims included Mykola Ialovyi, poet, dramaturge and best
friend of Mykola Khvylovyi, and many others who lived in a creative com-
mune in an apartment building called “Slovo” (Word). Khvylovyi was a
staunch believer in the potential for communism to transform Ukraine, and
he played a major role in redirecting Ukrainian Modernist culture away from
Moscow and toward Europe. However, his influential pamphlet “Ukraine or
Little Russia” had caught the attention of the Soviet authorities, who per-
ceived it a threat to the regime. By 1934, Kharkiv’s “literary fair” was over, as
by then Khvylovyi and Skrypnyk had both committed suicide and the GPU
had arrested communist politician Oleksandr Shumskyi, writer Ostap Vysh-
nia, playwright Mykola Kulish, actor Iosyp Hirniak, as well as Kurbas, ship-
ping them off to camps in the north.® The painter Mykola Boichuk, one of the
founders of the Association of Revolutionary Art of Ukraine (ARMU) who
revived the medieval art forms of Byzantine art that characterized the interi-
ors of Ukrainian churches, was arrested in 1936 for “being an agent of the
Vatican.” Interrogated and tortured, he was shot on the same day as his two

4 Plokhy, Unmaking Imperial Russia.
5 Fowler, Beau Monde on Empire’s Edge.
6 Ibid., 94, 149-52.
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leading students, Ivan Padalka and Vasyl Sedliar.” Sedliar produced the
haunting images found in the 1933 edition of Taras Shevchenko’s Kobzar, a
featured item in the COURAGE Registry from the Ukrainian Museum-Ar-
chives collection in Cleveland, OH.8

The Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of 1939 and the subsequent war on Soviet
territory eventually resulted in the annexation and Sovietization of Volyn,
Galicia, Rivne, parts of Bessarabia, and other territories into a more expansive
Soviet Ukraine. The territorial enlargement of Ukraine meant that the Soviet
Union was able to absorb into the social fabric some if its fiercest ideological
opponents, including Ukrainian nationalists and the Greek Catholic Church,
which actively opposed communist influence. This irrevocably altered the in-
ternal politics of Soviet Ukraine and resulted in another wave of mass migra-
tion of displaced persons during World War II, which included concentration
camp survivors, Ostarbeiter, and refugees to Europe and North America.
These Ukrainian émigrés tended to be more resolutely anti-Soviet (and na-
tionalist) than their predecessors.

As was the case in most of the Soviet Union and the socialist bloc, Sta-
lin’s death in 1953 provided a momentary reprieve from the pressure of eco-
nomic and social transformations that had been taking place at breakneck
speeds. The so-called Thaw also created new opportunities, at least tempo-
rarily, for a younger generation of cultural figures to acknowledge the
crimes of the Stalinist past and imagine positive alternatives for the future.
De-Stalinization thus paved the way for the emergence of some of the
most-prominent members of Ukraine’s cultural opposition in the late 1950s
and early 1960s, a dissenting generation known as the Sixtiers. The moniker
shestydesiatnyky (Sixtiers) denotes a generation of cultural figures that chal-
lenged the master narrative of the Socialist Realist aesthetic. The Sixtiers
resurrected the idea of a national communism in literature and the visual
and performing arts, which spilled over into the spheres of politics and eco-
nomics. In exploring national motifs, the generation of the Sixtiers touched
upon taboo issues regarding the history of the recent past, particularly about
responsibility for Stalinist terror and mass repressions. As a case in point,
courageous members of this generation set out to identify on the outskirts of
Kyiv the mass graves of NKVD victims who had been shot during the purg-
es. As a result of such brazenly unorthodox acts, individuals such as artist
Alla Horska together with the poet Vasyl Symonenko and theatre director
Les Taniuk were singled out for constant surveillance by the KGB and were
repeatedly harassed by the authorities.

Khrushchev’s ouster from power in 1964 marked yet another turning
point in the history of cultural opposition in Ukraine. Kyivan officials who

7 Shkandrij, “Boichuk, Mykhailo.”
8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Ukrainian Museum-Archives of Cleveland”, by Orysia Maria Ku-
lick, 2018. Accessed: April 5, 2018.
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had supported the cultural renaissance under Khrushchev found themselves
in a tenuous and vulnerable position after his removal. Their opponents capi-
talized on this backlash in cultural policy by openly campaigning against
Ukrainian themes and motifs in art, literature, and film. Meanwhile, officials
who had advocated for greater political and cultural autonomy for Ukraine in
the 1950s were unseated in the mid-1960s and early 1970s by appointees from
eastern, party-infiltrated regions such as Dnipropetrovsk and Donetsk, cen-
tres considered to be more loyal to communism than Moscow itself.

Strong censorship quickly dampened the zealous pursuits of the Sixtiers.
By the early 1970s, many had been tried for “anti-Soviet” activities and sent to
the gulag, including journalist and human rights activist Viacheslav Chorno-
vil; historian and radical Valentyn Moroz, who became a symbol of an implac-
able resistance; textile artist turned political prisoner Stefaniya Shabatura;
poet and artist Iryna Stasiv-Kalynets, who was married to lyrical poet turned
political prisoner Ihor Kalynets; journalist, translator, and poet Vasyl Stus;
essayist, literary historian, and poet, Yevhen Sverstiuk; gulag survivor Nadia
Svitlychna, who later became a key member of the Ukrainian Helsinki group;
her brother Ivan Svitlychny, a poet; and the symbolist painter Opanas Zalyva-
kha. Others, such as the Odessa artist Vladimir Strelnikov, were marginalized
and could only present their artwork at small-scale exhibitions in private
apartments. (Strelnikov eventually emigrated to Germany.) By the time Volo-
dymyr Shcherbitskyi had replaced Petro Shelest as first secretary of the Com-
munist Party of Ukraine in 1973, considerable changes had taken place within
the Ukrainian bureaucracy and in society more broadly. Although the conse-
quences of recentralization enforced by Moscow were, for the most part, less
severe than during the Stalinist 1930s, the early 1970s marked the onset of yet
another ideologically conservative period. In Ukraine, this shift was rein-
forced by the appointment of a new head of the Ukrainian KGB, Vitalii Fe-
dorchuk, who showed little tolerance for the already limited intellectual au-
tonomy enjoyed by the creative intelligentsia during the Thaw.

The crackdown in the mid-1970s ushered in a very grey period for the
republic, when most of the cultural opposition was driven underground.
Many in the Sixtiers group remained under surveillance, only to be arrested
and serve time in hard labor camps. Musical groups that offered a repertoire
of widely popular protest lyrics were banned altogether. Artists continued to
be persecuted or forced into exile. Human rights activists affiliated with the
Helsinki movement chronicled the cycle of repression as smuggled publica-
tions and reports on human rights violations made their way abroad through
surreptitious channels. Despite testimonials, the resistance was muted, and it
remained so for the rest of the Brezhnev era. It was Mikhail Gorbachev’s elec-
tion as General Secretary in 1984 and his announcement of Glasnost and pere-
stroika that reenergized dissent throughout the Soviet Union. However, it was
the Chernobyl catastrophe and the government’s attempts to cover it up that
galvanized Ukrainian opposition and put it out in the open. For many Ukrain-
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ians, it marked a definitive break with the policies and principles that guided
the Soviet Union at large. The fact that a full eighteen days lapsed between the
explosion of the nuclear reactor at the end of April in 1986 and Gorbachev’s
belated press conference about the incident incensed the public, especially
Kyivans, who, unbeknownst to them, were required by the party leadership
to participate in the May Day parade on contaminated streets of the capital as
if nothing had happened. The incident further deepened the wedge between
Moscow and the Kyivan elites and accelerated the erosion of Soviet power in
Ukraine.’

Types of Cultural Opposition

As the second largest Soviet republic, Ukraine witnessed various forms of
passive and covert opposition, even toying with communism as a form of
dissent. Armed resistance was particularly strong during the Civil War and
during and after World War II, when the Soviet Union annexed Western
Ukraine. In the countryside, peasants resorted to the same patterns of resist-
ance as described by James C. Scott that were employed during the period of
Stalinist collectivization in the 1930s. These included “foot-dragging, dissim-
ulation, desertion, false compliance, pilfering, feigned ignorance, slander, ar-
son, sabotage and so on.”!” Peasants also attacked local officials and kolkhoz
(collective farm) directors, killed livestock rather than turning it over to the
authorities, and sometimes mobilized and armed themselves with torches
and pitchforks, as weapons were confiscated from the populace ahead of the
collectivization drive.

While acts of physical violence featured prominently in the history of
opposition in Soviet Ukraine in the first half of the twentieth century, the
country also witnessed the emergence of a range of cultural activities that
challenged the aspirations of the communist establishment in subtler ways.
The Stalinist shift towards cultural dogmatism in the 1930s and the emergence
of socialist realism as a cultural doctrine were the main catalysts that purged
the cultural landscape, marginalized the forward-looking efforts of the gener-
ation of modernists, forcing many into isolation, and prompting them to cre-
ate a symbolic art of opposition, oftentimes abandoning abstraction for a re-
turn to figuration. Actors, painters, and writers who once had shaped the
meaning of the revolution were eventually consumed and cast out by it. Not
until the de-Stalinization campaign of the late-1950s did a new wave of cultur-
al, and mostly literary, opposition to Soviet rule manifest itself, continuing
into the second half of the century. This wave of opposition was dominated by
cultural activities rather than physical violence.

9 Yaroshinska and Marples, Chernobyl, the Forbidden; Petryna, Life Exposed; Plokhy, “Chornobyl.”
10 Scott, Weapons of the Weak, xvi.
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The period known as the Thaw provoked a burgeoning dissident art
scene in the major cities of Soviet Ukraine—Kyiv, Lviv, Odessa—and led to
the emergence of the most significant cultural movement in the history of
opposition in Soviet Ukraine: the previously mentioned shestydesiatnyky, or
the Sixtiers movement. While the Sixtiers consisted mostly of literary figures,
such as writers (Chornovil, Lina Kostenko), poets (Ivan Drach, Stus, Sta-
siv-Kalynets, Svitlychny, Symonenko, Mykola Vinhranovsky), and literary
critics (Ivan Dziuba, Mykhailyna Kotsiubynska, Sverstiuk), there were also
artists (Horska, Shabatura, Halyna Sevruk, Zalyvakha) and other intellectuals
(the historian Moroz, for example) in the movement who challenged rigid
ideological conventions in their work. They also became involved in other
forms of dissent, including human rights activism and/or the dissemination of
samizdat literature in Soviet Ukraine and abroad; many of them joined the
Ukrainian Helsinki Group in the late 1970s. Paradoxically, the end of the
Thaw gave stimulus to human rights activism and the growth and circulation
of underground literature. Ukrainian samizdat publications (Ukr. samovydav)
contained mostly literature—the works of the Sixtiers among others—but
they also addressed national themes, reflected on human rights issues, and
advocated religious freedom. Many of the samizdat publications were smug-
gled abroad and were disseminated among the Ukrainian diaspora. Osyp
Zinkevych, the founder of the Smoloskyp Publishing House, played a crucial
role in coordinating these activities.!!

The 1960s also had an impact on the development of Ukraine’s under-
ground music scene and youth subcultures. Counterculture communities rep-
resented the less visible and direct manifestations of cultural opposition in
Ukraine. Some of these groups, for example Lviv’s hippies, who formed an
informal organization called the Republic of the Holy Garden in 1968, man-
aged to carve out their own space outside of Soviet public life and organize
various events and rock concerts.'? Since opting out or disengaging from So-
viet society was considered a threat by the authorities, counterculture groups
were often kept under surveillance and harassed as intensely as poets, writ-
ers, and painters. Similarly, music bands the styles of which were influenced
by “Western” trends—rock and roll, beat, hard rock, punk, etc. —were forced
underground and barred from performing at state-sanctioned events. The
band “Eney” [Aeneas], which was largely inspired by the Beatles, was effec-
tively banned in the 1970s, and their recordings were destroyed.!> When
Mikhail Gorbachev’s perestroika in the mid-1980s revitalized the underground
music scene, music festivals with subversive subtexts were organized, the
most famous of which was the Chervona Ruta Festival held in the western

11 Zinkevych, Rukh oporu v Ukraini 1960-1990.

12 Kurkov, “The hippies of Soviet Lviv”; See also: Risch, “Soviet ‘Flower Children”; Risch, The
Ukrainian West.

13 “Eney,” Rok antolohiya.
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Ukrainian city of Chernivtsi in 1989. The festival featured traditional ballad-
eers and Ukrainian rock artists, which—according to Catherine Wanner— of-
fered an unapologetic celebration of Ukrainianness and bolstered conceptions
of Soviet rule as a foreign imposition.!*

National motifs were not only used by musicians. Folkloristic themes, as
well as symbols and ideas of Ukrainian nationhood were incorporated into
the works of artists, writers and poets—including the Sixtiers—and were even
used by some counterculture communities. The suppression of the Greek
Catholic Church by the Soviet authorities also added a national layer to the
struggle —in Western Ukraine at least—over beliefs between state and church.
The Greek Catholic Church was outlawed in 1946, but it became a fierce
source of opposition, both abroad, in Rome, where the church leadership re-
located, and in Soviet Ukraine, where religious communities continued to
practice and organize underground liturgies and other services.!> There were
disparate faith communities, including Baptists and Latter-Day Saints, that
continued to gather and cultivate alternatives to the Soviet socialist world-
view, as missionaries from the West persisted in evangelizing to the atheistic
society.

Apart from the Ukrainians who challenged the regime’s ideological pil-
lars by keeping religious traditions alive, there were also those who stood up
for secular values of universal relevance. Ukraine was prominent in the hu-
man rights movement, which gained traction in the Khrushchev period. After
the signing of the Helsinki Accords in 1975, Ukrainians formed their own Hel-
sinki Group (Petro Grigorenko, Leonid Plyushch, Svitlychna, Nina Stroka-
ta-Karavanska), which cooperated with their counterparts in Moscow, as well
as activists in North America and Europe. Many of these activists were arrest-
ed, tried, and forced to serve time in strict regime hard labour camps in Mor-
dovia and Perm (Chornovil, Stus, Stasiv-Kalynets, Shabatura, Svitlychna).
Some were given less extreme sentences, but were excluded from writers’ and
artists” unions and the party and were often unable to find work or creative
outlets. For instance, literary scholar Kotsiubynska lost her job at the T.H.
Shevchenko Institute of Literature in 1966 following her participation in a
protest staged at a Kyiv screening of Sergei Paradzhanov’s film “Shadow of
Forgotten Ancestors,” a film that challenged Socialist Realist aesthetics by
evoking religious and Ukrainian folkloristic themes in a highly symbolic—
rather than realistic—manner. Despite the oppressive measures, human rights
activism continued well into the 1980s. In the city of Kharkiv, participants in
the movement crystallized into a group under the aegis of Memorial in the

14 Wanner, Burden of Dreams.

15 Hurkina, “The Response of Ukrainian Greek Catholics to the Soviet State’s Liquidation and
Persecution of Their Church: 1945-1989”; For more background see Himka, Religion and natio-
nality in western Ukraine; Hosking, Church, Nation and State in Russia and Ukraine.
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late 1980s and eventually formed the Kharkiv Human Rights Protection
Group in 1992.16

The late socialist period also witnessed the emergence of environmental
activism—which grew in significance after the Chernobyl catastrophe—as
well as the resurgence of political oppositionism. Gorbachev’s reforms paved
the way for the formation of alternative political organizations— collectively
referred to as “the democratic opposition.” The most significant such organi-
zation was Rukh, or the People’s Movement of Ukraine, which was created in
1989 and which had strong ties to the dissident movement through the in-
volvement of Chornovil—a former Sixtier and member of the Ukrainian Hel-
sinki Group—in the party leadership. Independent papers and periodicals
also sprouted like mushrooms in the wake of Gorbachev’s reforms, some last-
ing a short time and some managing to publish for years outside the confines
of the eroding Soviet censorship. They pushed for greater plurality and repre-
sentativeness in the political sphere.

Collections of Cultural Opposition in Ukraine

The lasting historical legacy and the significance of the cultural heritage of
opposition in Ukraine are demonstrated by the rich variety of collections that
emerged during and after the period of Soviet rule in the country and abroad.
The initial tide of gathering reactions to the Soviet project began with the em-
igration of anti-Bolshevik groups after the October Revolution of 1917. These
groups settled abroad and created collections documenting alternative vi-
sions for Ukraine, including monarchist, nationalist, or democratic. The Sta-
linist shift towards cultural dogmatism in the mid-1930s constituted another
major turning point in the history of collections in Soviet Ukraine. Prominent
Avantgarde artists unwittingly became counterrevolutionaries overnight;
their works were confiscated, banned, or destroyed. In some instances, as in
the case of the Special Collection at the National Art Museum of Ukraine
(NAMU), curators were able secretly to preserve materials that had been slat-
ed for destruction.'” This material, which eventually became the permanent
collection of the museum, was originally gathered and documented in 1937. It
consists of a now well-known body of premier works of the Ukrainian Avant-
garde and monumental art. It is comprised mostly of paintings and drawings
that were considered inappropriate and unacceptable by the Stalinist regime
and were confiscated by the secret police over a two-year span from museums

16 Memorial, founded in 1989, was one of the first and most significant human rights organiza-
tions in the Soviet Union, the original aim of which was to research, document, and comme-
morate Stalinist oppressions in the country. For a history of the organization see https://www.
memo.ru/en-us/memorial/memorial-history-timeline/ Accessed August 19, 2018.

17 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Special Collection (NAMU)”, by Orysia Maria Kulick, 2017. Acces-
sed: April 5, 2018.
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in Kharkiv, Odessa, Kyiv, and Poltava. Many of the artists represented in the
collection were either repressed or executed for “formalism” or “bourgeois
nationalism.”

World War II and the ensuing counterinsurgency, which the Red Army
and the secret police fought in the belt between the Baltic and Black seas, left
its mark on the nature of collections about opposition movements. Many ma-
terials in the KGB archives were deliberately destroyed in 1940-1980 as a
by-product of decrees regulating the process of accepting, cataloguing, and
filing of archival materials. Among them were documents of the Fifth Depart-
ment of the Ukrainian KGB, which was responsible for combating internal
enemies, criminals, and dissidents, as well as conducting covert operations
and surveillance about Ukraine’s liberation movement. Archivists at the Secu-
rity Service of Ukraine (SBU) have noted that valuable documents relating to
the counterinsurgency in Western Ukraine were destroyed after Khrushchev
became General Secretary during the Thaw.!® Many materials migrated from
Ukraine to Moscow after his ouster in 1964, as Leonid Brezhnev and his coun-
terparts ordered the recentralization of government institutions, including
the archives. At the same time, the post-war migration of Ukrainians to other
parts of the world contributed significantly to the multiplication of diaspora
organizations and the enlargement of their collections regarding this period,
especially in the United Kingdom and North America.

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the reopening of the
Soviet archives, collections began to return to Ukraine from the diaspora. Dis-
sident journalist Nadia Svitlychna, living in the United States since 1976, sent
back her personal archive to Kyiv, and in 2012 it became one of The Sixtiers
Museum’s core collections. The Shevchenko Institute of Literature now holds
the personal archive of Zina Genyk-Berezovska, a literary scholar born on the
outskirts of Prague who was also deeply involved with the Sixtiers move-
ment.! People she corresponded with readily smuggled out speeches and
other texts; she also physically transported samizdat materials from Kyiv to
Prague during her many trips back and forth. This collection was moved to
Kyiv with the help of the Ukrainian ambassador to the Czech Republic Ro-
man Lubkivsky in stages, beginning in 1993. It plays a singular role in point-
ing to the transnational networks underpinning the documentation of cultur-
al opposition in Ukraine and offers important insights into the Ukrainian di-
aspora community in Prague since the interwar period.?’

The historical legacy of Soviet rule, including the heritage of cultural op-
position, continue to shape Ukrainian political affairs until the present day, as
former dissidents entered politics in the early 1990s. Some, like Ivan Drach,

18 Sluzhba Bezpeky Ukrainy, 14-15.

19 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Zina Genyk-Berezovska Collection”, by Orysia Maria Kulick, 2018.
Accessed: April 5, 2018.

20 Kotsiubynska, “Pam’iatka Ednannia Dvokh Kul'tur,” 82-86.
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represented and took on leadership roles in new movements, such as “Rukh.”
Others, such as the former Sixtier and human rights activist Chornovil, was
campaigning to become a presidential candidate for the opposition in 1999
when he passed away under mysterious circumstances. At the same time, as-
pects of the Soviet past became targets of memory politics, such as the remem-
brance of the famine of 1932-33, the Holodomor. They remained highly con-
tested issues in Ukrainian political life and propelled a fact-finding crusade.
Viktor Yushchenko’s presidency (2005-10) was marred by his controversial
decisions in the sphere of memory politics, which bestowed upon nationalist
leaders, such as Stepan Bandera, the designation “heroes of Ukraine.” In 2008,
Yuschchenko appointed Volodymyr Viatrovych head of the archives of the
SBU. Some scholars suggested that Viatrovych used his position to “white-
wash” the involvement of Ukrainian nationalists in the Holocaust and the
mass cleansing of Poles during World War I1.2! Viatrovych was replaced as
head of the SBU archives in 2010 after Viktor Yanukovych’s election as presi-
dent of Ukraine. As a result of the upheaval in Ukraine in 2014 (the Euro-
maidan Revolution), some archives have become more accessible, even
though the paper holdings remained in a chaotic state. Under new leadership,
the SBU archives, for example, have allowed more digitized (and therefore
well-screened) files into the reading room. In May 2015, the new President
Petro Poroshenko signed a law that mandated the transfer of Ukrainian ar-
chives pertaining to “Soviet organs of repression,” such as the KGB and its
successor, the Security Service of Ukraine (SBU), to a government organiza-
tion called the Ukrainian Institute of National Memory, which was created in
2006. To date, the documents have not been transferred.

Types of Collections

The types of collections that testify to cultural opposition to the Soviet com-
munist system vary considerably from country to country where Ukrainian
émigré communities continue to thrive. However, most in-country archival
evidence of opposition in Ukraine is to be found among materials housed in
vast state-run institutions at the national, regional, and local levels. The distri-
bution of archival data among these bodies reflects the institutional and ad-
ministrative legacy of the Soviet Union, requiring that each government or-
gan maintain its own repository of documents. Such large archives hold files
related to the work of Soviet-era institutions (e.g., the State Security Services,
the Communist Party of Ukraine, and its regional and local affiliates). The
Central State Archive of Public Organizations of Ukraine (TsDAHOU) holds
internal party documents, periodicals, correspondence, letters of complaint,

21 Cohen, “The Historian Whitewashing Ukraine’s Past,” McBride, Rudling, and Amar, “Ukrai-
ne’s struggle with the past is ours too.”
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and meeting stenograms. This archive also contains documents related to ex-
pulsions from the Communist Party, artists’” and writers’ unions, and other
organizations during periods of cultural repression. The State Archives De-
partment of the Security Service of Ukraine (GDA SBU) has an extensive col-
lection, covering state surveillance of almost all forms of societal protest and
resistance. It maintains documentation on the surveillance of cultural organi-
zations, the Ukrainian Helsinki Human Rights group, and other very specific
incidents such as attempts by miners in the Kuzbas to organize a strike in-
spired by Solidarity in Poland. Other materials refer to specific individuals
and include the personal files of people sentenced for anti-Soviet activities,
and even those who were released later from Soviet prison camps. Not sur-
prisingly, there is also documentation that tracks publications generated by
émigré communities, including coverage in the Western press about the treat-
ment of dissidents. Other materials relate to the surveillance of environmental
protests in Kyiv in the 1980s, along with the impact of glasnost and perestroika
on the Academy of Sciences, in addition to many other topics.

Other state-run archives, such as the Central State Archive-Museum of
Literature and Arts (TsDAMLM), which might be described as media-specific,
are also useful for gathering information on cultural opposition. This collec-
tion includes books, artworks, correspondence, photos, drafts of literary
works, reports, and the documents of criminal cases dealing with prominent
literary figures and artists. Documents from the post-World War Il era include
the materials from criminal cases filed against writers and artists for engaging
in “anti-Soviet propaganda and agitation,” reviews of artistic and literary
works, stenograms of interrogations of members of the creative intelligentsia
suspected of anti-Soviet dealings, and interviews with witnesses. Similar col-
lections are held by the Taras Shevchenko Institute of Literature at the Nation-
al Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, which has its own archive that contains
the personal papers of Stus, Kotsiubynska, Genyk-Berezovska, and other im-
portant literary figures from the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Most large state archives are located in Kyiv, as it was the capital city of
Soviet Ukraine from 1934 onward. Every region has its own affiliates of these
major archives, reproducing the organizational hierarchy of the Soviet Union.
One of these regional affiliates—the State Archive of the Lviv (DALO), holds,
for instance, materials on youth counterculture in Lviv (e.g. hippies) in the
1960s and 1980s, official party and Komsomol documents, lyrics, music notes,
letters, drawings, memoirs, newspaper clippings, and photos from the years
1956-92. Such state-run institutions are supported largely through budgetary
allocations. As a result, many are understaffed and underfunded. The collec-
tions are mostly visited by scholars and students doing archival research.
There are important smaller collections in Kharkiv, also supported by the
state, which are related to the city’s brief reign as the capital of Soviet Ukraine
from 1922-34. Such archives in Kharkiv capture that ephemeral period and
include the Museum of Literature in Kharkiv, which collects and holds mate-
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rials relating to the repressions of the 1960s and 1970s. As with larger state
institutions, these smaller archives are also used primarily by scholars and
students conducting historical research.

Despite the dominance of state-funded institutions, personal collections
also play a role in shaping the legacy of opposition in Ukraine. There were
several private individuals, who, at personal risk, clandestinely compiled
data capturing alternative, oppositionist narratives. One example is the digi-
tal archive of Yaroslav Kendzior, a collection now housed in the Centre for
Urban History in Lviv. In the 1980s, Kendzior used a large VHS SVHS film
camera to document the activities of the burgeoning political opposition in
Lviv, particularly during the election campaign in 1989. His materials are de-
scribed as media activism. They offer unique perspective on events which
took place at a time when the state controlled almost entirely what was shown
on the airways. Some private collections, including Vakhtang Kipiani’s samiz-
dat collection in Kyiv, only emerged in recent years, so their use tends to be
somewhat limited. There are also personal collections abroad. The private pa-
pers of Dr. Semyon Gluzman, which was deposited at the Research Centre for
East European Studies (Forschungsstelle OstEuropa) in Bremen in the after-
math of the Euromaidan protests and the outbreak of war in Ukraine, demon-
strate important intergenerational dimensions of cultural opposition. Gluz-
man witnessed and recorded the abuse of psychiatry by the Soviets who in-
carcerated and punished people who were of sound mind. While he was serv-
ing his own sentence in the camps, he met the so-called 25-ers, members of the
Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA) during World War II, and prisoners from
other national resistance forces, especially from the Baltic States and the west-
ern borderlands of the USSR. Remaining incarcerated, these people met the
oppositionists of subsequent generations, specifically members of the “sixti-
ers” movement and human rights activists arrested in the 1960s and 1970s.

Alongside private individuals, non-governmental organizations were
also actively engaged in collecting material on cultural opposition in Ukraine.
The Kharkiv Human Rights Group, for example, has both a physical archive
and a virtual online museum and library documenting the efforts of human
rights activists to reform socialism from the 1960s to the 1980s and uphold the
rule of law after independence. This organization has been operating formally
since the late 1980s as part of Memorial, which has a vast online presence that
includes the Archive of the History of Dissent in the USSR (1953-1987), the
archive of the Helsinki Watch Group, and issues of The Chronicle of Current
Events and the Ukrainian Herald.

Faith communities which operated underground under communism also
created extensive archives. After the Ukrainian Byzantine Catholic Church
was abolished in the Soviet Union in 1946, its considerable archive was relo-
cated to Rome. Another major repository of religious opposition is found in
the archive and library of the Ukrainian Catholic University in Lviv. Addi-
tionally, the Institute of Church History keeps its archive at the University, a
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collection that documents religious opposition in the Ukrainian SSR and in-
cludes biographical interviews (video and text) with the clergy, monks, nuns,
and laity of the clandestine Ukrainian Greek Catholic Church (1946-89). The
Baptists, who increased in numbers since the 1970s, maintain several online
collections, including mostly digitized religious journals in Russian and
Ukrainian. One of the most remarkable collections on religious life under So-
viet rule in Ukraine is housed at the Keston Center for Religion Politics and
Society at Baylor University in Texas.?? The institution’s holdings originated
as the personal collection of Reverend Michael Bordeaux, who spent a year in
Moscow as an exchange student in the 1950s and was shocked by the extent of
religious repressions. It grew exponentially after Bordeaux established his re-
search center focusing on religious dissent in 1969.

After independence in Ukraine, new and more diverse collections
emerged, including the ones found at The National Museum-Memorial to the
Victims of Occupation “Prison on Lonskogo Street” in Lviv and The Sixtiers
Museum in Kyiv. The “Prison on Lonskogo Street” has a small but growing
archival collection. Curators have amassed 2,000 items since the museum’s
opening in 2009. In addition to World War II propaganda from Nazi and So-
viet forces, it holds the personal belongings of political prisoners and detain-
ees—letters, personal documents, and samizdat publications used to prosecute
dissidents, artists, and human rights activists in Lviv and its surrounding en-
virons in the 1960s and 1970s. The latter is an ad hoc collection of about 50
items, which includes embroidery, rosaries made out of breadcrumbs, and
other materials created by prisoners serving lengthy sentences in Siberian la-
bor camps under Brezhnev. Situated within the larger context of the muse-
um-memorial’s holdings, these materials about Lviv’s dissidents are impor-
tant to a nuanced understanding of the Soviet Union’s treatment of its most
intransigent opponents.?

The Sixtiers Museum Collection is located in a small museum in Kyiv in
a building belonging to the Ukrainian political party Rukh. Nadia Svitlychna
and Mykola Plakhotniuk founded this museum as way of honouring and doc-
umenting the struggles of a cohort of Soviet Ukrainian dissidents from the
1960s to the 1980s. Included in the permanent exhibition are paintings, graph-
ics, sculptures, embroidery, and other artworks produced by artists affiliated
with the Sixtiers movement. The museum also displays the poems, letters,
and literary works of the writers in their midst, as well as their typewriters,
handcrafted items made while in the gulag, or clothes worn while living in
exile, like Svitlychna’s camp uniform. Also figuring prominently are posters
for events and exhibitions organized by this group. The guided tour offers a

22 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Keston Center for Religion, Politics, and Society”, by Orysia Maria
Kulick, 2018. Accessed: Accessed April 5, 2018. (forthcoming)

23 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Prison on Lonskogo Street”, by Orysia Maria Kulick, 2018. Acces-
sed: April 5, 2018.
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moving, concise rendition of their struggle, and it is aimed at the museum’s
target audiences, i.e. young students, scholars, and members of the general
public.?*

The establishment of numerous collections abroad is correlated to the
scale of emigration from Ukraine throughout the twentieth century. The most
prominent collections of the Ukrainian diaspora are located in the major cities
in Europe, Canada, and the United States where Ukrainians settled in multi-
ple waves of emigration after World War I. Such collections are organized
mainly as small museum-archives, university libraries, and publishing hous-
es. A case in point is the publisher Smoloskyp, which was founded in Paris
and then moved to the US. Smoloskyp created one of the largest archival col-
lections of Ukrainian samizdat in the world, smuggled abroad by intrepid ac-
tivists, literary figures, and émigrés who managed to cross the Iron Curtain in
the 1970s. After Ukraine gained independence in the wake of the collapse of
the Soviet Union, Smoloskyp transferred its archives to Ukraine, and it contin-
ues to collect documents and publish findings on the dissident actions. The
resources at Smoloskyp include informal records of about 1,000 titles, includ-
ing samizdat journals, almanacs, photos, and letters, as well as articles, inter-
views, and texts of Radio Liberty programs (1968-2007).

Diaspora collections developed organically as an extension of the priori-
ties of the local communities which rescued various memorabilia and docu-
ments relating to their displaced lives. The size of these collections varied at
the outset, but many continue to grow. Ukrainian émigrés created cultural
centers, universities, museums, and archives in several countries during the
tumultuous and disruptive twentieth century. World War II immigrants, for
instance, bought communal real estate that they turned into centers of com-
munity life where meetings and even church services were held. Various so-
cial groups, youth and women’s societies gathered here, establishing small
libraries which later became repositories for books and personal archives.

Those who fled the Bolshevik revolution of 1917 gathered in Prague, Mu-
nich, London, Paris, Vienna, and other European capitals. Although the Mu-
seum of the Ukrainian Independence Movement in Prague (1925-48) was
mostly destroyed by the Soviets and some of its contents were distributed
among archives in Russia, Ukraine, Slovakia, and other locations, the Ukrain-
ian Free University in Munich, which was originally established by émigrés in
Vienna in January 1921, continues to function. This institution aimed to create
a collection that documented the struggles of Ukrainians against Soviet and
imperial acculturation. After World War 1I, a wave of Ukrainian émigrés
moved to North America and established a range of cultural institutions in
Canada and the United States. The Ukrainian Museum-Archives in Cleveland
and its counterparts offer additional examples of institutions with a broad

24 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Sixtiers Museum Collection”, by Orysia Maria Kulick, 2017. Acces-
sed: April 5, 2018.
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range of purposes that collect textiles, folk art, books, stamps, postcards, and
other memorabilia documenting the life of a community. In Europe, London
remained an important cultural center for the Ukrainian diaspora, and its sig-
nificance grew with the establishment of the Shevchenko Library and Archive
in 1946, which created important collections regarding Ukrainian culture at
home and abroad. Financial support for the maintenance and preservation of
these collections still comes primarily from generous donations from the com-
munity who ascribes value to the establishment of a historical legacy.

As the Ukrainian diaspora was largely anti-Soviet in orientation, espe-
cially those displaced by World War II, these archives reflect the many ways
in which émigrés resisted communism worldwide. They continue to operate
as community centers, but also regularly curate exhibitions about culture and
cultural opposition. The Ukrainian Museums in New York and Chicago spe-
cialize in this, although the Ukrainian Museum Archives in Cleveland also
has a rich collection. The UMA in Cleveland is visited by students learning
about immigrant life in the city as well as scholars and researchers interested
in the UMA’s archive and library. The institution has secured several external
grants to expand its operations in Cleveland, including a climate controlled
archival building, and it has cooperated successfully with other institutions,
including the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, which has funded
several phases of digitization of the museum’s materials from the DP camps
in Germany.»

The Ukrainian collections in the COURAGE project serve an essential
purpose in highlighting Ukraine’s multifaceted and multigenerational en-
counter with communism. They open a window onto a century of cultural
opposition that not only challenges conventional typologies but also preva-
lent periodizations of opposition used in studies of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope. Such chronologies normally begin with the establishment of communist
regimes in the late 1940s, whereas Ukraine’s ambivalent and conflictual cul-
tural encounter with communism was seeded by the revolution of 1917. Due
to the length and often traumatic nature of Ukraine’s engagement with the
Soviet project, opposition in the country —political, military, and cultural —
often revolved around the national question. Arguably, national themes and
concerns were integrated into manifestations of cultural opposition to a much
greater extent than in other parts of the Soviet universe. Therefore, the Ukrain-
ian collections within COURAGE encourage scholars to address not only the
competing visions of statehood that emerged out of the rubble of the Russian
Empire, but also the subtle complexities faced by a polity that was both cen-
tral to the building of Soviet communism and bore the full force of some of its
most ruthless policies.

25 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Ukrainian Museum-Archives of Cleveland”, by Orysia Maria Ku-
lick, 2018. Accessed: April 5, 2018.
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Poland

The history of cultural opposition in Poland can be divided into specific peri-
ods which essentially overlap with the overall situation in the so-called “East-
ern Bloc,” but at the same time, it was also shaped by local political and social
contexts. However, it should be underlined that the dominant linear narrative
about the oppositional milieu of workers and intelligentsia that crystalized at
the time of the Lenin shipyard strike in 1980 does not cover all the trajectories
and circles of cultural opposition in Poland. As Grzegorz Ekiert and Jan Kubik
defined the main discourse on opposition under state socialism: “the preoccu-
pation with elites, party systems, and the relationship between political and
economic changes has resulted in considerable gap in democratization litera-
ture.”! A similar argument can be made about the gender balance among Pol-
ish opposition figures: the milieu was overwhelmingly male-dominated (Lech
Walesa, Jacek Kuron, Adam Michnik). In the field of art there was a degree of
gender balance—in the domain of neo-avantgarde art, for example —but not
so much in the punk movement or performance art.

COURAGE not only strives to describe the best known milieus of dissent,
such as the democratic intelligentsia, labour unions, and Catholic groups, but
also aims to grasp the more volatile environments of artists, punk rockers, and
performance groups. However, even the countercultural milieus and organiza-
tions often used symbols, narrative tropes, and aesthetics from the Polish na-
tional imaginary, and they saw a distinction between Polish counterculture and
the countercultures of Western and other Eastern-European societies.

From the outset, the core of cultural dissent in Poland consisted of writ-
ers, journalists, playwrights, poets, and other representatives of the “intelli-
gentsia.” In post-war Poland, as was the case in other Central Eastern
states, the principles of socialist realism functioned as official doctrine after
being declared in 1949 at the meeting of the Association of Polish Artists in
Nieborow. However, in the short period of the “Thaw,” which in Poland took
place in October 1956, disillusionment with Stalinist policy could be articulat-
ed openly in newly-established magazines (i.e. Po prostu [Simply], in other
newspapers (Zycie Warszawy [Warsaw’s life] and Express Ilustrowany [The il-
lustrated express]), and at party meetings. De-Stalinization in Poland did not

1 Ekiert and Kubik, Collective Protest and Democratic Consolidation in Poland, 9.
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bring about cultural or social liberalization, and after several months, dissent
milieus had to retreat to underground publications to promote alternative vi-
sions of the state and society.

The new leader of the Polish United Workers” Party (PZPR), Wiadystaw
Gomutka, dismantled Stalinism by making several concessions to the popula-
tion, but without defying Poland’s adherence to the Eastern Bloc. What was
left from the Polish October was a compromise with the Catholic Church,
whose role as the foundation for pluralism and freedom of thought led to the
establishment of a vital Catholic dissident milieu. Before 1956, there were only
three prominent oppositional groups: the Klub Krzywego Kota (Club of the
Crooked Circle), Po Prostu, and Pax-Fronda. These groups existed inde-
pendently of the party, but their existence was shaky. In 1956, Tygodnik
Powszechny (The Catholic weekly) and Znak (The sign), the other two main-
stream Catholic organizations and periodicals, were reactivated. Even when
Po prostu was shut down in 1957 and Klub Krzywego Kota liquidated in 1962,
Catholic milieus were able to assist opposition groups in naissance.?

The next stage in the history of Polish cultural opposition came with the
events of March 1968. The events of the “Polish March” started as a protest
against the banning of Dziady (Forefather’s eve -Adam Mickiewicz’s play
from the era of Romanticism), as well as the call to reform socialism expressed
in Jacek Kuron’s and Karol Modzelewski’s (two researchers from the Univer-
sity of Warsaw) “Open Letter to the Party,” and ended as an anti-Semitic and
anti-Zionist witch-hunt in the communist party and in society as such, shame-
lessly resulting in the mass emigration of Polish Jews from the country. Disil-
lusionment with communism started to grow not only among young people
(so called “Commandos,” put on trial in 1969), but also among former Marxist
theoreticians (Zygmunt Bauman, Leszek Kotakowski) who withdrew from
the Party and left Poland. “March 1968” was a crucial event for further devel-
opments in the strategies of the Polish opposition. First, Adam Michnik (one
of the “Commandos”) presented a vision of an alliance between the Left and
the Catholic Church. Second, the discontent among members of the Polish
intelligentsia reached a point at which the idea of, to use the Czechoslovak
term, “socialism with a human face” became impossible to imagine.> New
perspectives on state and society started to appear, in the beginning circulated
only among small intelligentsia groups in the big cities.

At the same time, “March 68” was also an important point of reference for
counter-movements emerging in the 1970s. In contrast with May 1968 in the
West, the Polish March of 1968 was perceived by hippies, punks, and other
artists as a rather reactionary, conservative, and nationalist phenomenon.
Even though they rejected overtly dominant modes of rebellion and accom-
modation in Polish society, performance and neo-avantgarde artists did not

2 Osa, Solidarity and Contention Networks of Polish Opposition.
3 Berend, Central and Eastern Europe.
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draw inspiration from the Western culture of discontent. They tried rather to
combine “Western” modes of art production with local meanings. The period
of “détente” which began after the rise of Gomutka (who was ridiculed and
weakened after March 1968 and the strikes in 1970) ended when Gomutka
was replaced by Edward Gierek. Gierek’s liberalization consisted mainly of a
laxer approach to contacts with the “Western world” and resulted in the
growth of consumption and proliferation of popular culture in Poland.

After 1967, there was a growing number of hippie groups in Poland. In
the official media, they were presented as dangerous outcasts (because of
their alleged use of drugs). They rebelled against conformism, but their activ-
ities rarely had an open political agenda and the groups themselves did not
form stable organizational structures.* Western styles of clothing and Western
literary and musical inspirations were intertwined with Polish culture, which
resulted in phenomena such as the hippie pilgrimage to Czestochowa (1971).

Subsequent events in the social history of Poland —the so-called “June
events” from 1976 in Radom and Ursus—reinforced the discursive and practi-
cal division between “society” and “the state.” Labor unrest in industrial hubs
was for the first time supported by the intellectuals. They formed Komitet Obro-
ny Robotnikéw (the Workers” Defense Committee, KOR), the first proponent of
a “civic” orientation. With KOR and its surrounding organizations, the notion
of “civil society” was introduced to Polish rhetoric on democratic/political op-
position. Soon after KOR’s support for workers persecuted in Radom, new
publications emerged: Komunikat (The statement, official statements by KOR
members), Biuletyn Informacyjny (The information bulletin), Robotnik (The
Worker - a workers’” newsletter), Glos (The Voice), and Krytyka (The critique)
(occasional brochures). KOR organized the first uncensored independent pub-
lishing house, Niezalezna Oficyna Wydawnicza NOWa (The independent pub-
lishing), which published literature banned by the censorship office.?

In this period, cultural opposition, distinct from the engaged political,
civil rights movement, was born. We could situate the naissance of the Polish
alternative scene in 1978, when the International Artists” Meeting (I AM), a big
international performance, took place. Here, the British band The Raincoats
performed. This performance is regarded as the first punk concert in Poland.
From then on, Polish punk groups emerged in big cities such as Warsaw,
Gdansk, and Wroctaw. The spread of the culture of dissent, neither national-
istic nor intellectually-based, was eased by the proliferation of magnetic tapes
at the end of the 1970s. On the tapes, one could find not only recordings of
punk concerts and performances, but also protest-songs from the circle of the
democratic opposition. Punk became a mass phenomenon and went further
than the milieu of the youth intelligentsia, with forays in the world of the
visual arts only in the early 1980s.

4 Tracz, Hippiesi, kudlacze, chwasty.
5 Olaszek, Rewolucja powielaczy.
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Another milieu of cultural dissent, however far from simple political en-
gagement, was the circle of Polish neo-avantgarde art, for example in the
visual arts (Kwiekulik, which was the artistic duo of Zofia Kulik and Prze-
mystaw Kwiek, Zbigniew Libera, and Gruppa from Warsaw) and in the thea-
tre (Jerzy Grzegorzewski and Tadeusz Kantor). Members of these circles tried
to navigate between the official and semi-official student galleries and under-
ground circles of dissemination. In the late 1970s and in 1980, new art forms
emerged in Art Academies, student clubs, and private galleries: conceptual
and performative arts which used new means of expression, but were also
filled with politically engaged message. One of the interesting aspects of these
compositions was their focus on the life of the artist. The artists were very
conscious about their biographies, trajectories, and experiences, and they
tried to document artistic life under the socialist system.

At the beginning of the 1980s, in different Polish cities a new wave of
cultural opposition movements emerged. Anarchists created the Ruch Spotec-
zenstwa Alternatywnego (Movement of Alternative Society) in 1983 in
Gdansk. Artists associated with the Pomaranczowa Alternatywa (Orange Al-
ternative) prepared happenings, street performances, street art, and graffiti in
Wroctaw, £6dz, Lublin, and Warsaw. From the outset, the Orange Alternative
stood out amongst other groups, and its sign—dwarfs in different poses and
situations—soon started to appear on the walls and leaflets. Movements such
as the Orange Alternative served as a sphere of activities for those tired with
the nationalist and pompous milieu of Solidarity Labor Union performances.
In the meantime, rock music represented by groups such as Maanam, Perfect,
Lady Pank, and TSA started to emerge as an important part of official radio
broadcasts. In their shadow, a scene of alternative music blossomed: punk,
new wave, reggae, and ska music by musicians and bands like Brygada Kry-
zys, Klaus Mithoff, Dezerter, Izrael, and Siekiera. Those groups functioned in
the “third circuit” —outside official modes of communication and the “second
circuit” (politically engaged pamphlets and philosophical feuilletons). The
modalities of dissemination of the second and third circuit were similar:
homemade magnetic tapes, printed materials, fanzines, and leaflets. One of
most prominent events of Polish rock music was the Jarocin rock festival, the
official name of which was Ogdlnopolski Przeglad Muzyki Mtodej Generacji
w Jarocinie (All-Polish Review of Music of the Young Generation in Jarocin).
The festival offers a good example of the entanglement of counterculture in
the popular culture of late socialism. From one point of view, it was an occa-
sion for thousands of fans to listen to live music that was rarely performed; at
the same time, it was seen as a “safe outlet” for youngsters to express their
rebellion and anger.

After the Lenin Shipyard Strike in 1980, which ended with the signing of
the Gdansk Agreement, the hoped-for coalition between “workers” and the
“intelligentsia” was finally established. Political and labor activism proliferat-
ed. Three underground publications circulated among the shipyard workers:
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Robotnik (of KOR), Robotnik Wybrzeza (Coastal worker), and Bratniak. Moreo-
ver, homemade signs, pins, posters, banners and leaflets were widely distrib-
uted. They reinforced dissent against the socialist regime among different
groups, especially during the Martial Law period, when short-lived liberation
was violently suppressed.

August 1980 soon started to serve not only as the beginning of a national
political awakening, but also a lieu de memoire and a reservoir of meanings
used to construct the division between the “state” and “civil society.” The
narratives tropes which had been repeated throughout the 1980s and repro-
duced in the 1990s by post-“Solidarity” elites are still visible in the narratives
and representations of present-day cultural institutions, archives, and muse-
ums. The anarchist, punk, and alternative movements enumerated above also
exert an influence on the modes of modern discontent, as they challenge the
black and white vision of “state” and “society.”

Polish Collections of Cultural Opposition

As argued above, the history of Polish opposition during the socialist period
is dominated by one type of narrative that emphasizes the role of the demo-
cratic movement, the Catholic Church, and the intelligentsia. The discussion
about the heritage of dissent is rather focused on political engagement, with
an emphasis on “Solidarity” activities, including public protests, under-
ground publications and posters, and—due to close relations between the
“Solidarity” movement and the Catholic Church—expressions of religious
conviction. Thus, it comes as no surprise that the institutions founded to com-
memorate Polish anti-communist activity are organized around the political
actors with the strongest symbolic capital: in extreme cases of historical sim-
plification, the museums are telling the story of resistance through the figures
of “Solidarity’s” Lech Walesa, Andrzej Gwiazda, Anna Walentynowicz, Tade-
usz Mazowiecki, Adam Michnik, etc.

The strong political focus gives the impression that in terms of speaking
about the heritage of dissent, there is little space left for oppositional activity
of any other kind. However, this image is not quite accurate. First, there is of
course a thin line between “the political” and “the cultural.” For example, the
activists of the democratic movement used to exchange works of foreign liter-
ature, organize illegal lectures, concerts, and art exhibitions, and engage in
film and photographic projects. Moreover, cultural activity in Poland re-
mained very rich and diverse, and it included music, theatre, film, the fine
arts, and modern artistic forms, like performance and experimental music
and photography.

Covering the heritage of Polish cultural opposition means dealing with a
very miscellaneous substance. Contemporary collections of cultural dissent
differ significantly from one another, not only in terms of their content (the
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subjects of time periods covered) but also in terms of their organization, ar-
chiving conditions, financial resources, and opportunities for public expo-
sure. Despite much variety, the collections of cultural opposition in Poland
can be grouped based on some shared characteristics. They can be divided by
the type of ownership (private or public) and the thematic scope (democratic
movement, the fine arts, music, film, theatre, lifestyles and subcultures, reli-
gion, minorities, etc.).

Types of Ownership. Public and Private Collections

When it comes to the question of ownership, the collections fall into one of
two categories: public and private. The distinction usually translates into hav-
ing sufficient financial resources or not. Collections acquired by the state mu-
seums and galleries rarely experience funding problems, which brings the
privileges of having exhibition space, opportunities for digitalization, conser-
vation work, and networking. On the opposite end of the spectrum lie the
private archives, which have no or little funding and sometimes minimal
management by their owners, either because of a lack of available time or a
lack of interest in sharing the collections with wider audiences. In the middle,
one can find various successful practices: private owners who have been giv-
en some financial resources, some access to exhibition spaces, some opportu-
nities for cooperation with state institutions, and networking opportunities
with other private owners. This may well ultimately help keep the collections
“alive” and preserve the memory of cultural opposition.

Public collections are owned (or operated) by institutions that are funded
by the state or local governments. The heritage of cultural opposition can be
found in institutions like museums, art galleries, archives, and theatres. One
of the biggest public institutions to collect the documents and memorabilia on
the modern history of Poland is the Archiwum Akt Nowych (Archive of Mod-
ern Files) under the General Direction of the Polish Archives. Archiwum Akt
Nowych has bureaus and reading rooms all over Poland, and it makes acces-
sible millions of official documents to the wider public, especially researchers
and historians. However, the opposition is not the main subject of interest of
Archiwum Akt Nowych, as the archive covers all of modern Polish history.
An attentive reader can find a great deal of information about the grassroots
movements in socialist Poland and the authorities” reactions to any kind of
opposition in it. Being a relatively big country, Poland represents all kinds of
possible ways of dealing with collections in public organizations. From pre-
senting their content in digitalized, modern museums (like the Modern Art
Museum in Warsaw, the European Solidarity Centre in Gdansk, and the Sile-
sian Museum in Katowice) to keeping them closed in the boxes of the mainte-
nance room —while occasionally giving access to them for exhibitions or re-
search (like the Archive of the Studio Theatre or the Archive of the National
Commission of the “Solidarity” Labor Union). The minimal exposure of some
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of the collections is not so much a funding problem as it is the effect of the
minimal interest of the authorities—whether state, local or institutional —in
presenting them. In consequence, no workforce has been assigned to deal
with them and little or no time has been devoted to them. This clearly exem-
plifies a problem which arises in the case of holding collections in public insti-
tutions: whether the objects will be given proper attention depends on wheth-
er or not they harmonize with the interests of those in power at the given
moment, which in the case of historical narratives often depends on the cho-
sen politics of memory. This kind of use of historical objects in some cases
causes reluctance among private owners to pass collections on to state estab-
lishments if the owners do not want to see their memorabilia be at the mercy
of politicians.

As a vivid example of how the controversial use of the collections may
serve the interests of a state institution, one can consider Instytut Pamieci Nar-
odowej (The Institute of National Remembrance), which plays a very impor-
tant role in preserving the heritage of Poland, but at the same time is a tool in
the hands of political leaders and a dangerous instrument in shaping current
political convictions.® The Institute of National Remembrance —Commission
for the Prosecution of Offences against the Polish Nation (IPN) was created by
an act of parliament in 1998 and is a state body authorized to carry out re-
search, educational, archival, investigative, and vetting activities. What distin-
guishes the Institute of National Remembrance from other Polish institutions
dealing with the politics of memory is its possession of the documents of the
former communist secret service, its political legitimacy, and its stable fund-
ing, which is not grant dependent. The Institute does not have a monopoly on
the politics of memory in Poland, but it is a very influential and strategic ac-
tor. The main narrative promoted by the Institute of National Remembrance
in the first decade of its functioning was rather radical. It was based on a con-
servative historical politics that aimed at preventing collective amnesia, pro-
moting special values and ideas, and openly criticizing the socialist past as a
simplified period of oppression and suffering, concentrating on the Stalinist
period. The narrative changed after the appointment of Lukasz Kaminski as
the new president of IPN in 2010. Kaminski’s politics led to a situation when,
in 2015, we could say that the Institute of National Remembrance was a strong,
unique hybrid institution situated on the borderland of science, education,
law, and politics. Unfortunately, political changes in Poland influenced great-
ly the shape of IPN. The most recent laws discussed in the Polish parliament
indicate that the authorities would like to restore IPN’s prosecutorial role and
its influence on the current politics of memory.

However, there are plenty of public institutions which focus on preserv-
ing and popularizing cultural heritage without politicizing the collections.

6 Stola, “Poland’s Institute of National Remembrance”; Klich-Kluczewska, “Goodbye Com-
munism.”
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Interestingly, the institution which manages to do this very well is insepara-
bly intertwined with political narrative. It is the European Solidarity Centre”
in Gdansk, the institution devoted to the heritage of the “Solidarity” move-
ment and the democratic opposition. It is funded both by the Ministry of Cul-
ture and National Heritage, the local voivodship, and the city of Gdansk. It
runs a modern museum, very popular with both Polish and international
tourists, and presents a wide range of objects: memorabilia, personal docu-
ments, samizdat publications, art objects, graphics, photographs, and films,
all connected to persecutions and the fight for democratic changes. The ob-
jects gathered in the European Solidarity Centre were acquired through col-
laboration with other museums and institutions, and many of them were do-
nated by ordinary citizens of Gdansk.

Instead of taking a stand in current political issues, the leaders of ESC
manage to focus on sharing their knowledge about and vision of history with
a wide public in an interesting way: via multimedia exhibitions, lectures, ed-
ucational projects, film screening, etc. The European Solidarity Centre shows
the everyday context of growing dissent movements and the mobilization of
Polish society against the injustices of socialism, presenting the diversity of
the opposition movements and their strategies.

Public institutions are often limited by the politics of history, but if they
are run effectively, they enjoy certain privileges which are not available (or
very hard to get) for private collectors. The problems that private stakeholders
and non-governmental institutions experience are closely connected to the
degree of professionalization in the management of the archives. Some own-
ers are building their professional careers as collectors, and they manage to
run their own institutions (organizations, foundations, associations), which
are devoted to gathering, digitalizing, and sharing the heritage of cultural
opposition. This is the case of Kwiekulik and Waldemar Fydrych. Others oc-
casionally act in favor of displaying gathered objects or getting some funding,
whereas the rest have no interest in sharing their collections with the world
due to their conscious choice to keep the precious items to themselves or the
fact that their activity as collectors is purely a hobby.

Waldemar Fydrych, a leader of the Orange Alternative® (a movement
which in the 1980s gathered crowds for performances set to mock the socialist
authorities by ridiculing official slogans and symbols, which were sang by
people dressed as dwarfs or garbed in some satiric graffiti), offers a revealing
example of a very professional attitude towards managing a collection. Fy-
drych, who was suspicious of public institutions and believed in his own abil-
ities, started the Foundation of the Orange Alternative and later the virtual

7 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “European Solidarity Centre”, by Barbara Toltoczko-Sucharis-
ka, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Museum of the Orange Alternative”, by Xawery Stanczyk, 2017. Ac-
cessed: September 28, 2018.
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Museum of the Orange Alternative, which managed to get some financial
support for organization and digitalization of the collection. Fydrych’s will to
devote his time and effort to preserving and promoting Orange Alternative’s
heritage is definitely impressive, but the example he has set does not stand
alone. In fact, there are plenty of stakeholders who fully dedicate themselves
to maintaining their collections and the memory of cultural phenomena in
socialist Poland. For some, managing the archives is like a professional career.
Many of them operate on a smaller scale than Fydrych, sometimes getting no
funding at all, but they put the same amount of effort into maintaining the
collections. As examples of individuals who exemplify these practices, one
could mention Piotr “Pietia” Wierzbicki, a promoter of the alternative (espe-
cially punk) scene in Warsaw in the 1980s and the operator of a vast collection
of original punk-zines’, or Zofia Luczko, a co-founder of Lodz Kaliska and
Pitch-in Culture!? (Kultura Zrzuty, avantgarde, progressive art groups oppos-
ing both official culture and the culture produced by the democratic move-
ment) and the initiator of the City of Culture Foundation, which gathers the
heritage of the artistic ventures of Pitch-in Culture.

It seems to be true in most cases that the collections with the least expo-
sure are those the stakeholders of which do not pursue a professional career
in connection to their collecting activity. This is true of those who do not seek
public attention, like Michat Gu¢, an owner of an impressive collection on
“Solidarity’s” underground postage stamps. Guc recognizes the importance
and cultural worth of his collection, yet he realizes his numismatic passion in
his private space and makes no effort to share it with a wider audience. An-
other symptomatic example is represented by Fr. Wiestaw Nieweglowski, a
retired priest who in the 1970s organized the first Tygodnie Kultury Chrzesci-
janiskiej (Weeks of Christian Culture) and initiated the Duszpasterstwa Sro-
dowisk Twoérczych (Artists” Priesthood). Thanks to Fr. Nieweglowski, a space
for artistic expression and intellectual debate was created under the aegis of
the Polish Catholic Church. He managed to gather a vast array of documenta-
tion on the movements’ activity, which unfortunately has never been proper-
ly organized, digitalized, or presented publicly. It is kept without having been
organized in any way in boxes in Fr. Nieweglowski’s house. With no resourc-
es and no prospects for any staff to deal with the materials it contains, this
collection may be easily forgotten. Unfortunately, it is not an isolated case.

9 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Piotr ‘Pietia” Wierzbicki Collection”, by Xawery Stanczyk, 2017.
Accessed: September 28, 2018.
10 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Pitch-In Culture Archive”, by Xawery Stanczyk and Patrycja Krucz-
kowska, 2016. Accessed: September 28, 2018.
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The Contents of the Collections: Thematic Scope and Forms of Cultural
Activities

It is not easy to group the collections by their content, as the scope of subjects
is extremely wide and touches on various spheres of life under socialism.
Moreover, the issues seem to intertwine, as one theme develops into another
(e.g. democratic engagement into art production, music production into zines’
publishing, etc.). For the purpose of this chapter, the thematic contents of the
Polish collections of cultural opposition will be grouped into the following
categories:

Democratic opposition (samizdat, persecutions, internment, visual iden-

tification)

The fine arts (painting, performance, graphics, experimental music)

Music, lifestyles, subcultures

Theatre, film, photography

Minorities (ethnic, sexual)

Religion (the Catholic Church)

The subject of the democratic opposition is a very important topic of Pol-
ish cultural heritage, and it remains a palpable part of public and scholarly
debates.! The issue is explored by large and modern cultural institutions (like
the European Solidarity Centre, KARTA Center'?, the History Meeting
House—Dom Spotkan z Historia) and archives (the National Institute of Re-
membrance, the State Archives, the Archive of the National Commission of
the “Solidarity” Labor Union), the collections of which very broadly deal with
anti-communist, democratic movements and in most cases include objects
connected to persecutions and underground activity. Smaller organizations
tend to focus on certain forms of dissent, like the Museum of Free Speech,
which is devoted to samizdat publications, or the “Free Europe” Association,
which gathers the heritage of Polish broadcasts in this very important radio
channel. Smaller foundations and private collectors tend to focus on individ-
ual histories. Assembled memorabilia are often closely connected to the per-
sonal experiences of the collectors, who themselves were opposition activists
or “Solidarity” members.

The very important subject, to which, however, far less attention has been
given in Poland than the persecutions themselves, is the visual identity of the
democratic opposition, with the “Solidarity” movement as the central topic of
artistic expression. Graphics, posters, graffiti (templates), pennants, flags,
pins, and badges are found in every collection dealing with the heritage of
democratic opposition. Some of them were created by professional artists and
some by amateur sympathizers or the activists themselves. They were used to

11 Feliksiak, “Upadek komunizmu i geneza przemian w pamieci zbiorowej.”
12 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “KARTA Center Foundation”, by Macej Melon, 2017. Accessed: Sep-
tember 28, 2018.
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show support for the democratic changes and thus were created, reproduced,
and circulated illegally. Their content is very diverse, as the collections in-
clude representations of democratic leaders and religious manifestations,
rather simple in form and exposition, as well as sophisticated expressions of
Polish symbols and artistic variations of “Solidarity’s” logo. Very interesting
examples are represented by the collections of underground postage stamps.
Some of them, especially those created in internment, are small masterpieces
which comment on the persecutions and show the fighting spirit through
symbolic representations of walls, prison bars, and clenched fists. They can be
found, for instance, in the private collections of Michat Gu¢ and Stanistaw
Tottoczko, but also in big exhibitions in the state Museums.

The second big theme in the collections is connected with the fine arts
(painting, sculpture, performance, graphics, artistic photography, experimen-
tal music, and mail art). Many artists, unhappy with official art standards and
the limitations they imposed, very eagerly turned to the problem of freedom
and individualism in their works, following e.g. the idea of an “open form”
invented by Oskar Hansen,'® a concept followed by the KwieKulik duo and
Jozef Robakowski, whose collections constitute a very important asset of the
Museum of Modern Art in Warsaw. It must be underlined that many artists
did not engage in direct dialogue with the regime, yet, since they stood in the
opposition to dull, well-known motifs of socialist art, their compositions
brought novelty and fresh energy, which is perfectly visible in the collection
of the Exchange Gallery (the most important neo-avantgarde group, estab-
lished by Robakowski in the 1970s in £.6dz). Fine arts objects connected to the
cultural opposition are displayed in museums and galleries all over Poland,
including big state institutions (which contain the collections of best-known
artists, like Zbigniew Libera, Tadeusz Rolke, and Jerzy Ludwinski) and local
ones (e.g. El Gallery in Elblag). Moreover, some are presented only occasion-
ally, in small exhibitions and events, which is true in the case of many private
organizations, like Pitch-in Culture and Lodz Kaliska.

An extremely important issue of Polish collections is linked to the youth
subcultures and lifestyles, primarily connected to music: punk and rock. Pol-
ish punk is a well-represented topic of the collections based on the photo-
graphs, original zines, and cassettes. The aforementioned Piotr Wierzbicki is
the owner of a vast archive of the “QQRYQ” punk fanzine, which he initiated
himself in the mid-1980s. The collection of Anna Dabrowska-Lyons includes
not only music artefacts, but also a wonderful set of her original photographs,
which vividly captures the punk environment. The rock collections are most-
ly connected to the Jarocin Festival, an event attended by members of alterna-
tive cultural groups from Poland and other socialist countries. In connection
with youth lifestyles, one could also mention the collection of the Orange Al-
ternative, the performances of which offered a new narrative of everyday life

13 Ronduda, Sztuka polska lat 70. Awangarda.
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based on irony and humor and aimed to ridicule the authorities and expose
the absurd living conditions in the last years of the Polish People’s Republic.

The collections of visual art, namely film and photography, for the most
part are part of large archives—the National Film Archive, the Audiovisual
Institute,'* KARTA Center, the National Digital Archive, the European Soli-
darity Centre—where they are digitalized and preserved, but they are also
willingly shared for festivals, publications, and research. Documentary
films, original footage, and photo-journalistic materials cover a vast themat-
ic scope. They portray official events and scenes of everyday life, as well as
some strictly oppositional activities. Impressive collections of reportage
photography have been gathered by the Association of the Documentalists
“The Road”’ and the Archaeology of Photography Foundation. Some
smaller stakeholders focus on certain subjects or geographical areas, for in-
stance the Video Studio Gdansk, which was one of the first independent
production houses, covering e.g. the first conventions of the “Solidarity”
leaders. Theatrical activity is mostly documented by the theatres which did
not cease to work after the systemic transformation, such as the Studio The-
atre!® (with the archive of Jerzy Grzegorzewski’s avantgarde plays), the Na-
tional Theatre, and the experimental Centre for Theatre Practices Gardzien-
ice. The legacy of the most prominent figures of alternative theatre (e.g. Ta-
deusz Kantor) is gathered by various cultural institutions, mostly in the
form of play documentation and photographs.

Minorities and religion seem to be the subjects which have been given the
least attention by the stakeholders, which is probably related to Poland’s rel-
atively high ethnic and religious homogeneity. Cultural opposition linked to
religious movements is entirely covered by the activity of the Polish Catholic
Church, expressed through the web of the Clubs of Catholic Intellectuals
(Kluby Inteligengji Katolickiej) and the patriotic art practiced in the Artists’
Priesthoods. There are very few ethnic minority collections, and they relate
only to the nearest countries: Germany, Ukraine, and Belarus. Thanks to the
queer activity of Ryszard Kisiel in the 1980s and the efforts of Karol Radzisze-
wski to collect his photographic documentation, sexual minorities are present
in the narrative about the culture of dissent.'” Another source of materials
concerning Polish culture of resistance is the archives gathered by members of
the Polish diaspora, especially in Great Britain (the post-World War Il wave of
emigration), the United States (the Hoover Institution), and France (the Kultu-

14 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “National Film Archive - Audiovisual Institute Collection”, by Han-
na Gospodarczyk, 2018. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

15 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Association of Documentalists “The Road””, by Hanna Gospodar-
czyk, 2016. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

16 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Artistic Archive of the Studio Theater and Jerzy Grzegorzewski
Section”, by Hanna Gospodarczyk, 2017. Accessed: September 28, 2018.

17 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Queer Archives Institute”, by Hanna Gospodarczyk, 2017. Acces-
sed: September 28, 2018.
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ra milieu). These institutions have in their archives a vast array of materials on
Solidarity activists and dissidents (writers, creators, journalists) who contact-
ed members of the Polish diaspora in the Western world or lived abroad (Ro-
maszewscy, Joanna Szczesna, Czestaw Mitosz, Gustaw Herling-Grudzinski,
and Stanistaw Baranczak, for instance). The Kluge Centre of the Library of
Congress and Columbia University are also in possession of collections of
materials from the Polish independent press.

On the basis of the number of exhibitions, lectures, festivals, conferences,
and artistic events based on the legacy of dissent, this legacy is an important
part of the Polish public sphere, and it is even used as a touristic product.
Collections on cultural opposition in socialist Poland create a diverse assem-
blage, well-represented both by public institutions and private stakeholders.
The attitudes of the stakeholders towards state institutions vary. They include
eagerness to cooperate, reluctance based on the misuse (or fear of misuse) of
the collections, and complete lack of awareness of any potential to interest a
public institution in a private archive. While the topic of democratic opposi-
tion, especially in connection with the “Solidarity” movement, seems to be the
dominant focus, the thematic scope of issues is much more varied and calls for
a more meticulous and multi-vocal analysis.
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German Democratic Republic (GDR)

The GDR was a dictatorship which was strongly shaped by Soviet influence
and example and which understood itself as a “real” socialist state. The effects
of Soviet dominance were immediate during the era of the Soviet Occupation
Zone, but they persisted in a covert form until the end of the GDR in the
Peaceful Revolution of 1989-90. The structure of the GDR was defined by the
rule of the state party, the Socialist Unity Party (SED), the institutions of which
were mirrored in a parallel state structure. Apart from the SED, four other
parties and several mass organizations participated pro forma in political
rule, though without achieving any real influence, a state that was character-
istic for the supposed dictatorship of workers and peasants in the GDR. SED
policy was also influenced by the existence of a divided (nation) state, i.e. the
GDR had the economically more prosperous Federal Republic of Germany as
a neighbor, and by forced militarization. Alongside the apparatus of the state
party, the most important instrument of power was the State Security Service
(the so-called Stasi), with its network of official and unofficial collaborators, in
other words, spies. The Stasi methods varied from initial brutal repression to,
eventually, “extensive surveillance” and the “infiltration” of groups of per-
ceived opponents. These included groups which represented a form of cultur-
al opposition and counterculture in their many forms.!

Under the SED dictatorship, oppositional behavior included fundamen-
tal political resistance, the reform-oriented opposition, dissidence, and refusal
to participate in conventional social life.> Form of cultural opposition and
counterculture ranged between opposition and dissidence. In addition to the
State Security Service, the mechanism of political repression spanned a broad
spectrum of societal fields, from the judiciary to the “People’s Police,” which
was committed to safeguarding the dictatorship.

—_

As an example of the extremely abundant literature on the topic of the State Security Service,
see Gieseke, Mielke-Konzern. For an overview of the relevant literature, see Eckert, SED-Diktatur
und Erinnerungsarbeit. Also available in the form of an online edition: Archiv Biirgerbewegung,
27 Jahre Erinnerungsarbeit im vereinten Deutschland.

2 Eckert, Revolution in Potsdam.
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Cultural Policy of the GDR and its Discontents?

The cultural policy of the SED dictatorship served to execute a “socialist cul-
tural revolution” that was intended to encompass all spheres of society with
the goal of reshaping it on the path to the establishment of a communist social
order.* The SED intended to plan and cultivate a “socialist culture” in close
interaction with the development of society as a whole. This comprehensive
task was aligned with the stages of the development of a “real” socialist sys-
tem, and it was always shaped by the strategic goals of the state party. The
latter claimed “socialist national culture” for itself, maintaining that it was the
legitimate heir to all the democratic and humanist traditions in German histo-
ry. Despite brief phases of limited artistic freedom, the SED’s cultural policy
was always also shaped by repression and censorship.

The first stage in SED cultural policy in the period between 1946 and
1951 was characterized by superficial “denazification” in an attempt to con-
nect with the humanist cultural traditions of the German middle-class, to
win over the bourgeois intelligentsia through various benefits, and integrate
elements of Soviet and Russian culture. The actual “socialist cultural revolu-
tion” commenced in 1951 with the centralization of all art production. At the
same time, a campaign was launched against “formalism” in art and litera-
ture and for “socialist realism.” The Ministry of Culture, which was founded
in January 1954, served to enforce this policy, which also affected prominent
artists. However, they were able to defend themselves against it, at least to
some extent.

In the mid-1950s, repression intensified against critical anti-Stalinist in-
tellectuals like Ernst Bloch, Walter Janka, Gustav Just, and Wolfgang Harich,
who were not spared politically motivated imprisonment. At the two Bitter-
feld Conferences of 1959 and 1964, the SED stressed the necessity of raising
the “cultural level” of the workers, encouraging artistic creation by the peo-
ple, and furthering connections to the “scientific-technical revolution.” This
flattened artistic aspiration and led to disputes about the critical function of
art. At the same time, this implied the creation of a very broad field of cultural
institutions in order to bring culture “to the masses.” Mass organizations,
such as the Kulturbund (Cultural Association), professional organizations of
artists, designated state institutions, and the trade unions not only organized
a wide variety of cultural events but also provided a space for cultural activi-
ties by both professionals and “ordinary” people.

The professional organizations of artists (Writers’ Association of the
GDR, est. 1950; Association of Fine Artists of the GDR, est. 1950; Association
of Composers and Musicologists of the GDR, est. 1951) were also important

3 The supchapters on culture and dissent were written by Rainer Eckert.
4 Kersten and Kleinschmid, “Kulturpolitik,” 767-75. Also see the last summary to be published
in the GDR: Bohme Kulturpolitik der SED, 561-65.
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instruments of control. They provided official ideological guidance, and they
organized access to material support and the publication, staging, or display
of an artist’s work. Life as an independent artist was officially possible only if
one was member of such an organization, and artists who violated ideological
norms could be excluded. Another factor which motivated artists to comply
with state policies was the importance of commissions for art works by state
institutions, mass organizations, and companies.

In the wake of the construction of the Berlin Wall (1961), many artists in
the GDR hoped that the political situation inside the country would relax and
they would enjoy more cultural freedom. Many believed that now there
would be space to criticize “real socialism.”® In addition, the “beat wave” hit
the GDR. However, the SED described the fans of beat subculture as “bums”
and resorted to political repression, going so far as to cut off long hair forcibly
in operations conducted by the People’s Police. On October 31, 1965, almost
600 young people in the center of Leipzig protested against the banning of
popular beat bands. The police used truncheons, dogs, and water cannons to
disperse the crowds. The protestors who were arrested were subsequently
condemned to several weeks of “labor education” in opencast lignite mines.

The “beat rebellion” was one of the reasons why the SED put an end to all
critical cultural tendencies at its eleventh plenary session in December 1965.
The state party banned books and films and restricted work opportunities for
non-conformist artists. But things did not end there, and the SED persisted on
its zigzag course, with party leader Erich Honecker proclaiming at the Eight
Party Congress in 1971 that art and literature should not be subject to “ta-
boos” as long as artists did not lose sight of the goal of gradual transition to
communism. Based on Marxism-Leninism, the focus would remain on the
advancement of national culture and “socialist workers’ culture.”

Most likely influenced by the Helsinki Conference on Security and Coop-
eration in Europe in 1975 and its final accords and by the emergence of “Eu-
rocommunism,” the SED tried to continue its “liberal course” and take charge
of the entire German “cultural legacy.” This ended abruptly with the expul-
sion of the writer Reiner Kunze from the writers’ association and the expatri-
ation of singer and songwriter Wolf Biermann on November 16, 1976 follow-
ing an authorized concert in Cologne.® Biermann was the son of a Jewish fa-
ther murdered in Auschwitz; he had pledged his allegiance to communism
and the GDR, while sharply criticizing the state. The SED leadership was sur-
prised by the response to his expatriation: a wave of solidarity led first and
foremost by young East Germans, and also by prominent artists and writers.
The subsequent campaign initiated by the SED to build support for the deci-

5 Lindner, Steine des Anstofies, 156.

6 Literature on this topic alone is extremely comprehensive. See Biermann’s recent: Warte nicht
auf bessere Zeiten. Only a few closely selected publications on this and further topics in relation
to counterculture can be mentioned within the framework of this article.
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sion appeared helpless, and measures such as the political arrest of young
poets and musicians like Jiirgen Fuchs, Christian Kunert, and Gerulf Pannach,
who were later deported to West Germany, brought the protests to an end
that was superficial at most. The SED had lost its political legitimacy, at least
in cultural policy, and an increasing number of leading artists left the country
or were granted long-term residence visas for the West. Many were to contrib-
ute significantly to cultural life in the Federal Republic.”

After 1976, the GDR'’s “official cultural landscape” threatened to dry up,
although the eighth Art Exhibition in Dresden in 1977-78 at least allowed a
degree of criticism in the fine arts. Nevertheless, it was impossible to reassert
the “cultural standing” of the SED leadership. “Counterculture” was coming
into its prime, especially the activities of young “alternative artists.”

The disputes over “high culture” moved from the “formalism debate”
over the course of action against intellectual critics in the SED to the defama-
tion of individual artists. Writers such as Stefan Heym, Erich Loest, Heiner
Miiller, Rolf Schneider, Klaus Schlesinger, Christa Wolf, and Gerhard Zwer-
enz came under pressure. Prominent artists like Bernhard Heisig, Werner
Tiibke, and Wolfgang Mattheuer, whose sculpture “The Stride of a Century”
was the most prized exhibit in the GDR’s final Art Exhibition in 1987-88, were
also drawn into these conflicts. Despite the attacks, these representatives of
“high culture” remained privileged and, unlike most of their compatriots,
were able to travel to the West and publish or show their work there and were
protected by their international reputation. This was a successful and fa-
voured group with its own lifestyle, the bohemian entourage of the “Berliner
Ensemble,” which spent long nights in East Berlin’s “Pressecafé” and the
“Move” artists’ club.® It had nothing to do with the subcultural fringe groups
and their anti-Stalinist attitude, who were fighting for freedom and to over-
come their alienation from conventional GDR society.

Counterculture

The overwhelmingly young representatives of the alternative counterculture,
on the other hand, faced a very different situation. As in most authoritarian so-
cieties, they had to struggle with the fact that any departure from state-appro-
ved art and any independent initiatives in the cultural sphere were perceived
by the dictatorship as a threat to the system and were tackled with the use of
means of control and repression. The SED and the secret police were unable to
grasp the alternative concepts of the counterculture as anything other than
“hostile and negative” and controlled by the West, thus assigning them to a
spectrum ranging from resistance to opposition. Especially in some of the

7 On German-German cultural relations see the contributions in Lindner, Mauerspriinge.
8 Voigt, Stierblutjahre.
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GDR'’s big cities, the counterculture consisted of free galleries, writers, samizdat
publications, independent artists, “subcultural” musicians, and “hitchhikers.”
The independent art scene developed noticeably from the beginning of the
1970s, while a new generation embarked on other paths in the mid-1980s.

At least 43 private and independent galleries were involved in exploring
self-determination, for instance through happenings, concerts, parties, and
video performances, without assuming any explicitly (political) oppositional
character.” These galleries included, for example, Eigen + Art, which was run
by Gerd Harry [Judy] Lybke und Thorsten Schilling in Leipzig from 1983,'% in
East Berlin Jiirgen Schweinebraden’s EP Galerie,!! the Ateliergalerie run by
Hans Scheib, and from 1978 the Literarisches Salon, which was run by Ekke-
hard [Ekke] Maaf.!? The same applied to the interactions of music, gestural
painting, dance, and pantomime. Subcultural writers also met at various oth-
er locations, like in private apartments such as that of Gerd and Ulrike Poppe.
This was a loose, solidarity-based community that refused to recognize social
norms and cultivated an independent, non-conformist lifestyle. Here, the
“scene” based in the East Berlin district of Prenzlauer Berg played a special
role.’> Among the influential subcultural writers were Thomas Brasch, Adolf
Endler, Elke Erb, Siegmar Faust, Wolfgang Hilbig, Gert Neumann, Lutz Rath-
enow, Andreas Reimann, Riidiger Rosenthal, and Ulrich Schacht. The State
Security Service classified these goings-on as early forms of “underground
political activity” that demanded “extensive” monitoring and “infiltration.”

Following Biermann’s expatriation, self-published magazines, booklets,
and art books represented an important means of creating a public space, al-
beit limited, for a new critical generation.'* Thus, the independent publishing
scene, samizdat, initiated by East European dissidents can be divided into
more strongly politically and ecologically oriented publications on the one
hand and literary and art magazines on the other. In addition, there was an
immense array of flyers and one-time publications, as well as texts copied by
hand or typewriter. These publications were exchanged at platforms ranging
from events in premises connected to the Protestant parishes, where in fact
many writings emerged as church literature, to the meetings of various peace,
environmental protection, and human rights groups. Here, structures devel-
oped that would help overcome the system in the long term. After all, there
were independent publishers in the GDR, such as Radix-Verlag (Radix pub-
lishing house) and the Umwelt-Bibliothek (Environment library), around 40
samizdat art magazines, some 40 political journals like “Grenzfall” (Border
case), “radix-Blitter” (radix pages), “KONTEXT” (Context), “Umuweltblitter”

9 Fiedler, Kunst im Korridor.
10 Eckert, Opposition, Widerstand und Revolution, 181-86.
11 Schweinebraden, Die Vergangenheit der Gegenwart.
12 Bothig, sprachzeiten: Der literarische Salon von Ekke Maafs.
13 Endler, Tarzan am Prenzlauer Berg.
14 Kowalczuk, Freiheit und Oﬁ‘entlichkeit, 7.
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(Environment pages), and “Arche Nova” (Ark nova), as well as underground
music labels and theatre performances, above all in Dresden, Halle (Saale),
Leipzig, and East Berlin. Flyers and covert texts produced in the Federal Re-
public or West Berlin and smuggled into the GDR had already played a role
in the 1950s. In addition, literary “contraband” was imported, especially from
Poland and Hungary."

Alongside the sphere of the “official” fine arts, numerous painters in the
GDR belonged to the “counterculture.”!® Many of them were persecuted by
the dictatorship and frequently left the GDR for the West or had their “ran-
som” paid by the Federal Republic, for instance Dresden-based A. R. Penk
(whose real name was Ralf Winkler), Georg Baselitz, Jiirgen Bottcher-Strawal-
de, Gerhard Richter, and the Leipzig painter Sieghard Pohl. Moreover, East
Berlin artist Cornelia Schleime, who attracted attention with artistic forms of
expression such as performance, small-format film, and punk music also be-
longed to this group. In contrast, Gabriele Stotzer held her ground in her
home region of Thuringia, despite having to endure intense repression.

An independent jazz scene had already formed in the 1950s.!” Later, the
“Klaus Renft Combo,” which was founded in 1958 and intermittently known
as “The Butlers,” was of special significance to the rock scene.!® Like other
independent music groups, the formation was constantly subject to repres-
sion, and it was finally dissolved in 1975. In order to enable these kinds of
measures against the rock ‘n” roll scene, the SED justice system introduced the
offence of “rowdyism” already in the mid-1950s.

The struggle against “rowdyism” was also directed against street gangs
of working-class youth whose subcultural existence in the big urban centres
was connected to particular locations, such as the “Clara Zetkin” park in Leip-
zig or the “Staudenhof” housing block in Potsdam. In a certain sense, beat
fans assumed the legacy of these groups, a legacy which was then continued,
beginning in the end of the 1970s, by punks and heavy metal followers, as
well as skinheads.! The members of these groups met mostly in parks, cine-
mas, around waste containers, at swimming pools or in certain streets. Their
bands rehearsed in cellars, garages and private apartments or in rooms be-
longing to Protestant youth groups in particular. In the 1980s, cross-connec-
tions developed between punks, the “long-haired” disciples of beat, squatters,
the alternative art scene, and politically oriented groups. Young people began
to use public action to urge for political reform. Alongside punk, other music
forms and events played an important role, such as the “blues masses” organ-

15 Lokatis and Sonntag, Heimliche Leser in der DDR.

16 See the most recent summary: Lindner, Nihe und Distanz.

17 Onjazz, see: Bratfisch, Freie Tone.

18 See Stiftung Haus der Geschichte der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Jugend und Musik in Deut-
schland.

19 Galenza, Havemeister. Wir wollen immer artig sein ... This collection of essays also includes a
chapter on skinheads in the GDR.
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ized in Protestant churches in East Berlin between 1979 and 1986 by theologi-
ans like Rainer Eppelmann for as many as 9,000 participants.?’ As of 1983,
punk bands were also allowed to perform at these venues. The young people
who streamed to the “blues masses” from across the entire GDR were retali-
ating against ossified life in the dictatorship by creating their own ways of life.
They thus achieved considerable political magnetism. For them, the “event”
was more important than structure.

In the GDR'’s later phase, breakdance began part of the alternative music
culture. Western underground pop was the model for all these groups. LPs and
cassettes were smuggled into the GDR, also from Poland and Hungary, and
they were reproduced. The huge enthusiasm for rock culminated in the cele-
brated concerts by Udo Lindenberg in 1983 and the concerts held between 1987
and 1988 in East Berlin by world-famous stars such as Bob Dylan und Bruce
Springsteen, whose open-air performance drew in 170,000 fans. In contrast, the
party youth organisation’s Free German Youth (Freie Deutsche Jugend, FDJ]) own
folk music movement, Singebewegung (Singing movement) and the folk music
group Oktoberklub, which had the support of the FDJ, very clearly met with
less interest, although there were grey zones between such officially authorized
youth music and countercultural currents. As late as 1985, the SED imposed a
work ban on the oppositional songwriter Stephan Krawczyk. He was arrested
in 1988 and was deported against his will to West Germany. East German rock
musicians and singer-songwriters subsequently played a role in the Peaceful
Revolution when around 50 of them demanded the democratization of the
GDR in the “rocker resolution” of September 18, 1989.

Two of the main authors of the so-called “rocker resolution,” the singers
Hans-Eckardt Wenzel and Steffen Mensching, also exemplify ironic strategies
in the clash with official culture: the “clowns” Wenzel and Mensching present-
ed a surreal image of the GDR on stage; in similar fashion, mail art artists pro-
duced ironic postcards, while the “hitchhikers” longed for spaces of autono-
my.?! The “hitchhikers,” who also called themselves “Kunden” (customers) or
“Bluesers,” had long hair and wore jeans, parkas, sandals, or light climbing
shoes. On weekends, they travelled the whole of the GDR, always looking out
for concerts by their favourite bands. Popular events included festivals, the
Wasungen carnival, the annual onion market in Weimar, and the tree blossom
festival in Werder on the Havel. They held wild orgies in inns in remote villages
and hamlets; they binged and made love. Any nonsense was permitted if it an-
noyed the “squares” and promoted excess as a form of self-assertion. Summers
were marked by a compulsory hitch-hiking tour to the Bulgarian Black Sea
coast. They made especially daring use of their travel visas for Romania to
hitchhike as far as the Caucasus or as far as the Soviet-Chinese border.

20 Moldt, Zwischen Hass und Hoffnung, 14.
21 Rauhut and Kochan, Bye bye, Liibben City.
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The counterculture scene emerged during the 1980s in the old town cen-
tres of cities like Dresden, Jena, Leipzig, and East Berlin, often in connection
with informal living arrangements and squatting.?? Apart from the groups
mentioned above, the “scene” included “alternative anti-fascists,” radical
football fans, goths and skinheads. The “Antifa” groups formed after a skin-
head group attacked a concert in East Berlin’s Zion Church on October 17,
1987. Based mainly in Dresden and Potsdam, the “Antifa” warned of the in-
creasing influence of neo-Nazis, yet were eventually brutally persecuted by
the state, after it turned out that the official structures would not tolerate alter-
native antifascist activism. Opposition cafés and inns like the Café Heider in
Potsdam, the Fengler and the Café Burger in East Berlin, and the Angereck in
Erfurt played a special role for the counterculture.

In the 1980s, there was frequent contact between alternative culture and
independent environmental, peace, ecological, women’s rights, and human
rights groups, mostly in the setting of Protestant churches. Although many
critical young artists left the GDR for the West, others intensified their efforts
to generate a “second culture.” They committed themselves to politics and
sought limited public attention, for example in the East Berlin youth club,
“Die Box” (The box). At the same time, the secret police increased its (by all
measures successful) efforts to “infiltrate” the alternative scene. To this end, it
deployed a whole army of spies. Though permeated by informers, alternative
culture remained active at its core, and though its response to the State Secu-
rity Service was marked by a degree of fear, it also answered with disdain.
The fact that spies Sascha Anderson and Rainer Schedlinski were shaping the
“scene” in East Berlin’s Prenzlauer Berg did nothing to change this. Another
crucial factor for East German counterculture was that support for subcultur-
al activities from the Federal Republic and West Berlin remained relatively
marginal. Contacts with the West, and especially with the media, were highly
controversial among the groups themselves, though they did provide some
protection, especially in East Berlin.

The Assessment of GDR History and Sources for its Study
after 1989 in the Collections of the COURAGE Project

Over the course of its existence, the German communist dictatorship was
shaped not only by force and oppression, but also by resistance, opposition,
and dissidence.?? After the Peaceful Revolution and reunification, interest in
artistic creation as part of this resistance, opposition, and dissidence initially
focused on “high culture,” i.e. the “wars of the Diadochi” between intellectu-
als within the state party, and only then on counterculture. Some of the activ-

22 Ahrends, Damals im Café Heider.
23 For a general overview, see Veen, Lexikon Opposition und Widerstand.
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ists at the forefront of alternative culture in the SED dictatorship today no
longer play any role or have settled on the periphery of society. Others have
been able to assert themselves on the art scene in reunified Germany. Sporad-
ically, bitter discussions have broken out about the significance of “official
culture” and of the “counterculture” in reunified Germany, and likewise
about the position of East German artists. The debate about the evaluation of
art in the GDR escalated in connection with major exhibitions of fine arts in
the GDR held in Berlin, Dresden, Potsdam, and Weimar. It is to be hoped that
East German art will be recognized in the future as an essential part of Ger-
man national culture and Western culture.

Furthermore, apart from initiatives aiming at reconciliation and memori-
alization of victims of the communist regime, the preservation of the built
environment of communism and its monuments received a great deal of at-
tention. Research on different post-socialist countries, including the former
GDR, has highlighted the contentious nature of debates about the material
heritage of state socialism, with wildly diverging approaches, ranging from
calls to abandon it to attempts to preserve or re-appropriate it.2* Yet there is no
consensus on the question of how to deal with the legacy of the socialist re-
gimes, nor, indeed, on the question of what precisely falls into the ambiguous
category of “socialist heritage.”?> One important question concerns the pres-
ervation of the legacy of subversion, dissent, and opposition, which very often
is less visible than, for example, the architectural heritage of state socialism.

The collections described in the COURAGE Registry aim to capture a
diverse and complex perspective on the legacy of various forms of cultural
opposition and dissidence in the GDR and thus to cover a gap when address-
ing the material legacy from socialism. The collections described are a selec-
tion which provides a general understanding of this complex phenomenon,
and not an exhaustive or comprehensive undertaking. Neither are they repre-
sentative in a quantitative way. Cultural opposition in the GDR was broad
and diverse, and a wide array of efforts have been made to collect and docu-
ment it.?° Thus, only a selection of this rich and varied heritage could be de-
scribed by COURAGE. For this reason, our approach was typological: we
wanted to present examples which highlight the great variety of actors and
institutions involved in the process of collecting and preserving the legacy of
cultural opposition. At the same time, we wanted to describe collections that
document different forms, media, and genres of opposition. This also allowed
us to address different social, political, and cultural contexts from which such

24 See Leach, Architecture and Revolution; Klaic, Communist cultural production; Jason, Preservation
and National Belonging; Tomaszewski, Zwischen Ideologie, Politik und Kunst; Gamboni, Die Zers-
torung kommunistischer Denkmiiler.

25 Demeter, “Regime Change and Cultural Heritage Protection.”

26 Rainer Eckert’s bibliography of sources on opposition, resistance, and politial oppression in
the GDR includes more than 8,000 titles. See: https://www.archiv-buergerbewegung.de/da-
tenbank-bibliografie. Accessed September 27, 2018.
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collections emerged and in which they existed and acquired shifting mean-
ings and functions over time. The collections highlight the dynamics of cul-
tural life under the communist regime, its shifting borders, and the often
blurred lines between official and non-official engagement, refusal, co-option,
and opposition. Ultimately, the selection of the collections for the GDR was
motivated by the main objectives of the COURAGE project, namely, to docu-
ment the diversity and wealth of cultural opposition in state socialist coun-
tries and to present their significance following the events of 1989.

These collections are part of a very broad field of activities devoted to the
history of the GDR. Arguably, the history of no other socialist country has
received as much attention by researchers and policy-makers as the GDR.
This fact, of course, is conditioned by the specific fate of the GDR, which dis-
appeared as an independent country in October 1990. Reunification spurred
intensive, contentious, and ongoing debates on how the past of the GDR
should be integrated into German history. One popular narrative focuses on
the peaceful revolution of 1989, calling it the only successful democratic revo-
lution of Germany. Within this narrative, opposition to the rule of the SED
became an important aspect of the history of eventual self-liberation. On the
other hand, this made the history of opposition liable to politicization. Against
attempts to simplify the history of the GDR, specialized institutions and re-
search centres such as the Centre for Contemporary History Research in Pots-
dam (Zentrum fiir Zeithistorische Forschung, ZZF) have produced ground-break-
ing research on its social and cultural history, including questions of dissent,
opposition, and counterculture.?’

The importance of the GDR as a topic of public debate is also illustrated
by the existence of specialized institutions dedicated to the study of its history
and the preservation of the documents concerning this history, including doc-
uments pertaining to former opposition. The Federal Commissioner for the
Stasi Records, established in late 1990, became a model for the safekeeping
and securing of the archival holdings of the former secret police for other
post-socialist countries.?® It guarantees citizens access to their state security
(Stasi) files, supports research, organizes broad public education programs,
and oversees the operations of a museum. Another federal institution, the
Federal Foundation for the Reappraisal of the SED Dictatorship (Bundess-
tiftung zur Aufarbeitung der SED-Diktatur), is assigned by law to support re-
search and education about the GDR. It has its own archive, which also docu-
ments opposition (some of the collections are described by COURAGE), has
published widely on the GDR, produces materials for educational purposes,
organizes exhibitions and various events, and supports projects undertaken
by partners. As a consequence of Germany’s federal structure, the individual

27 For more on the ZZF, see its website: http://zzf-potsdam.de/en. Accessed September 27, 2018.
28 See the website of the commissioner: https://www.bstu.bund.de/EN/PublicEducation/ node.
html. Accessed September 27, 2018.
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states also support similar activities and institutions. State governments pro-
vide financial support for a wide array of non-governmental initiatives. At the
same time, there are many private organizations dealing with the history of
the GDR and documenting its past. Some of these activities are not supported
by the state or even do not seek its support because they are critical of
state-driven efforts to revaluate the history of the GDR.

Given the complex and varied institutional landscape involved in deal-
ing with the GDR past, COURAGE’s aim was to cover collections organized
by different types of institutions, from federal to local, as well as private initi-
atives. For this reason, collections differ significantly in terms of size, financ-
ing, availability of space and (trained) personnel, and capacity for dissemina-
tion and networking.

The collections described in the GDR part of the COURAGE Registry
highlight the significance of the material legacy held by various state and pri-
vate institutions involved in preservation, conservation, research, communi-
cation, and political education as part of efforts to foster a more nuanced un-
derstanding of the recent past. These initiatives either emerged in the context
of the transformation processes after 1989 or were undertaken before the re-
gime fell, while their significance has changed following the end of the SED
dictatorship. The non-conformist artist Reinhardt Zabka, who provoked the
GDR’s cultural bureaucrats, for example, established the Liigenmuseum (Mu-
seum of Lies) in the small town of Radebeul.? It documents the persistence of
a non-conformist stance which remains provocative under the democratic
system in place today and also faces bureaucratic difficulties.

Consequently, COURAGE documents a broad array of initiatives, rang-
ing from initiatives with the full support of the federal parliament and gov-
ernment to private initiatives, which do not enjoy the recognition of the state.
In the following, the collections, their institutional owners, and their main
characteristics will be briefly presented.®

An important source of documenting cultural opposition has been pro-
vided by the major archives that originate from the (former) state institutions
which controlled and organized the cultural scene and kept its actors under
observation. This includes, for example, secret police materials which today
are held in the archive of the Federal Commissioner for the Records of the
State Secret Service of the former GDR.3! These materials contain important
documents regarding the history of political repression in the GDR and also a
vast array of files documenting resistance and opposition to the dictatorship,
including dissent and counterculture, from the point of view of the main in-

29 See its website at http://www.luegenmuseum.de/wb/. Accessed September 27, 2018.

30 See the array of data in Mahlert, Vademekum DDR-Forschung.

31 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Stasi records”, by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed: September 27,
2018.
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stitution of surveillance and repression.®? Key sources for the study of cultur-
al policy in the GDR and of the SED are found among the materials held in the
Federal Archive’s GDR department in Berlin. It contains the records of the
dictatorship’s central state authorities. In connection with culture in the GDR,
the collections of the Academy of Arts in Berlin are of particular importance.
They contain the legacies of numerous artists and cultural activists, among
them major figures of cultural opposition in the GDR. It also contains a unique
collection of documents from theatres in the GDR.3* These documents offer
examples of the practices of censorship and the strategies adopted by writers
and directors who sought to stage dramas that were, in some way, critical of
the regime. For example, they crafted productions of classic works for the
theatre in ways that offered implicit (or not so implicit) critical associations
with life in the GDR. This collection highlights the persistence of critical stanc-
es and the longing for artistic autonomy in the theatre, which was a hugely
popular art form in the GDR.

The archives, which emerged from the civic movements have also played
an important role in the preservation of documents related to counterculture
and dissent. In contrast to the archives originating from former state institu-
tions, these archives focus in particular on documents related to individuals
and non-official groups. Hence, they present an important counter-narrative
to “official” documents, because they were not directly produced by the pecu-
liar epistemology of a repressive state. One of the most extensive civic-move-
ment collections is the Archive of the GDR Opposition, established and oper-
ated by the Robert Havemann Association.?* Furthermore, collections which
promote an understanding of the alternative scenes in the GDR have been
included in the Archive of the GDR Opposition, for instance the records on
the Independent Women'’s Federation and GrauZone (Grey zone), the docu-
mentation center of the non-state women’s movement in the GDR. The Robert
Havemann Association made a contribution to the Campus of Democracy, a
project initiated by Roland Jahn, the Federal Commissioner for the Stasi Re-
cords. The Campus is developed on the grounds of the headquarters of the
former Ministry of State Security.

Further collections described by COURAGE demonstrate the ongoing
processes involved in the institutionalization of projects originating from the
former opposition in the GDR with the aim of preserving its memory and

32 Information on the archival holdings of this federal institution is provided here: https://www.
bstu.bund.de/EN/Archives/InventoryInformation/_node.html. Accessed September 27, 2018.

33 Archive Performing Arts Collection: COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Theatre in the ,Wende” Collec-
tion”, by Laura Demeter, 2018. Accessed: September 27, 2018. (forthcoming)

34 Archive of the Opposition to the GDR: COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archive of the GDR-Oppo-
sition at the Robert Havemann Society”, by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed: September 27,
2018.

35 https://www.bstu.bund.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/jahn _campus.pdf? blob=publica-
tionFile Accessed: September 27, 2018.
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legacy. In the 1990s, these kinds of initiatives created regional clusters, en-
couraged in part by the rebirth of states with their own governments on the
territory of the former GDR after re-unification. Since education and research
are for the most part matters of state government, the administrative structure
of Germany provided an important framework for the organization of the
archives (both state-run and private). Some of the most important regional
non-state collections were organized by the Archive of the Civic Movement
Leipzig, which focuses on the history of the human rights, peace, and envi-
ronmental movements in Leipzig.3® This Archive, like other initiatives origi-
nating from civic movements, traces its foundation back to the last years of
SED rule. The Jena-based Matthias Domaschk Archive for Contemporary His-
tory plays a similar role in the preservation of the memory of dissent and op-
position in Thiiringen.?” The Environmental Library of Grohennersdorf has
developed into an important center of knowledge about oppositional move-
ments in Western Saxony.*® Other collections with a regional or local focus,
such as the Archive of the Peace and Human Rights Initiative in Leipzig, the
Martin Luther King Centre of Nonviolence and Civil Courage Germany — Ar-
chive of the Civil Rights Movement of South West Saxony in Werdau and the
“ARGUS” environmental group in Potsdam will hopefully be described in the
COURAGE Registry in the future.

On the federal level, the institution with the strongest focus on docu-
menting specifically the legacy of opposition in the GDR is the Federal Foun-
dation for the Study of the SED Dictatorship in Berlin.* Its holdings are con-
stantly growing, for example through the addition of new collections, such as
the Archive for Suppressed Literature in the GDR. In addition to this collec-
tion, the artistic collection of Roger Loewig and the ongoing project of acquir-
ing the digital photographic collection of Harald Hauswald are described in
the COURAGE Registry. In contrast to many of the non-governmental initia-
tives, this federal institution promotes and is actively financially supporting
professional archival preservation with broad educational and dissemination
purposes. It also supports, on a project basis, other initiatives or institutions
which deal the GDR from a public-history point of view.

In general, the diversity of institutions dealing, in one way or another, with
the history of the GDR and its legacy after 1989 is overwhelming. In addition to
the abovementioned institutions, which deal exclusively or mainly with GDR
history, there are also relevant collections at a variety of other museums, librar-

36 “Civic Movement Archive”: COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Document Collection of the Civic Mo-
vement Archive in Leipzig”, by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed: September 27, 2018.

37 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Thuringian Archive for Contemporary History 'Matthias Do-
maschk™, by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed: September 27, 2018.

38 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archive Citizens Movement of Enviromental Library Grosshen-
nersdorf”, by by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed: September 27, 2018. (forthcoming)

39 See the registry entry at: COURAGE Registry, s.v.”Federal Foundation for the Reappraisal of
the SED Dictatorship”, by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2017. Accessed: September 27, 2018.
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ies, and academic institutions. A good example is the collection on Erich Loest,
maintained by the Cultural and Environmental Foundation of the Leipzig Area
(Kultur- und Umweltstiftung Leipziger Land), and the legacy library of one of
the GDR’s foremost writers, Heiner Miiller, hosted by the Institute for German
Literature at the Humboldt University in Berlin.*’ The aforementioned Academy
of Fine Arts in Berlin also belongs in this category; it preserves, for example,
documents from the GDR’s independent literature and art scene, such as the
archive of Jan Faktor and Gino Hahneman, an artist belonging to the LGBT com-
munity. Also, museums, such as the German Historical Museum in Berlin, con-
tain artefacts pertaining to cultural resistance in Eastern Germany. In the COUR-
AGE Registry, such collections are often described as ad-hoc collections, because
they are not organized as separate collections at these institutions. Only through
the act of description were documents in these institutions relating to important
events and personalities of cultural opposition brought into a systematic rela-
tionship with one another. An example of this is the collection of photographs
capturing daily life in the GDR by the photographer Jiirgen Nagel, which is part
of the photography collection of the German Historical Museum in Berlin.

Thematically, on the one hand, the collections highlight oppositional activ-
ities by well-known dissidents and critically minded writers, such as the activi-
ties documented by the Archives of Suppressed Literature collection. These
collections reveal the persistence of efforts to generate alternative categories of
public life, as well as the persistence of state efforts to suppress them. They also
make clear that, as is the case in many other countries, the lines between official
or tacit acceptance by the authorities and suppression were often blurred. One
person could have very different experiences with the state. Many intellectuals
skillfully negotiated the official constraints and managed to produce public dis-
plays of their critiques of the regime (the theatre documentation of the Acade-
my of Arts is an excellent example of this). The importance of grey zones is also
evident in materials on youth cultures. This theme comes up in several collec-
tions, it and shows how important the younger generation was both to the state
and as a basis for counterculture. Breakdance is a case in point, and it is de-
scribed as a phenomenon of counterculture in COURAGE: it was not illegal,
and break-dancers were not persecuted, but at the same time, it transgressed
the official borders of “culture” and, thus, created alternative worlds of mean-
ing. Environmental issues are another example of a field of activism in which
the boundaries between official and non-official, accepted and oppositional be-
havior were very blurred. It comes up in several collections.

The preserved material legacy of the cultural opposition is extremely var-
ied. It encompasses publications, unpublished documents, paintings and
photography, video and audio documentation, installations, prints, posters,

40 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Erich Loest Archive”, Jacqueline Niefer, 2018. Accessed: Septem-
ber 27, 2018. (forthcoming); COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Heiner Miiller Archive / Transitroom”,
by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2017. Accessed: September 27, 2018.
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samizdat, personal items, and personal diaries. This variety of materials also
indicates the complexity and diversity of forms of subversion, alternative ar-
tistic forms of creation, and expressions and rituals of opposition. These ma-
terials widen our understanding of cultural opposition and of how opposition
can be articulated and manifested. They also show how media, ideas, and
genres moved between different countries, thus illustrating the transnational
and international nature of cultural opposition. The film archive Ex.Oriente.
Lux contains many examples of transnational transposition of media and
techniques of articulating oppositional attitudes and stances.*!

One of the aims of the COURAGE Registry is to draw attention to actors
and phenomenon that to some extent have been eclipsed by iconic personali-
ties and events. It wants to shed equal light on the many grey-zone areas and
on lesser known but still important figures. This aim is exemplified by the
collection of the painter Roger Loewig, an artist who relocated to West Berlin
in 1972 and who continued to be outside of the mainstream in West Germany
and only slowly received more recognition after 1989.42 The collections de-
scribed by COURAGE, understood as a selection of a wider and diverse phe-
nomenon to be further explored, powerfully demonstrate the richness of cul-
tural life in the GDR, which went far beyond the predominance of the para-
digm of Socialist Realism.
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Narratives and Places of Cultural Opposition
in the Visual Arts

Introduction:
Acquisition Policies and the Politics of Neo-Avantgarde Art

Framing the Yugoslav, Polish, and German case studies on the complex rela-
tionship between official cultural policies and the forces of cultural opposi-
tion, I attempt to outline the aesthetical and political conditions of collecting
and interpreting modernist and neo-Avantgarde visual art in the former East-
ern Bloc.! From a global perspective, it is tempting to declare that communist
parties came to power and Sovietized the cultural institutions and discourses
with a Stalinist program in the “liberated” (but also occupied) region of the
Eastern Bloc after World War II. According to the Zhdanov doctrine, the
“democratic,” socialist countries led by the Soviet Union opposed the “an-
ti-democratic” and “imperialist” forces of the West in the field of culture. All
art deviating from the Soviet principles of socialist realism were accused of
undermining the communist power and the “peaceful” building of socialism.
Accordingly, abstract, expressionist, and surrealist art were harshly criticized
and persecuted as the accoutrements of capitalist, I'art pour l'art, bourgeois
aesthetic politics, so these tendencies formed the basis of the (visual) cultural
opposition that resisted the officially supported socialist realism. The rhetoric
and politics of the communist Cultural Revolution, however, changed after
Stalin’s death, when it became more or less de-Stalinized and modernized.
In the field of the visual arts, aesthetic and stylistic modernization took
place in almost every country of the Eastern Bloc, though the intensity and
various notions of modernity were differed slightly. In Poland, Czechoslova-
kia, Hungary, and Romania, aesthetic modernization was based on the recu-
peration of Cubism and Constructivism, while in the Soviet Union, Bulgaria,
and the GDR abstract art was harshly criticized until the 1980s due to its
strong aesthetic ties to Western art and ideology. In the Soviet Union and the
GDR, modernization meant the elaboration of a “contemporary style” based

1 T used the notion of neo-Avantgarde parallel with Maja Fowkes and Piotr Piotrowski, who
adapted the Western criticism (Hal Foster, Banjamin H. Buchloh) of Peter Biirger’s distinction
between aesthetic (autonomous) Modernism and socially engaged Avantgarde. See Piotrowski,
In the Shadow of Yalta, and Fowkes, The Green Bloc.
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on the reinterpretation and re-evaluation of Expressionism and critical Real-
ism. In the second half of the 1950s, theoreticians and cultural politicians
aimed to create a new, revolutionary, international socialist realism synthe-
sizing the different styles of Mexican Muralism, Italian neo-Realism, German
Neue Sachlichkeit, and Russian Expressionism. Before Stalin’s death and dur-
ing the Thaw, only one country had a different cultural climate on the com-
munist side of Europe. Due to the Tito-Stalin split, Yugoslav cultural politics
supported the leftist Avantgarde as soon as the early 1950s (EXAT 51), and
thus, in this context, Avantgarde art constituted a particular “non-aligned”
socialist art.?

In the 1960s, a sort of autonomous Modernism became the officially ac-
cepted and supported socialist art in Yugoslavia (as early as the 1950s), Czech-
oslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania (only in the second half of the
1960s). Accordingly, in these countries the Ministry of Culture and the state
museums could acquire Modernist works of art which formerly (in the late
1940s and the early 1950s) were considered forms of cultural opposition. De-
spite the “normalizing” cultural tendencies of the Brezhnev era, Modernist art
remained supported even in Czechoslovakia and Hungary in the 1970s, and
this changed the meaning of cultural opposition. In the second half of the
1960s, new neo-Avantgarde artistic tendencies (Fluxus, Happening, and Con-
ceptual art) emerged in Eastern Europe. These tendencies involved social and
political engagement, which led to a critique of Modernism’s aesthetic auton-
omy. Due to its activism and political orientation, the neo-Avantgarde posed
a threat to the authoritarian regimes, so the forces of normalization turned
against it. In the early 1970s, private exhibitions and galleries were officially
sanctioned and banned in Czechoslovakia, and the cultural administration in
Hungary closed exhibitions. In 1970, one of the pioneers of Slovak conceptual
art, Rudolf Sikora, could still organize a neo-Avantgarde group exhibition in
his own studio, but he did not get permission for a second one a year later.
Because of the strict state control exerted by the state over art, a so-called sec-
ond public sphere formed around neo-Avantgarde art’s leading figures, who
themselves became its “institutions.”

The Hungarian Fluxus-oriented artist, Gyorgy Galantai organized sever-
al neo-Avantgarde exhibitions in his (rented) studio (Chapel Studio of Bala-
tonboglar) in a small town far from Budapest and strict cultural surveillance
between 1971 and 1973. At the same time, neo-Avantgarde artists in Czecho-
slovakia and in Poland also preferred the less controlled countryside for their
artistic work. In the spirit of Fluxus and conceptual art, these artists carefully
documented their artistic activity. The exhibition documentations of Galantai

2 The political notion of “non-aligned” is used here in a metaphorical sense. See Videkanic,
“Non-Aligned Modernism.”
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became the basis of his Artpool Art Archive (established in 1979)3, which con-
tains a lot of artwork (conceptual, mail art, and Fluxus pieces) by other artists
as well. In a similar fashion, the Hungarian art historian Laszlé Beke’s Ar-
chive? is also based on his international network and his curatorial work. In
1971, he organized the first Hungarian conceptual art exhibition, and later he
became the curator of the significant Hungarian alternative art center, the
Young Artists” Studio (Fiatal Mivészek Klubja) in Budapest. Beke was also
contacted by the polish organizers of NET, the conceptual artist Jarostaw
Koztowski, and the art critic Andrzej Kostotowski, who sent their NET mani-
festo to more than 300 neo-Avantgarde artists and art critics in the West and
in the East encouraging them to get in touch and undertake joint artistic ven-
tures. In 1972, Koztowski opened the Galeria Akumulatory 2 (Batteries 2 Gal-
lery), which was connected to the University of Poznan as a semi-official exhi-
bition place and which provided space for NET-based joint ventures.

The Thaw culture generally facilitated the deepening of East-West cul-
tural relations, but Fluxus and Action art were opposed by the orthodox
communist cultural policy and the “reformist” representatives of Socialist
Modernism as well. In Hungary, Fluxus events were banned, and the secret
service observed the artists and the participants. Despite the hostile official
climate, Fluxus and Mail Art became a strong link between Ostkunst and
Westkunst. The American “pope” of Fluxus, Lithuanian born George Maci-
unas, encouraged the Eastern European development of his artistic ideas
and appointed Milan Knizak to serve as director of Fluxus East in 1966, in
the year of the first Fluxfest in Prague, the first Fluxus concert in Vilnius
(organized by Vytautas Landsbergis), and the first Happening in Hungary
(The Lunch — in memoriam Batu Khan, conducted by Gabor Altorjay and Tamas
Szentjoby). Alongside Fluxus and Avantgarde music, experimental
film-making was also a significant terrain for neo-Avantgarde art practice in
Poland (one might think of the Film Form Workshop or Warsztat Formy
Filmowej) and Hungary (the Balazs Béla Stadio)® in the 1970s. In 1978, one
of the founders of Warsztat Formy Filmowej, the film-maker and visual art-
ist Jozef Robakowski, also founded a neo-Avantgarde art gallery. His Gale-
ria Wymiany (Exchange Gallery)® in his own apartment focused on multi-
media and intermedia experiments and drew on the artistic exchange of
ideas and artworks, which eventually led to the emergence of one of the
largest art archives in the region. Robakowski’s activity also demonstrates

3 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Artpool Art Collection”, by Balazs Betthy and Julia Klaniczay, 2018.
Accessed: October 07, 2018, doi: 10.24389/5123

4 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archive of Laszl6 Beke”, by Balazs Beothy, 2018. Accessed: October
07, 2018.

5 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Béla Balazs Studio Research Archive”, by Baladzs Be6thy, 2017. Ac-
cessed: October 07, 2018, doi: 10.24389/2099

6 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Exchange Gallery”, by Xawery Stanczyk, 2017. Accessed: October
07, 2018.
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that the neo-Avantgarde of the 1970s did not really find its place even in the
more liberal (more liberal than the Czechoslovak or the Hungarian) Polish
art scene. Moreover, the leading figures of the Polish neo-Avantgarde (for
instance Zofia Kulik, Przemystav Kwiek, and Pawet Freisler in Warsaw, Jer-
zy Ludwinski, Natalia LL, and Andrzej Lachowicz in Wroctaw, and
Robakowski in Lodz) defined their artistic positions in opposition to the
“soft” Avantgarde and the autonomous Modernism of official art and insti-
tutions.

In Warsaw, Freisler criticized the 'art pour l'art program of the famous
Galeria Foksal,” while Kulik and Kwiek produced non-official art in their own
apartment on the subject of their family life as a criticism of socialism as it
existed and Realism. Their artist duo KwieKulik also documented meticu-
lously their activity and actions, and this praxis became the foundation of the
KwieKulik Archive® (now in the Warsaw Museum of Modern Art, Museum
Sztuki Nowoczesnej). Similarly, Hungarian, Czech, and Slovak artists were
also making art (actions and exhibitions) in private or semi-official places
(university clubs, academic research institutes, communist youth clubs). In
the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Romania, and the GDR, it was practically impos-
sible to pursue neo-Avantgarde art publicly, though a few private galleries
existed in the GDR, but the artworks in these galleries consisted for the most
part of Modernist art. Jiirgen Schweinebraden alone established a specifically
neo-Avantgarde EP (Einzig Private) Galerie in Berlin in his flat in 1974, but the
Stasi constantly kept him under observation and sabotaged his work until he
chose to immigrate to the FRG in 1980. Another intriguing undertaking was
the Galerie Kiihl in Dresden, which was led by Johannes Kiihl, who exhibited
and sold Modernist (mainly Expressionist) paintings and legitimated his ac-
tivity through his collaboration with the Stasi. In the GDR or in the similarly
strictly controlled Romania (where censorship and persecution by the secret
police were matters of course), the neo-Avantgarde art as cultural opposition
only existed in the private sphere in the 1970 and 1980s, and the materials of
this form of cultural opposition were archived by networking artists like Rob-
ert Rehfeldt, Birger Jesch, and Joachim Stange, or Geta Bratescu and Ion Grig-
orescu, who focused on their own artistic activities.

In the culturally far more liberal Yugoslavia, even official art institutions
such as the Student Cultural Centre (Studentski Kulturni Centar) in Belgrade
provided space for neo-Avantgarde initiatives. Its Croatian version, the
Galerija Studentskog Centar, even enjoyed the support of Bozo Bek, the direc-
tor of the Zagreb City Gallery of Contemporary Art (today’s Muzej Suvremene
Umjetnosti, MSU), who was a significant socialist cadre with an excellent re-

7 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Foksal Gallery”, by Piotr Szenajch, 2018. Accessed: October 07, 2018.
(forthcoming)

8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “KwieKulik Archive”, by Piotr Szenajch, 2018. Accessed: October 07,
2018. (forthcoming)
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lationship to the party. In Zagreb, Goran Trbuljak and Braco Dimitrijevic,
who were representatives of the New Art Practice (Nova Umjetnicka Praksa),
even managed to extend their praxis to an everyday public space: they held
exhibitions in the lobby of a building in the city centre (Galerija Haustor). The
conceptual and socially engaged art of New Art Practice, however, did not
really fit into the socialist cultural policy, which tended to prefer initiatives
like the Modernist (neo-constructivism, op and kinetic art) exhibition series
Nove Tendencije (New Tendencies) in the MSU, which were thoroughly docu-
mented by a professional photographer, Toso Dabac. In 1980, the Toso Dabac
Studio’ opened as a private gallery where Petar Dabac organized exhibitions.
In Ljubljana, the IRWIN group as the art section of the Neue Slowenische
Kunst movement, already reflected on the history of Avantgarde and
neo-Avantgarde art in the 1980s. In 2001, IRWIN inaugurated the first com-
parative Eastern European online art archive (East Art Map). At the same
time, Zdenka Badovinac, the director of the museum of modern art in Ljublja-
na (Moderna Galerija), founded the ArtEast2000+ Collection focusing on the
contemporary and neo-Avantgarde art of the Eastern European region. In
2004, the Erste Stiftung established another important project, the online Kon-
takt Collection for the systematic archiving of Central, Eastern, and South
Eastern European neo-Avantgarde art.

These Central and Eastern European public art archives and collections
prompted significant Western European and North American museums to
change their acquisitions policies. In 2009, MoMA founded its C-MAP (Con-
temporary and Modern Art Perspectives) project, representing a new global
perspective which includes a separate Central and Eastern European research
group. In 2010, the Promises of the Past exhibition indicated a new Eastern Eu-
ropean horizon in the collecting activity of Centre Pompidou as well. In 2012,
the Tate Modern created its new Russian and Eastern European Acquisition
Committee (REEAC) with influential collectors as its members who had also
changed the focus of their private art collections in the second half of the 2000s
to give more space to artists who represented neo-Avantgarde cultural oppo-
sition. One of the largest Eastern European “art archives,” the Zagreb-based
Marinko Sudac Collection, also widened its circle of interest to cover the
whole region from the Baltic States to the Balkans. Among the state financed
museums of the region, the Slovak National Gallery (Slovenska Narodna
Galéria) in Bratislava and the Ludwig Museum Budapest also began to enrich
their basically Modernist collections with neo-Avantgarde artworks. The
newly (in 2005) established Muzeum Sztuki Nowoczesnej in Warsaw based its
identity in particular on the purchase of neo-Avantgarde artists” archives and
the documentation of cultural opposition. Beginning in the second half of the
first decade of the new millennium, the Museum of Modern Art in £6dz

9 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “EXAT 51 and New Tendencies at the Toso Dabac Archive”, by Lidija
Bencetié, 2017. Accessed: October 07, 2018.
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(Muzeum Sztuki) and the Museum of Contemporary Art in Wroctaw
(Muzeum Wspotczesne Wroctaw, MWW) also put considerable emphasis on
archiving the local neo-Avantgarde. Tranzit.org, which is one of the most out-
standing examples of regional cooperative endeavors in the field of art (it has
initiatives in Austria, Hungary, Slovakia, Romania, and the Czech Republic)
and is funded by the Erste Stiftung, is also pursuing research on neo-Avant-
garde art and counterculture. The Hungarian tranzit.hu even launched an on-
line database focusing on experimental and alternative exhibitions (Parallel
Chronologies: An Archive of East European Exhibitions) in 2009.

Nevertheless, the mapping of cultural opposition is not the product of
the 2000s neo-Avantgarde art-market boom. It started in the 1970s, and it
stemmed from the neo-Avantgarde artists’ practice, which was engaged in
self-historicization and networking. Later, these processes became an impor-
tant factor in the re-canonization and re-evaluation of the art of Eastern Eu-
rope, which at first appeared in national exhibitions in the countries of the
former Eastern Bloc after the regime changes of 1989. The “new democracies”
usually tried to prove that they had a cultural past (including Surrealism, In-
formel, Tachisme, post-painterly abstraction, Pop Art etc.) compatible with
the West. Nevertheless, the new Avantgarde canon of the 1990s was formed
parallel with the strengthened Western interest in Eastern European art. This
interest, however, had a particular power relation which could be described
by the notion of the “Western gaze.” This “Western gaze” refers to the implied
primacy of Western perspectives (phraseology and canon), which is always
seeking and finding exotic versions of its own aesthetic values and artistic
trends on the peripheries. The scholarly criticism of this “Western gaze,” par-
allel with the Central and Eastern European reception of post-colonial theory,
led to the issue of the deconstruction of the cold war Ostkunst—Westkunst
dichotomy. The most important field of this deconstruction or revision was
the large international exhibitions dealing with the art of the region in a com-
parative fashion. One of the first significant regional exhibitions, Aspekte/Pozi-
tionen (MUMOXK, Wien), was curated by Lérand Hegyi, a Hungarian art his-
torian who attempted to cast the former Eastern Bloc as a region which repre-
sented the specific modernist and neo-Avantgarde art of Austria, Hungary,
Poland, the former Yugoslavia, and the former Czechoslovakia. At the same
time, the Berlin-based Serbian art historian Bojana Peji¢ (with David Elliott,
the director of Moderna Museet) organized another insightful comparative
exhibition, the After the Wall in Stockholm. Peji¢ and another author of the
exhibition catalogue, Piotr Piotrowski, who described the region as a “grey
zone” between the East and the West, argued that the former East should lib-
erate itself from the colonizing power of the Western gaze. A similar critique
motivated the founder of the Former West research project (2008-16), Maria
Hlavajova, director of BAK (basis voor actuele kunst) in Utrecht, who extend-
ed Igor Zabel’s revisionist cultural perspective to imagine a post-totalitarian
Europe in the age of the post-communist condition.
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Similar intentions motivated Piotr Piotrowski to elaborate the program of
Horizontal Art History, which sought to deconstruct the power/knowledge
structure of the geopolitical centrum-periphery to accomplish a more sophis-
ticated interpretation of Central and Eastern European art. Opposing the tra-
ditional, universal, vertical history of art, Piotrowski’s theory focuses on the
particular local histories of culture and the phenomena of adaptation and cul-
tural translation aiming to falsify the older Modernist paradigm which de-
scribes the art of the Eastern Bloc as a mere replica or pastiche of the glo-
balized Western canon. This new revisionist paradigm includes other theoret-
ical perspectives as well to redefine the countercultural praxis of the
neo-Avantgarde; Klara Kemp-Welch adapts Gyorgy Konrad’s notion of an-
ti-politics to interpret neo-Avantgarde art as reticent cultural dissidence, and
Claire Bishop uses the perspective of contemporary participatory art to rein-
terpret the oppositional stance of the neo-Avantgarde as a social praxis with
both anti-communist and anti-capitalist intentions. As either a social praxis or
a form of passive resistance, the neo-Avantgarde created its underground art
with the intention of founding an alternative non-official canon based on net-
working and archive building which began to prosper in the 1980s parallel
with the strengthening of political opposition in the region.

Contemporary Art between Institutionalism and Opposition:
the Collections of the Museum of Contemporary Art Zagreb

Culture as a Mirror of International Politics

The collection of post-war neo-Avantgarde art and conceptual and post-con-
ceptual art of the 1970s and 1980s on the territory of the former Yugoslavia!®
should be seen from the perspective of the specific political position that Yu-
goslavia had in relation to other Eastern European countries under Commu-
nist regimes and in relation to the West, not to mention from the perspective
of the role of culture and art that was often utopian enough to allow the dis-
ruption of the original communist dogmas according to which the state policy
sought to structure public life. Differences in state politics in other European
communist countries and Yugoslavia were visible in social conditions and
state politics from 1948. After the split with Stalin, the Yugoslav party leader-
ship took another autonomous step, namely the introduction of “workers’
self-management,” an unknown form of production process management in
the communist world. Beginning in the mid-1950s, the Yugoslav leadership
opted for political and military neutrality, which was primarily reflected in its

10 The focus of the text, however, is on the situation in Croatia and Slovenia as former Yugoslav
republics, although examples from Serbia will also be mentioned.

247



JEROME BAZIN - SANDOR HORNYIK - TTHOMIR MILOVAC - XAWERY STANCZYK

active participation in the Non-Aligned Movement. Josip Broz Tito, the presi-
dent of Yugoslavia, highlighted the special position and role of Yugoslavia as
a buffer zone in the Cold War between two differentiated, opposed political
positions, the Communists led by the Soviet Union and the US-led liberal
democracies.

This “oppositional” attitude could also be called “resistance” against the
great forces, and it can also be recognized in the sphere of public life in gener-
al, where culture had a special place. There was a turn away from Socialist
Realism, of which only traces remained by the early 1950s. This offered new
opportunities, and cultural institutions turned to Western patterns. It is inter-
esting that in these years the authorities established public institutions and
organized cultural events that were generally in cultural opposition, seeking
new models of action. The City Gallery of Contemporary Art (today’s Muzej
Suvremene Umjetnosti, MSU) was established in Zagreb in 1954. From the
outset, its mission was to establish a program policy based on the criteria and
experiences of the pre-war historical Avantgarde, on opposition to ideolo-
gized culture and art (including post-war Socialist Realism), and on intensive
internationalization and the opening up of space for the neo-Avantgarde ex-
periment, which was a direct path to the idea of changing social realities. The
Western experience and the specific geopolitical position of Yugoslavia were
both used in this endeavor.

Abstract and Subversive Art in the Collections of MSU

An important role in the breakthrough of abstract art in Yugoslavia and its
positioning on the international art scene was played by members of the Exat
51 group,!! whose artistic work linked post-war Yugoslavia with the Western
world. By presenting the extraordinary architecture and design of the Yugo-
slav pavilions at trade fairs in Europe and the United States and introducing
geometric abstraction as a legitimate neo-Avantgarde visual vocabulary,
whether in design, painting, or architecture, Exat 51 influenced a number of
important events related to the exhibition and purchasing policy of Zagreb’s
City Gallery of Contemporary Art and other existing museums and galleries,
as well as those that would later be established. At the time, they changed
their exhibition and collecting policy and shifted the focus from traditional
Modernism to historical Avantgarde and neo-Avantgarde. Based on these
premises, other museum institutions of contemporary art and international
art events, such as the Nove Tendencije'> (New Tendencies) in Zagreb (since

11 Here we emphasize the visual artists Ivan Picelj, Aleksandar Srnec, Vlado Kristl, and the ar-
chitect Vjenceslav Richter. Other members of the group were architects Bozidar Rasica, Ber-
nardo Bernardi, Zvonimir Radi¢, Zdravko Bregovac, and Vladimir Zarahovic.

12 New Tendencies, the international movement of new forms of art communication, which
brought together artists of Op-Art, neo-Constructivism, Kinetics, Lumino Kinetics, and pro-
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1961) and the International Biennial of Graphic Arts in Ljubljana (1955), were
founded in the 1950s and 1960s.

In Belgrade and Skopje, museums of contemporary art were established
in the 1960s, which in a certain way followed the established trend. In the
early 1950s, the Gallery of Fine Arts (later the Modern Gallery, today the Mu-
seum of Modern and Contemporary Art) in Rijeka changed its exhibition and
collecting policy with a new focus on neo-Avantgarde, although the strong
influence of the tradition of Modernism had been dominant for many years.
However, in 1954, the exhibition Salon ‘54 was held in Rijeka, at which the
paintings of Ivan Picelj and Aleksandar Srnec, the artists of the Exat 51
neo-Avantgarde group, were exhibited for the first time. The aforementioned
institutions, especially today’s Museum of Contemporary Art, followed cur-
rent events on the art scene. They organized exhibitions to collect contempo-
rary art, which is how the Museum got post-war neo-Avantgarde and concep-
tual art works of the 1970s, and works by European artists were also collected
in the same period.

In the 1950s and 1960s, the works of Ivan Picelj, Aleksandar Srnec, Vjenc-
eslav Richter, and Vlado Kristl became part of the Museum collection. Kristl
became a dissident artist, his experimental film General was banned by the
censorship commission because of allusions to President Tito, which is why
Kristl decided to stay permanently abroad. In these years, works by Julije
Knifer, Josip Vanista, Ivan Kozari¢ and Marijan JevSovar, members of the Gor-
gona group, became part of the collection. The Gorgona protoconceptual
group was established in Zagreb by Josip Vanista and several artists and cura-
tors close to European and American phenomena, such as the groups Zero
and Fluxus 1959. Over the course of the next few years, the groups” work was
closely related to the activities of the City Gallery of Contemporary Art. The
members of the group were Josip Vanista, Julija Knifer, Ivan Kozari¢, Duro
Seder, Marijan Jevsovar, Miljenko Horvat, and critics and curators Matko
Matkovié¢, Dimitrije Basicevi¢ Mangelos, and Radoslav Putar. The members of
Gorgona expressed their disagreements with the social realities of the time by
avoiding them and retreating into the intimate space of a small community,
thus opposing the trend of social collectivism. Because of this, their works are
pervaded by spirituality and absurdity, quite the opposite of the rational ge-
ometric abstraction that was nurtured by Exat 51 members.

In the 1970s, the Museum purchased works by members of the Nova Um-
jetnicka Praksa (New Art Practice) who were young artists who emerged in
the period between the late 1960s and the mid-1970s in the larger cities of
former Yugoslavia (Zagreb, Split, Ljubljana, Belgrade, Novi Sad, and Suboti-
ca). They shared an interest in media experimentation, primarily in recent
television and video media, photography, but also in action and performance.

to-Cybernetics on five occasions, held at the Zagreb Gallery of Contemporary Art from 1961
to 1978.
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They were interested in general civilizational issues concerning human rights
and new topics, such as feminism and ecology. The phenomenon of media
reality and the language of art were questioned. Nowadays, the Museum has
a large and significant collection of these works of art and documentation
purchased when the works themselves had only recently been made, and this
makes the collection distinctive. The works of the Croatian protagonists Mlad-
en Stilinovi¢, Sanja Ivekovi¢, Gorki Zuvela, Vlado Martek, Dalibor Martinis,
Josip Stosi¢, and others and Serbian artists Rasa Todosijevi¢ and the members
of the KOD Group, Bogdanka Poznanovi¢, and others and of the Slovenian
OHO group appeared in the collection in the 1970s and 1980s. A little later,
works by members of the IRWIN group were also made part of the collection.
The collection also received works by artists from Eastern Bloc countries, such
as Dalibor Chatrny, Petr Stembera, Jerzy Trelinski, Milan Knizak, and others,
who then established contacts with our curators and artists.

Until the second half of the 1980s, regardless of the fact that artists were
bluntly critical of social realities, the political system, and cultural policies and
although they warned against restrictions on social liberties, for instance lim-
itations on public and personal freedoms and the general lack of democracy,
cultural institutions could still establish a public presence and they could also
purchase the works of subversive artists. The public did not doubt the justifi-
ability of these kinds of critical voices and it supported them, thus allowing
art criticism to be institutionalized, so a space for artistic work and public re-
actions to it emerged. The art of the 1970s and 1980s in Yugoslavia emerged as
a rejection of the major currents of canonized modernism, and artists adopted
a radically critical attitude towards society and its undemocratic political ar-
rangement, lifestyle, and dominant values in the visual arts, the so-called
“fine art.”13 As Marijan Susovski argues, the purpose of this non-conformism
was to develop art as “an integral part of the criticism of the social praxis, in other
words, a revolutionary mechanism for the introduction of qualitative changes to the
social praxis.” 14

We are talking, of course, about limited conditions and boundaries that
art and artists never crossed or crossed only very rarely. However, spaces of
artistic freedom also suffered constraints in the West, especially in the 1970s
and 1980s, but mainly due to economic pressures and generational and ideo-
logical disagreements. Artistic reactions were largely tolerated, but a radical
and socially dangerous response emerged in the form of political terrorism,
which seriously destabilized the public space in the West. States responded by
suppressing various forms of resistance and opposition, thereby affecting the
broader area of civil society and spaces of creative freedom. In the political
West, radical art practices of the time recognized problems and pointed to

13 One thinks of Abstract Expressionism, Lyrical Abstraction, Surrealism and Figuration, and
some forms of geometric art.
14 Susovski, The New Art Practice in Yugoslavia 1966-1978, 3.
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specific social anomalies. The radical art practices in the West developed a
discursive language that resembled the language of the Yugoslav conceptual
and postconceptual art scene in the 1970s, the so-called Nova Umjetnicka
Praksa. The point of overlap is the understanding of art as a form of institu-
tional and social criticism of political or cultural practices and thus as a pro-
moter of change. At the time, the MSU collected works by Western artists such
as Hans Haacke, Joseph Beuys, Denis Adams, Alain Fleischer, Antoni Munta-
das, Ugo La Pietra, Julido Sarmento, and others who had been critical, thema-
tizing the system’s unfairness toward the individual. The Croatian artist
Marijan Molnar joined this artistic trend, and in 1981 he appeared on the cov-
er of the newspaper Studentski list dressed as a terrorist. This subversive per-
formance is documented in the Museum’s ad hoc collection Za demokratizaciju
umjetnosti (For the Democratization of Art).!

The similarities between these two systems find expression in public ac-
tion and communication: the space of action is free until the political system
feels threatened. For example, the arrest of the artist Tomislav Gotovac while
he was performing the subversive Zagreb, I Love You! (when he walked com-
pletely naked in the centre of Zagreb in 1981)! and the fine he received for
this shows that the system did not distinguish between art and political ideol-
ogy. Nevertheless, Gotovac was sentenced primarily for moral reasons, i.e.
because he endangered public order and peace, not for “denying the system,”
which was the usual formulation for the activities of the regime’s opponents.

Private Collections that Testify to the Culture of Disagreement

The anarchist movements of these years offered spaces for informal activities
for those who were not visible but also worked on changing political opin-
ions. In Yugoslavia in the 1970s, the members of these kinds of groups were
members of the younger student population gathered around faculties of so-
cial sciences, artistic formal groups (Group of six artists!” in Zagreb), and the
informal ones established by individuals like Vladimir Dodig Trokut or Zoran
Senta, who were close to artist groups and became collectors. Trokut formed
an extraordinary collection called Antimuzej (Antimuseum)!® based on a
non-selective approach to the collection of ethnographic materials, art sub-

15 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “For the Democratization of Art Collection at the Museum of Cont-
emporary Art Zagreb”, by Lidija Benceti¢, 2017. Accessed: October 07, 2018.

16 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Homage to Josip Broz Tito Collection at the Museum of Contempo-
rary Art Zagreb”, by Lidija Benceti¢, 2018. Accessed: October 07, 2018.

17 Here, in the sense of a preference for and affiliation with an anarchist worldview, the brothers
Miladen and Sven Stilinovi¢, Vlado Martek and Zeljko Jerman should be emphasized, while
Fedor Vucemilovi¢ and Boris Demur, also members of the group, belonged to the politically
moderate circle of artists.

18 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “No Art Collection”, by Lidija Benceti¢, 2017. Accessed: October 07,
2018.
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jects, and cultural anthropology. As a publisher himself, on the other hand,
Senta collected a unique library of anarchist rarities and artist’s books. On the
subject of collections it is interesting that the artists and protagonists of the
Nova Umjetnicka Praksa established the practice of exchanging works, so
some artists have very valuable and significant collections, for example, Vlado
Martek in Zagreb and Roman Uranek in Ljubljana. The Institute of Tomislav
Gotovac systematizes the rich legacy of these artists and also owns a signifi-
cant number of works by other artists which were collected by Gotovac.

However, the real boom in the collection of neo-Avantgarde, conceptual,
and postconceptual art occurred after the political and social changes in the
1990s, when private collectors showed up and institutional interest in this
kind of art began to grow. The EastArt2000+ Collection of the Modern Gallery
in Ljubljana and the Marinko Sudac Collection in Zagreb, which were created
in the past fifteen years, collect works of neo-Avantgarde, conceptual, and
postconceptual art from the entire former East Bloc. Together with MSU, they
constitute the most important collections of works by Eastern European art-
ists. The EastArt2000+ Collection was created in 2000 within the Modern Gal-
lery in Ljubljana, which today has about 11,000 works. The collection of
Vladimir Macura in Novi Banovci near Novi Sad is also worth mentioning. In
2016, the Macura Museum opened here with a large collection of Yugoslav
neo-Avantgarde art, which was collected from the 1980s. Their interest in
Avantgarde, neo-Avantgarde, and conceptual art was built on existing theo-
retical and museum practices, but each of these collections, and especially the
Marinko Sudac Collection, has turned out to be a remarkable contribution to
the affirmation of this period in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slova-
kia, and the former Yugoslav republics of Slovenia, Serbia, and Croatia.

From Neo-Avantgarde to the Underground:
Non-comformist Art in Poland

The climax of the activities of the underground art scene in Poland occurred
in the middle of the 1980s in what has come to be referred to in the popular
discourse as a consequence of communist repression. Actually, the artists
who took the side of the “Solidarity” union proclaimed a boycott of the official
structures after the introduction of martial law in 1981. Many of the under-
ground galleries and art initiatives were a reaction to the decomposition of the
map of the cultural institutions caused by martial law. However, the inde-
pendent movement of “radical” and “progressive” artists, with its autono-
mous communicational network, private galleries, and niche events, had aris-
en in the 1970s, when the political situation was very different. It seems para-
doxical if one takes into consideration the relative liberalization and welfare
during the majority of the period of rule under first secretary Edward Gierek.
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To understand the dynamics of the process that led artists to pursue their
work informally in unofficial settings it is necessary to reconsider the relation-
ship between artists and state politics as well as relations among artists them-
selves. After the Thaw in Poland in 1956, Socialist Realism was no longer the
normative poetics in fine arts, and the state authorities overall withdrew from
the direct control of the art scene. Moreover, after the decline of Stalinism,
socialist cultural policy showed strong interest in Modernism, which previ-
ously had been denounced. In the visual arts, the triumphant return of apolit-
ical Modernism occurred following the relatively short boom in Informalism
as a manifestation of artistic freedom in the second half of the 1950s practiced
e.g. by Tadeusz Kantor. Because of public appreciation for and promotion of
modernist aesthetics, in the 1960s the Polish People’s Republic acquired the
image of a country of outstanding painters, sculptors, directors, and actors. In
the 1960s, some pre-war Avantgarde artists, e.g. Henryk Berlewi, had brilliant
careers, combining the visual attractiveness of their work with the status of
pioneers and explorers. Berlewi, who since the late 1920s had lived in Paris,
served in the official press as an example of the connections between Polish
and Western modern art, but there were other artists in Poland who linked the
pre-war and post-war Avantgarde tendencies. Henryk Stazewski was one of
the most important figures among them. However, as Piotr Piotrowski put it
in his book Znaczenia modernizmu, the esteemed pieces of the art of the time
were much closer to Modernism than they were to Avantgarde, according to
the distinction between the two drawn by Peter Biirger in his Theory of the
Avant-Garde.

To examine the blurred division between Avantgarde and Modernism in
post-war art in Poland, Piotrowski examined the attitudes of artists and critics
associated with Warsaw’s Foksal Gallery (which was established in 1966), in-
cluding Wiestaw Borowski, Henryk Stazewski, Tadeusz Kantor, and Andrzej
Turowski. They were familiar with neo-constructivism but preferred to focus
on a language of art (color, composition, and planes) than on the commitment
to socio-political issues which characterized the Constructivists. The autono-
my of art protected and conceptualized by the Foksal members was construct-
ed against state control, so it was not just an escape into “pure” art. The at-
tempt to save art from politics, however, resulted in aesthetic essentialism and
concentration on the ontology of art or the existence of the author. The EL
Gallery established in Elblag in 1962 and especially the 1st Biennale of Spatial
Forms organized there by Gerard Kwiatkowski and Marian Bogusz in 1965
adopted a more Avantgarde approach. This event, in which 40 artists partici-
pated (including Zbigniew Dtubak, Zbigniew Gostomski, Kajetan Sosnowski,
and Henryk Stazewski), was the first significant cooperative endeavor among
artists inspired by Constructivism and industrial workers from the Zamech
metal company. The artists wanted to collaborate with workers and contrib-
ute to improvements in the state of public spaces. The newly created geomet-
ric forms were placed on the streets of Elblag, where they attracted the interest
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of the citizenry. The message about collaboration between progressive artists
and industrial workers was crucial if the artists were to have a better chance
of gaining the approval of the authorities. Nonetheless, workers simply pro-
duced in a factory what artists requested, so the cooperation was unilateral.
Thus, the ideological framework of Constructivism was set as an “umbrella”
covering unrestricted formal research efforts rather than actually adopting
the point of view of the so-called art workers.

For the next several years, EL Gallery became an exceptional art laborato-
ry for artists who were searching for a connection with the public and who
saw themselves as having a role in reshaping the social realities. The fifth and
last edition of the Biennale known as Kinolaboratorium (Cinemalaboratory)
in 1973 was a great presentation of works by young artists which contested
patterns of perception and relationships between artists and society, with es-
sential shows by the Workshop of Film Form, which was founded in 1970 in
Lodz. In spite of the success of the event, Kwiatkowski, the head of EL Gal-
lery, migrated to Germany in 1974 and the institution lost its Avantgarde rep-
utation. Nonetheless, it had already encouraged young artists to pursue art
engaged in social issues alongside formal experiments. At the moment, the EL
Gallery manages a collection of works from these events and takes on many
other initiatives, from sound art workshops to the reprints of the famous “Art
Worker’s Notebook” (“Notatnik Robotnika Sztuki”), with the aim of continu-
ing Kwiatkowski’s interdisciplinary, multimedia, and innovative legacy.
However, Kwiatkowski’s attitude toward work and labor has not yet been
thoroughly examined or problematized. Unlike the neo-Avantgarde artists
from Warsaw, £6dz, and Wroctaw, who used industrial metaphors to discuss
art, Kwiatkowski in fact worked physically shoulder to shoulder with Elblag’s
workers and had not been recognized as a professional artist.

Events such as Elblag’s Biennale, Symposium Putawy ‘66, Symposium
Wroctaw ‘70, International Meetings of Artists, Scientists and Art Theorists in
Osieki, and many similar occasions were essential presentations of conceptual
art and thought in Poland. But the “scientific” approach, which focused on
questions of technology and formal problems of art, turned out to be boring
and repetitive for young artists, e.g. members of the Film Form Workshop.
They sought to challenge the vision of art represented by the great conceptual
artists: harmless to the state apparatus and alienated from social life. Of
course, Conceptualism had a critical impact as well; Wtodzimierz Borowski
and other Polish Conceptualists aimed to deconstruct the aesthetic ideologies
and the modern mythologies of art and the figure of the artist as genius and
creator. In his renowned essay “Art in the Postartistic Times” (“Sztuka w ep-
oce postartystycznej”), the theoretician and critic Jerzy Ludwinski even an-
nounced that in the future art would become equal to reality, close to science
and technology while far from traditional objects and exhibitions. Although
works by Ludwinski, Borowski, and Kantor were milestones, they were still
focused on the language and autonomy of art, e.g. the question of representa-
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tion. In the 1970s, some conceptual artists and theoreticians reached the posi-
tions of the consecrated Avantgarde in the field of cultural production (in
terms used by Pierre Bourdieu in his Rules of Art). They were endorsed by
curators and journalists and their galleries (such as Foksal in Warsaw, Mona
Liza in Wroctaw, odNOWA in Poznan, and Krzysztofory in Krakow) were
relatively free of government control.

In contrast, artists like Pawet Freisler, Marek Konieczny, Henryk Gajew-
ski, Natalia Lach-Lachowicz, Zofia Kulik, Przemystaw, Pawel Kwiek, Jézef
Robakowski, and his friends grouped in the Workshop of Film Form wanted
to be engaged in social and political matters, observe social habits, and reform
the petrified social and institutional structures. At the same time, they were
interested in the new media and fascinated by the social, scientific, and artistic
potentials of technological progress, but in more pragmatic way than their
older colleagues who represented Conceptualism. They were “deserters of
Conceptualism,” as Konieczny called himself, positive nihilists, to use the
phrase coined by Andrzej Partum (older than but artistically close to the
neo-Avantgarde circles), or the “phony” Avantgarde, which is how Wiestaw
Borowski spitefully described them. Their dissent was more against the art
schools, museums, regional galleries, and other institutions of culture, with
their tinsel ceremonies, intellectual meaninglessness, and coteries, than it was
against the official socialist ideology or authority. As Lukasz Ronduda claimed
in Polish Art of the ‘70s, the neo-Avantgarde’s attitudes toward the state regime
were more reformist and pragmatic than openly rebellious. In the beginning
of the 1970s, Zofia Kulik, Przemystaw Kwiek, and Zygmunt Piotrowski were
strongly convinced Marxists, and they created a Polish version of soc-art
(“new socrealism,” as Piotrowski called it) and persuaded the ruling Party to
give them opportunities to develop their audio-visual shows on a mass scale
(their attempts were unsuccessful, though, due to criticism of Avantgarde
forms of their propaganda art). Konieczny envisioned enriching of the drab
and colorless world of everyday life with the usage of artistic imaginary. The
purpose of the provocations and intrigues set out by Freisler was to mock the
Foksal Gallery milieu by taking the ideas of conceptualism to an absurd ex-
treme and openly questioning the position of an artist in socialist society. The
bravery of the feminist art by Lach-Lachowicz (although contemporary femi-
nist critiques call into question the adequacy of this label in the case of Natalia
L-L works, she herself is commonly seen as a pioneer of feminism in visual art
in Poland) is beyond doubt, but compositions like her Consumption Art from
1972 were a powerful attack on the masculine domination (or phallogocen-
trism, to use the term coined by Jacques Derrida), commodification, and mass
consumption, i.e. an attack on the dominant conservative culture, not the Par-
ty’s principles. Even political performances conducted in the Repassage gal-
lery by Elzbieta and Emil Cieslar were closer, due to their metaphorical form,
to philosophical reflection on the history of the nation than to the straight
critique of the state socialism regime.
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On the basis of these generational and ideological shifts, the independent
art movement was formed in the 1970s. Participants in the movement had re-
alized that there was no space for their activities in the official art institutions,
so they had gradually dropped out of galleries and artists’ associations and
established their own sites in private flats, attics, and student clubs. The Bu-
reau of Poetry, Remont, Repassage, Sigma, Dziekanka, and Mospan in War-
saw, the Exchange Gallery, A4 Gallery, the Address Gallery, and the Na
Pigtrze Gallery in £L6dz, the Newest Art Gallery and the PERMAFO Gallery in
Wroctaw, and Akumulatory 2 and Wielka 19 in Poznan are only a few exam-
ples of them from the four main cities where the neo-Avantgarde emerged in
the 1970s. The function of the new sites located in private properties or prop-
erties managed by student associations and in a few cases sites without regu-
lar addresses was from the beginning to document the meetings, performanc-
es, happenings, film shows, and exhibitions, archiving this documentation
and reusing it in subsequent undertakings. The pressure to gather could be
plainly seen in the Exchange Gallery activities ran by Jézef Robakowski, orig-
inally together with Matgorzata Potocka. Robakowski, a member of groups
Zero-61, Krag, and Workshop of Film Form, knew better than anyone else that
new art needed to invent its traditions. He had begun gathering his private
collection in the 1960s, when he found out that there were opportunities to
buy relatively cheap works by pre-war formist painters at flea markets, as
well as some curiosities and ethnographic artefacts. He also documented the
work of his groups and colleagues. Finally, he participated in the informal
network of an exchange of works of art among artists. The habit of exchange
art items as gifts became the underlying idea of the Exchange Gallery, which
was established in 1978.

The Exchange Gallery was a site for exhibitions, discussions, video art
projections, film shows, and lectures. These events were documented, as were
many others outside the gallery. From many colleagues, Robakowski received
video cassettes, tapes, leaflets, art books, mail art pieces, and photographs.
This led to the emergence of an impressive archive. At the same time, in his
own artworks and theoretical texts Robakowski claimed that the progressive
neo-Avantgarde represented by him was the legitimate heir to the heritage of
the pre-war great Avantgarde of Wtadystaw Strzeminski, Katarzyna Kobro,
Karol Hiller, Stefan Themerson, Jalu Kurek, and the Jewish group Jung Idysz.
Robakowski referred to their works in his own art and autobiographical com-
positions. Other neo-Avantgarde artists made similar efforts to display their
politically and aesthetically progressive attitudes, which ran contrary to the
“academic” and traditional art that was prized by public institutions and in-
fluential people in the Polish art world.

After the boycott of the public sites under martial law had been an-
nounced by the artists associated with the “Solidarity” union, the “patriotic,”
conservative wing of the art scene found new opportunities to hold exhibi-
tions in the museums and galleries owned by the Catholic Church. That was
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true in the case e.g. of the painters from the Krakow group Wprost, like Leszek
Sobocki and Zbylut Grzywacz, who created figurative pictures combining the
Polish art traditions of Sarmatism and Romanticism with Surrealist imagina-
tion and nationalistic, conservative messages. For most of the “progressive”
artists, this was not acceptable. In the very critical moment they found their
allies in punk and new wave bands and among the subsequent generation of
rebellious poets, performers, and photographers. In £Lodz, they created the
Chip-in Culture (Kultura Zrzuty), which was an informal network of provoc-
ative, radical artists, theoreticians, and critics. In Wroctaw, the group Luxus,
which combined claims by Joseph Beuys with a neo-Dadaist sense of humor
and the poetics of neo-Expressionism and Pop Art, had strong bonds with the
underground music scene and shared a joyful, anarchistic, and “carni-
valesque” attitude with the Orange Alternative movement. In Warsaw, Zofia
Kulik and Przemystaw Kwiek, known as KwieKulik, continued to pursue un-
compromising, critical investigations of the social norms of behavior and
frames of perception in their private flat. As Piotr Krajewski wrote in The Hid-
den Decade, it was extremely important that the artistic underground was en-
grossed in the new media and genres, such as video art, performance, hap-
pening, and mail art. Video shows and performances rarely required profes-
sional art spaces, and the mail art circuit sustained the transnational commu-
nity of underground artists beyond the official scene.

The commercialization of art in Poland during the time of the capitalist
transition brought to an end the opportunities for the underground. The
hardships of the early 1990s pushed artists to produce art that would be at-
tractive to Western collectors (there was no market for art in Poland) or to take
jobs outside the art scene. The relatively independent spaces of underground
culture now had commercial value, and without support from city hall, in
most cases they were replaced by businesses. The commodification of art re-
sulted in the decline of the Modernist myth of bohemia, which was still culti-
vated in the art underground of the 1980s. Nonetheless, the legacy of the rad-
ical, progressive art, from the Avantgarde of the 1960s to the neo-Dadaism
and neo-expressionism of the 1980s, was a crucial foundation for art institu-
tions and critical discourses. Some collections are still in the private posses-
sion of their creators and collectors; this is true in the case of Robakowski’s
Exchange Gallery collection, the Museum of the Orange Alternative!” organ-
ized by Waldemar Fydrych, historic leader of the movement, and the private
collection owned by Barbara and Andrzej Bonarski, influential promoters of
Polish young art in the 1980s. For the Museum of Modern Art in Warsaw, the
archives of artists associated with the Foksal Gallery, the neo-Avantgarde
from the 1970s, and the neo-Expressionists became the foundation for the im-
age and identity of the Museum. The Wroctaw Contemporary Museum chose

19 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Museum of the Orange Alternative”, by Xawery Stanczyk, 2017.
Accessed: October 07, 2018.
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a similar approach to the construction of its image: the institution holds the
entire archive of Ludwinski, as well as many items created by the Luxus col-
lective and other underground artists. Also, Muzeum Sztuki in £6dz is well
known for gathering the Avantgarde art (both pre-war and post-war), with a
special focus on local neo-Avantgarde and progressive movements represent-
ed by Robakowski, the Workshop of Film Form, and Chip-in Culture. The
legacy of the radical Avantgarde and underground art is used as objectified
cultural capital by both institutional and personal actors, who collect, present,
classify, and dispose of it, depending on their own goals within a constella-
tion of positions and position-takings, as Bourdieu would say.

Passion, Profit and Informing in the GDR: Portrait of a Successful
Collector of Formalist Art in a Socialist Country

The last case in this chapter involves a gallery owner and collector who can be
called a successful deviant, someone who found the appropriate way of being
deviant in a socialist society and of wedding cultural opposition to lucrative
collaboration with the socialist authorities. We will examine his trajectory
principally thanks to the Stasi files (Staatssicherheit). He was indeed an inform-
er for the secret police, and his nickname for the Stasi was “Kunath.”

When we want to write the history of a collector on the basis of secret
police files, we are confronted with a historiographical imbalance. On the
one hand, we have a lot of works about the state police forces and their con-
nections to broader society in the socialist states; we also have reflective
works about the use of these files by scholars. This situation largely stems
from the facts that, due to the different lustration laws which have been
passed since 1990, secret police files are seen as particularly meaningful and
are considered as a politically sensitive issue. They are supposed to reveal
who was and who was not guilty of collaboration. This situation is also
shaped by the fact that these archives are wonderful materials for historians,
who find in them an array of information (not only about repression). On
the other hand, we have very few works about collecting practices under
socialist regimes.?’ This suggests that collecting was marginal at the time,
and the socialist framework prevented it. State socialism would have signed
the collector’s death sentence. This idea is questionable, because it ignores
two facts. There were original forms of buying art and therefore also possi-
bly new forms of collecting. Previous habits of collecting survived from the
capitalist time to the socialist one, as the curious case of Kunath demon-
strates.

20 One exception from the GDR is Kaiser, “Treibjagd im Kulturschutzgebiet.”
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A Complex Profile: Artist, Merchant, Manager, Collector

Kunath lived in the East German town of Dresden, and he was active from the
beginning of the period of socialism in East Germany to the end. Thus, he
experienced the different phases of its artistic life: the specific climate during
the period of Soviet occupation from 1945 to 1949, when interest in modern
art was re-established after the Nazi period, the Stalinist period after 1949,
during which there were anti-formalistic campaigns, the Stalinized destalini-
zation of the late 1950s and 1960s, and the precarious liberalization under
Honecker.

Kunath was not an art collector first and foremost. He was initially an
artist, and as such he belonged to the artists’ union. He was also at the head of
the private gallery created by his father. Finally, he worked for one of the “co-
operatives for selling” (Verkaufsgenossenschaften), which were created after the
uprising of June 17, 1953 in East Germany. The authorities wanted to thank
the artists for having remained silent during the revolts, so they offered them
opportunities to manage cooperatives, where works of art could be sold and
bought. They were autonomous institutions,?! and they were supposed to be
ruled by artists, but in reality the difference between artists and merchants
could be blurry. Some artists, like Kunath, created few works of art and pre-
ferred serving as merchants and managers.

A Deviant Career

Despite his membership in the artists” union and his involvement in the coop-
erative, Kunath could have been a target for socialist repression. Many factors
could have prompted the authorities to define him as an enemy of the socialist
state. He came from a bourgeois milieu, his father having been a rich art deal-
er in Dresden. According to his biography, which was written by Stasi of-
ficers,?? he was “very active in the Hitler Youth” during the Third Reich and
had been a member of the liberal party (LDPD) since the Soviet occupation
(but he did not participate in the June 17 uprising, and he did not protest dur-
ing the events in Poland and Hungary in 1956). Moreover, he had contacts
with the West German art world, and he created, collected, bought, and sold
formalist paintings.

21 The cooperatives benefited from the support of the Ministry of Culture, but they were free to
organize as they liked. The Minister of Culture stepped in sometimes, for instance by reproa-
ching them for having very high prices and not making works affordable for everyone, but
this was just a symbolic remonstrance. Bundesarchiv (BArch) DR1 n°8075, Ministerium fiir
Kultur an Verkaufsgenossenschaft Dresden (October 15, 1958).

22 The following information comes from the documents that the Stasi officers collected in 1963.
Bundesbeauftragte fiir die Unterlagen des Staatssicherheitsdienstes der ehemaligen DDR
(BstU), Dresden Archivierter IM Vorgang 6316/90, Vorschlag zur Werbung eines GI (March
23, 1963).
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More importantly, he participated in the main Dresdner salon, led by
Ursula Baring. Baring was a collector who created her collection under the
Third Reich by preserving the legacy of Ernst Barlach and by buying so-called
degenerate art from a store in Giistrow. After the war, her salon was an im-
portant site for the bourgeois Dresdner milieu of the 1950s. There, guests
could not only discuss modern Western art (Pollock, Soulages, Hartung, Ba-
zaine, the group Cobra, and the first documenta in Kassel),?® they could also
buy works of art which were on display in her apartment. For instance, Wil-
helm Miiller, an artist who was not a member of the artists’ union and who
worked with informal abstraction and afterwards with concrete art, exhibited
and sold pieces of art in Baring’s salon.?* The salon was watched by the Stasi
officers, who forced Ursula Baring to stop holding her salons in 1963.2°

Thus, Kunath was a regular participant in Baring’s salon. On Sundays, he
himself held a similar but smaller and more irregular salon, “with discussions
about decadent art,” according to a report submitted by another Stasi inform-
er.?® His fondness for “impressionism, expressionism and abstraction” was ap-
parently common knowledge, and his own rare creations proved it. Descrip-
tions of him by the Stasi officers and by informers show how irritating his man-
nerisms could be to them. “He looks like an artist from the West. He has very
short hair and a thin beard. Also a turtleneck sweater. He makes a good impres-
sion. He seems to be calm and sure and to believe everything he says.”?” An
informer writes about him: “he conducts his business in a very bourgeois way
and that is very much appreciated in the cooperative [...]. He is very good in
business; he is obsequious and knows all the technics of management.”?® Files
from the secret police are full of such remarks about behaviors and habitus,
based on social resentment and observation. Officers and informers not only
gave information, they also objectified what they saw, and it is no wonder that
historians today use these archives more and more frequently to write the his-
tory of attitudes and perceptions in the socialist contexts.

Uneven Collaboration

But the Stasi did not launch a “repressive action” against him, as it did
against Ursula Baring. Instead, the officers approached him and encouraged
him to become an informer. “With him, we have the possibility to keep un-
der surveillance a large number of people and to reach people in whom we

23 Zur Geschichte der Sammlung Ursula Baring, Kupferstichkabinett Dresden, 1997.

24 Sichsisches Landes- und Universitatsbibliothek Dresden (SLUB), Nachlass Wilhelm Miiller,
Mscr.Dresd. App.2810.

25 BStU, Dresden XII 95/62, Operativ Vorgang « Aussteller » (1963).

26 BstU, Dresden Archivierter IM Vorgang 6316/90, Abschrift von gez. “Sarink” (November 24,
1962).

27 Ibid., 1.Kontaktgesprach (February 07, 1963)

28 Ibid., Abschrift von gez. Wendeborn (May 24, 1963)
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have a special interest.”?’ He accepted, saying he would cooperate “if it’s
really certain that no one will ever hear about this collaboration.”?° He be-
came an IM in 1963.

The reports from his discussions with Stasi officers reveal a great deal
about the circulation of Formalist art (which was then more and more tolerat-
ed, at least for its Impressionistic and Expressionist tendencies) and the activ-
ities of merchants and collectors. They make clear that official trade fairs (es-
pecially the Friihjahrmesse and Herbstmesse in Leipzig) were opportunities for
merchants to buy and sell works of art. For instance, Kunath noted that one
sculpture fetched 275 East German marks in Dresden and sold 530 marks in
Leipzig a few weeks later. Such practices were illegal, because they represent-
ed undeclared income and ran contrary to the socialist condemnation of spec-
ulation, but the cooperative of Dresden did the same thing in a legal frame.

The officers were unsatisfied and often had the impression that they were
being fooled. Kunath was reluctant to give compromising information. About
one merchant whom the officers wanted to watch, Kunath said that “he played
no negative role,” which was obviously a way of protecting the man in ques-
tion and which reminds us that collaborators with the secret police not only
denounced but also protected people. The merchants that Kunath informed
on were his competitors, and he used collaboration with the Stasi to eliminate
them. Stasi officers were not duped: “when he came to speak about X, sud-
denly he gave a lot of details, because he sees in X a rival.”3! More generally,
the officers were annoyed by the way he controlled information: “during
every discussion about these questions [political matters], he never says open-
ly what he has in mind. In the last conversations with him, we observed that
he always beats about the bush to give the right political impression.” 3

Profit

After several years, the Stasi agents considered collaboration with Kunath
useless and met less and less frequently with him. He remained an IM, but in
the late 1970s the officers regretted that “his disposition to unofficial work is
limited.”% Collaboration was a constant negotiation and power struggle, in
favor of the informant in this case. Nevertheless, in the 1970s and 1980s, in the
context of a growing demand for art and a relative proliferation of galleries
(ruled by city councils, regional authorities, or local artists’ unions), Kunath
still led a successful business. We have very few sources on his private gallery,

29 BstU, Dresden Archivierter IM Vorgang 6316/90, Vorschlag zur Werbung eines GI (March 23,
1963).

30 Ibid., 1.Kontaktgespréch (February 07, 1963)

31 Ibid., Zweite Aussprache (February 25, 1963)

32 Ibid., Vorschlag zur Werbung eines GI (March 23, 1963).

33 Ibid., Jahresbeurteilung (October 18, 1979)
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but we have some sources on the Dresdner cooperative,34 and in 1975, its rev-
enue was considerable: 1,286,023 Ostmarks. One key to his success was the
way in which he played with the borders between the authorized and unau-
thorized worlds. According to the rules of the cooperative in 1975, the board
included a woman who was a party member and whose explicit mission was
to maintain a good relationship between the cooperative and the party.*®

The case of Kunath is interesting in many ways. First, it reminds us how
complex social profiles and trajectories could be in socialist contexts: the same
person could have several professional activities and be involved in different
worlds belonging to the official and the unofficial spheres. Second, the image of
a socialist society paralyzed by mutual espionage and fear is misleading. Mutu-
al surveillance was a reality, but it did not produce paralysis. Kunath was suc-
cessful in connecting his surveillance work with his other activities. Surveil-
lance and repression were elements of his business strategies. Third, there is no
reason to think that modern art was incompatible with dictatorship. We know
several examples when socialist powers used modern art for their own purpos-
es (in Yugoslavia after 1948, in Poland after 1956, in Romania in the first year of
the Ceausescu regime from 1965 to 1971, before the “July Thesis”); and this case
shows that, in certain circumstances, an individual could manage to promote
modern art continuously from the rise of the dictatorship to its fall.

Should we consider Kunath an exceptional case? Obviously, yes: few col-
lectors were as successful as he was, and few led different institutions like he
did. But the different files about him show that he shared a lot with the world
of collectors. And let us note that a case like that of Jiirgen Schweinebraden
and his EP Galerie (which is generally preferred by scholars because it gives a
pure version of cultural opposition concluded by immigration) was in many
ways exceptional. Most of the collectors of formalist art (whose names we
come across in the Stasi archives or in the archives of the cooperatives) were
certainly somewhere between these two types, and we have certainly a lot to
discover about these occasional collectors and buyers.

The case of Kunath also teaches us that we should be cautious when we
try to connect considerations about collecting and considerations about cul-
tural opposition. Collecting as such did not imply cultural opposition. It had
a lot of different meanings, and it was part of other social logics, not just the
project of protest against the social order.

Finally, it puts at the center of the analysis the issue of passion. Despite
their irritation, the officers acknowledged Kunath’s true “inner passion” for
art: “he does his job as painter and as collector with passion.”% This collector

34 Archiv der Akademie der Kiinste, Berlin (AAdK), Verband Bildender Kiinstler Zentralvors-
tand n°5306, Genossenschaft bildender Kiinstler «Kunst der Zeit» Dresden Rechenschaftsbe-
richt {iber das Geschiftsjahr 1975 (November 12, 1976).

35 Ibid.

36 BstU, Dresden Archivierter IM Vorgang 6316/90, Vorschlag zur Werbung eines GI (23.03.1963).
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made his passion for formalist and decadent art compatible with the dictator-
ship. The case invites us to reconsider the passion for art, which is essential in
the history of collecting, in its relationship with profit and repressiveness.

Conclusion

In the period of the Stalinist Cultural Revolution, Modernist (mainly Abstract
and Surrealist) art was considered a form of cultural opposition in most of the
countries (except Yugoslavia) of the Eastern Bloc. After 1953, during de-Sta-
linization, the ideology of socialist Modernism recuperated a significant part
of Modernist art, but any political or social critique of the system was strictly
forbidden. Beginning in the 1960s, neo-Avantgarde art (Fluxus, Happening,
Conceptual art, Action art) criticizing the autonomous ideology of Modern-
ism became the core of cultural opposition in the visual arts. These neo-Avant-
garde artistic efforts were organically interwoven with a renewal of modern
music, theatre, and film. The alternative, neo-Avantgarde art scene was also
associated with youth subcultures (Hippie, Punk, New Wave), and in some
culturally liberal countries, it became an integral although strictly controlled
(secret services, agents) part of the public sphere. In the Soviet Union, the
GDR, Bulgaria, and Romania strict political control actually hindered the evo-
lution of a significant “second” alternative, non-official art life. Official state
museums could collect works which were examples of this type of culture
only in Yugoslavia and Poland. In the other countries of the Eastern Bloc, ex-
pressions of cultural opposition were only archived by private collectors,
mostly artists and art historians. After the regime changes in 1989, there was
a surge in the processes of canonization of cultural opposition, which is clear-
ly visible in the acquisition policies of the regional and global art institutions
and private collections in the twenty-first century.
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Cultural Opposition and Filmmaking
in Communist East Central Europe: Lessons
from Poland and the Former Yugoslavia

Focusing on the cases of the Polish People’s Republic (Polska Rzeczpospolita
Ludowa, PRL) and the former Yugoslavia, this chapter examines leading rep-
resentatives of two different cinematic movements in East Central Europe, the
Yugoslav Black Wave and the Cinema of Moral Anxiety in Poland, which ex-
pressed opposition to the party state or contested specific ideological con-
straints imposed on the cinema by communist authorities. The films discussed
in the chapter include documentaries and feature movies, works that either
deliberately attacked communist authoritarianism or stopped short of ques-
tioning socialism, but fell victim to censorship due to their critical portrayals
of society and politics.

The chapter also analyses the relationship between the party state and
filmmakers. Although state-owned and centrally controlled, socialist cinema
was not a mere extension of party ideology, propaganda, and official histori-
ography. Following the collapse of Stalinism and the brief reign of Socialist
Realism, the treatment of filmmakers by the party stemmed from the regimes’
policies toward the artistic intelligentsia and oscillated between rigid dictates,
mutual accommodations, and negotiated autonomies. De-Stalinization and
various “thaws” and “normalizations” led to shifts in attitudes on both sides,
but did not set unitary trends. On the one hand, the Polish October of 1956
and liberalization in Czechoslovakia that culminated in the Prague Spring
contributed to the phenomena of the Polish School and the Czechoslovak
New Wave, two flagships of auteur cinema which firmly established Polish
and Czechoslovak filmmakers on the cinematic map of the world.! On the
other, the immediate period after the construction of the Berlin Wall saw an
outburst of artistic creativity among East German filmmakers which was
crushed by the notorious eleventh plenary session of the Central Committee
of the Socialist Unity Party in Germany in December 1965.

Titoist Yugoslavia, which parted with the Soviet Union in 1948, followed
a different trajectory. The country’s opening to the West in the 1950s and 1960s

1 On the Polish School see Coates, The Red and the White. On the Czechoslovak New Wave see
Hames, The Czechoslovak New Wave.

2 On the collective ban of twelve feature films and its impact on culture in the GDR see Kotzing
and Schenk, Verbotene Utopie.
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benefited its film industry, which participated in numerous co-productions
with West European filmmakers and quickly became a substantial source of
hard currency. Yet Tito’s relatively liberal regime applied comparatively
harsh censorship on its cinema, which was expected to promote the patriotic
and legitimizing myth of “Brotherhood and Unity,” the primary source of
Yugoslav (i.e. pan-ethnic) socialist identity. By the mid-1960s, a group of
young auteurs, commonly referred to as members of the Black Wave, began
adopting more critical stances towards Titoism. They broke with propagan-
dist and mainstream depictions of World War II and focused their lens on
outcasts and eccentrics. Using a mixture of avant-garde cinematography, rad-
ical aesthetics, and dark humor, they exposed cracks in the fagade of Titoism,
attacked the cult of personality, and offered left-wing critiques of the party
state.®> The Yugoslav government’s crackdown on the Black Wave intensified
in the late 1960s and culminated in the early 1970s with the purge and emigra-
tion of several filmmakers.

Finally, the chapter pays close attention to contemporary scholarship,
and it reflects on new findings and methodological approaches. Recent schol-
arship on the institutional history of national film industries in the Soviet bloc
and former Yugoslavia also highlights the role of economic factors and mar-
ket mechanisms. Inasmuch as political shifts and economic and global aes-
thetic trends determined the fate of film under communism, so did the grad-
ual erosion of institutional censorship and its replacement by what Miklds
Haraszti has defined as “the velvet prison,” in which the state displayed a
substantial permissiveness and even co-opted dissent. In this respect, the
contributors to this chapter, Nevena Dakovi¢ and Dominic Leppla, discard the
mythical figure of a primitive film censor.

The first case study deals with a cinema of former Yugoslavia and focus-
es on Yugoslav director Lazar Stojanovi¢ (1944-2017), associated with the
Black Wave and mostly known for his film Plasticni Isus (Plastic Jesus, 1971),
which earned him a three-year prison sentence. The movie was banned until
1990. Experimental and iconoclastic, it simultaneously targeted the Titoist
myth of “Brotherhood and Unity” and the cult of Marshal Josip Broz Tito
from countercultural, left-wing positions characteristic of the late 1960s and
early 1970s. In this respect, Stojanovic’s first feature can be coupled with
Dusan Makavejev’'s W.R. — Misterije organizma (W.R.: Mysteries of the organ-
ism, 1971), which bore a similar message and was expressive of a similar aes-
thetics. Makavejev’s film also reflected the state offensive against Yugoslav
auteurs, and it was banned shortly after its release. Less known than his older

3 The very term Black Wave was coined by party journalists who attacked young filmmakers for
their pessimistic outlook for socialist Yugoslavia. The leading figures of the Yugoslav Black
Wave included Dusan Makavejev, Aleksandar “Sasa” Petrovi¢, Zelimir Zelnik, and Zivojin
Pavlovi¢. See Goulding, Liberated Cinema, and Levi, Disintegration in Frames.

4 Haraszti, The Velvet Prison.
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contemporary, Stojanovic¢ was a dissident, anti-communist activist and oppo-
nent of the ethnocentric nationalism that swept Yugoslavia in the late 1980s
and early 1990s. The COURAGE Registry contains an exhaustive description
of Stojanovi¢’s personal collection, which consists of audio-visual materials,
newspaper articles, scripts, the director’s prison file, and the 2016 restored
version of Plastic Jesus. Stojanovi¢ gave two long interviews to COURAGE
researchers in 2016, months before his death in 2017.5

In her contribution to this chapter, Nevena Dakovic¢ eloquently analyses
the radical aesthetics and socio-political message of Stojanovi¢’s masterpiece
and provides the historical contextualization necessary for an understanding
of the plot of the movie and the circumstances of the director’s persecution
and its impact on Yugoslav cinema. She argues that the history of Yugoslav
cinema can be divided into “the two periods before and after Plastic Jesus (Da-
kovi¢).” She sees the affair as the culmination of the party state’s offensive
against the Black Wave, which sealed the end of this artistic formation. Sto-
janovic’s arrest was accompanied by the marginalization and emigration of
Yugoslavia’s leading filmmakers and it was part of a broader wave of repres-
sion against the Serbian liberal intelligentsia and 1968 rebels.

Dominic Leppla’s essay focuses on Polish documentary and feature film
director Krzysztof Kieslowski (1941-1996), one of the most influential figures
of European cinema. Though he was not as overtly political as Stojanovic,
Kieslowski fought numerous battles with film censorship, and he exposed
authoritarian aspects of the Polish People’s Republic and made self-censor-
ship the central motive of his beloved masterpiece Amator (Camera buff, 1979),
a tale of a non-professional documentary filmmaker. Associated with the Cin-
ema of Moral Anxiety, which bitingly criticized a society in crisis and corrup-
tion in Gierek’s Poland, Kieélowski was also a moralist.® The 1984 assessment
of Kieslowski by the Department of Culture of the Central Committee of the
Polish United Workers Party provided a mixture of condemnation and re-
spect. The party cultural apparatchiks saw the director as the ring leader of
oppositional documentary filmmakers and a representative of a different
worldview, but they also praised his talent and the fact that he confronted the
party line openly and accepted arguments of the other side.” In 1983, when
the Polish government purged the leadership of the Association of Polish
Filmmakers, removing several opposition figures (for instance Andrzej Waj-
da), Kieslowski was spared and remained in the governing body of the asso-
ciation.

5 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Lazar Stojanovi¢ Collection”, by Sanja Radovi¢, 2018. Accessed April
15, 2018.

6 Other leading members of the Cinema of Moral Anxiety included Agnieszka Holland, Krzysz-
tof Zanussi, Janusz Kijowski, Feliks Falk, and veteran filmmaker Andrzej Wajda. See Dabert,
Kino moralnego niepokoju.

7 Archiwum Akt Nowych, KC PZPR, Wydzial Kultury, LVI-1712, fol.20.
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In his insightful contribution to the chapter, Leppla reminds us of a fact
that often escapes the attention of historians and film scholars working on the
cinema and culture of the Polish People’s Republic, namely that documenta-
ries and shorts were often more thoroughly censored and banned than feature
films. A quick look at lists of films banned under Martial Law confirms this
observation.® This is not paradoxical, since the production of feature films
demanded considerably more funding than documentaries and shorts. De-
pending on political circumstances, a banned film could always be shelved for
later release, which could lead to substantial revenues. Cheaply produced
documentaries aimed to catch the spirit of socio-political momentum and the
mores of society and institutions. At the same time, the state-owned TV served
as a producer and distributor of these films.

Kieslowski’s gradual transition from documentary filmmaking to feature
films partly stemmed from the his pitched battles with the censors who
blocked his documentaries. Furthermore, as Leppla shows, Kieslowski's style
evolved from the realistic and para-documentary takes that dominated his
early feature films to movies that contained metaphysical and universal
themes. This move paved the way to the final stage of Kieslowski’s career,
which begins with the TV series Dekalog, which was less political than his
earlier oeuvre, but not devoid of episodes reminiscent of earlier, socially en-
gaged themes.” The change facilitated his delayed international recognition in
the late 1980s and 1990s.

To conclude, the chapter signals the necessity for a more nuanced ap-
proach to film censorship and filmmakers’ reactions to the policing of cinema
by the party states in East Central Europe. Left-wing critic and innovator Sto-
janovic¢ suffered a much harsher fate in seemingly liberal Titoist Yugoslavia
than anti-authoritarian Kieslowski in Gierek’s and then Jaruzelski’s Poland.
In this respect, the Yugoslav government showed stronger determination to
crush dissenting views, whereas the Polish authorities proved more flexible
and opportunistic, often permitting the development of potentially subver-
sive forms of expression, as the Polish documentaries of the 1970s or the Cin-
ema of Moral Anxiety show. But both outright repression and facilitation of
safety vents had negative and, at best, mixed results. While Stojanovi¢’s film
career derailed before it really began, Kieslowski had to wait for late interna-
tional recognition until the endgame of the communist system.

8 AAN, Naczelny Zarzad Kinematografii, Departament Programowy, fol. 5/74, Zestawienia fil-
moéw niedopuszczonych do rozpowszdechniania na mocy dekretu o stanie wojennym, 1981—
1987.

9 Dekalog did contain political and social references to the situation in Poland in the late 1980s.
One of its episodes was expanded into a full-length feature, Krétki film o zabijaniu (A short mo-
vie about killing, 1988). The movie reflected Kieslowski’s opposition to death penalty and sig-
nificantly influenced the nationwide debate about capital punishment, which was suspended
in 1988 and abolished in 1998.
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Courage and Punishment: Plastic Jesus (1971)

The new reading of the story of the film Plasticni Isus (Plastic Jesus, 1971) and
its story of great courage, after almost half a century, raises many questions
and dilemmas. The “case of the film” became the defining moment of the life
of its director, Lazar Stojanovi¢, a dissident, remarkable figure of political op-
position, ferocious social critic, and rebel. It is also the paradigmatic case of
censorship and political oppression of the era. Therefore, it is difficult to offer
new interpretative perspectives while meticulously keeping the two dimen-
sions, cinematic and socio-political, separate. However, it is possible to com-
pare the reception of the film in different times and social contexts. The first
context is the period of 1968-1973, when the film was made and recognized as
a controversial, provocative example of a strong “anarchic, anarcho-liberal
and anti-communist” discourse. The second is the contemporary era, when it
meets with different expectations and diverse critical readings. In his book
about the Yugoslav Black Wave, which was conceived as an attempt to write
the history of ex-Yugoslavia through a parallel history of its cinema, Bogdan
Tirnanic rejects any call for an aesthetic re-evaluation of the film.!? Further-
more, he stresses that Plastic Jesus should not be read as a work of art per se
but only as the document of the time.!! The term “document of time,” in my
assessment, has two meanings: the film is a document of time due to interpo-
lated archival and documentary footage; yet, due to the reactions of society,
party officials, and the state apparatus it provoked, it became testimony to the
brutality of the regime and the intensity of the repression of the freedom of
expression and the suppressive measured suffered by artists, especially film-
makers, in Yugoslavia in the 1970s, under the firm rule of Josip Broz Tito.

Research on the ways in which the film survived the challenges brought
by the passage of time is conceptualized along the two axes of art history and
political history. First, I will reassert the place of the film in the history of
world film through its contextual placement within European cinematic Mod-
ernism and the Yugoslav Black Wave. Second, I will analyse the political and
social turbulence it caused, i.e. its traces and influences, which testify to the
revolutionary spirit of 1968 and the downside of democratic Titoism or Yugo-
slav socialism.

10 The title of the chapter about Lazar Stojanovi¢ and his film paraphrases Rebecca West's fa-
mous travelogue Black Lamb, Grey Falcon (1941), alluding to perennial Serbian myths and ritu-
als (the ritual sacrifice of the black lamb and the mythomoteur of Kosovo). According to the
latter, the Prophet Elijah turns into the grey falcon and flies over from the holy city of Jerusal-
em to Kosovo Polje on the eve of the 1389 battle to ask Emperor Lazar whether he would
choose an earthly or heavenly kingdom (Dakovi¢, “Documentaries from Post-Yugoslavia,”
18). Playing with words, Tirnanic labels Stojanovic¢ a black sheep; stigmatized and ostracised;
and as the one who showed exceptional courage by choosing moral triumph at the price of a
prison sentence, the banning of his film, and his nearly derailed career as a filmmaker.

11 Tirnanié, Crni talas, 144-45.
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Plastic Jesus as film-text

Made as a thesis work at the Academy of Theatre, Cinema, Radio, and Televi-
sion (in 1974 renamed the Faculty of Dramatic Arts), Plastic Jesus is an unsur-
prising yet curious mixture that marks a radical break from and goes against
mainstream Yugoslav cinema. In terms of production, it is a modest school
work, but it demonstrated the auteur’s courage, revolutionary ideas, fic-
tion-faction structure and style, which marked the peak of the cinema of re-
sistance and social criticism of the time. These two facets, production and
textual, make the narrative of critical ideas coming from the left-wing spec-
trum of political opposition unconventional. Set in Belgrade at the time of the
student protests of 1968, the movie follows the strayed and promiscuous film-
maker (Tomislav Gotovac), his romantic involvements and sexual affairs, and
his obsessive and compulsive collecting of various films. The mixture of films
shot by the protagonist and archival footage allows Plastic Jesus to “be viewed
as the very attempt to make this film that Gotovac has in his head, as well as
the result.”12

The interlacing of fiction and reality follows the best tradition of the Black
Wave. The characters have the same names as the actors (Tom, Vukica); the
events or facts of real life, for instance the wedding of Ljubisa Ristic¢ (the actor
in the film) or Gotovac as a Croat in Belgrade, are cleverly used in the narra-
tive.13 The additional irony stems from the fact that LjubiSa Risti¢ plays a
seedy character who hypocritically manages to keep up middle class appear-
ances and lead a comfortable life, very much as in real life his family name
and father, a high-ranking general in the Yugoslav Army, kept him above all
suspicion and most of the persecutions. The destiny of honest, naive, and so-
cially marginalised Gotovac who suffers an array of tribulations and eventu-
ally is killed, on the other hand, confirms and mimics Risti¢’s actual personal
position as an unprotected “other” and alternative filmmaker, performance,
conceptual artist, and social contester from Zagreb living and studying in Bel-
grade.!* The transgressive fiction-faction interplay points to a system of allu-
sions and citations which further probes the political and ideological founda-
tions of the society.

The element “responsible both for the high quality of the film and for the
ill fate of Lazar” is the specific style of Serbian cutting.!> In his eponymous
book, Mihajlo P. Ili¢ explains Serbian cutting as a phase of editing that estab-
lishes associative, symbolic meanings; it supplies the context by (inter)cutting
shots from various sources. As a departure from mainstream narrative norms,

12 DeCuir, Yugoslav Black Wave, 243.

13 The family names of the characters, Dilas and Pribicevi¢, are also the real names of the contro-
versial politicians and dissidents.

14 Tirnanié, Crni talas, 146.

15 1li¢, Serbian Cutting, 270.
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the specific editing style, which creates a critical assault on politics, history,
and society, is comparable to Russian Formalist notions of ostranenie (defamil-
iarization, making strange) and zatrudnenie (making difficult) and their effects
in language and literature. In a broader sense, it refers to all manipulations of
various film material, while the intercut, hybrid material functions on all lev-
els of the “technology of representation and (...) narrative structure.”!® The
diversely-acquired shots evolve into a distorted and expanded film story,
highlighting original meanings. The film becomes a bizarre and effective su-
pra-narrative which smoothly accommodates all sorts of interactions between
text and context, signs and messages which produce social and institutional
significance and difference.!” Likewise, the associative montage as practised
by Stojanovi¢ makes his style similar to “one of Makavejev and, to a certain
degree of Zilnik.” The film text reveals the strong influence of “the amateur-
ism of the GEFF, the work of Fluxus, and, especially, the films of Stan Brack-
hage, Kenneth Anger, Bruce Conner, and other names of the American film
avantgarde of the 1960s.”18

The courageous invocation of the taboos of the era, from the political to
the sexual, is, at a more specific level, underpinned by Eisenstein’s montage of
attraction and Dziga Vertov’s constructivism. On one side is the simple, dar-
ing choice of historically provocative or even censored archive material. Sto-
janovi¢ uses Nazi films and movies on Hitler and concentration camps,'® Hr-
vatski Slikopis, the newsreels of the Ustashe quisling state, and documentaries
about the Chetniks. On the other are the daring cuts which relate the elements
of historical and political binarisms, producing unconventional, critical mean-
ings that break all social rules and violate censorial guidelines. The shots of
the Partisans (with voice-over in English) are followed by the images of the
Nazi blitzkrieg and the cheering crowds in the cities® (with inserted pseu-
do-documentary shots of Gotovac and his friends and shots from the films
directed by Gotovac). The images of the Nazi edifices are interpolated in the
camera takes of the motorcycle drive through Belgrade, and the intercut city-
scapes comparatively imply the uncanny resemblance between the totalitari-
an regimes, Nazism and Communism.

One of the two scenes that made the film “censored without censorship”
in fact combines the archival shots of the Chetniks and home footage of one of
the actors. “Stojanovi¢ cuts to archival home footage of the wedding party of
Ljubisa Ristic¢ (...) and Visnja Postic. Both of whose fathers happened to be

16 Rodowick, The Virtual Life of Film, 5.

17 Dakovi¢, “Invisible and Visible Theory,” 77.

18 Tirnanié, Crni talas, 145.

19 Tomislav Gotovac shooting the corpses of the concentration camp prisoners resembles Ralph
Feinnes shooting, from the balcony, the prisoners building the barracks of the concentration
camp in the film Schindler’s List (Spielberg, 1993).

20 The same warm welcome given to the Nazis in Zagreb and Maribor can be seen in Emir Kus-
turica’s Underground (1995).
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army generals and who were there on attendance at the party along with oth-
er government officials (...),” writes DeCuir. “As a result of the associative
montage the idea was produced that these officials could be equated with
Chetniks—or even worse were Chetniks.”?! Many years later, Stojanovi¢ re-
called that after he had been given back the copy of the film, he realised that
the scene had been removed in a very professional way. The discovery gave
him hope that one day the censored shots, replaced by the caption “this scene
went missing while the film was kept by the State,” would be found carefully
preserved in some film box. The missing shots were restored only in 2016,
when the brand-new copy was made for the special screenings in MOMA.
The second problematic and “subversive” scene begins as Tom and his
girlfriend are standing at the window watching the student protests, and it
continues with documentary shots of Josip Broz Tito preparing and deliver-
ing his famous speech that ended the demonstrations.?? In sharp contrast to
the habitual image of the vital, immortal leader and the lifetime president of
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Tito is depicted as a confused old
man (he was 76 years old at the time), unsure and hesitant about what to do.
The distinctive features of Stojanovi¢’s work, such as the divorce of sound
from image (which critically deconstructs the original footage) and the disso-
lution of classical narrative, are trademarks of both the Yugoslav Black Wave
and European cinematic Modernism, the latter defined in the exhaustive work
by Andras Balint Kovacs. Kovacs’s analysis includes the films of Dusan Maka-
vejev, which are found in the same intersection with Black Wave. Thus, the
oeuvre of Lazar Stojanovi¢, which follows the same style as Makavejev and
meets the criteria set by Kovacs, is the prime example of cinematic (and polit-
ical) Modernism.?® Furthermore, as a mean of direct political action, it prolep-
tically fits with the principles of counter cinema. The elements, including nar-
rative intransitivity, estrangement, foregrounding, multiple diegesis, aper-
ture, unpleasure, and reality achieved by renouncing and deconstructing fic-
tion as the artifice, deception, and illusion (these are the elements listed by
Peter Wollen in “Godard and Counter Cinema” after his “close reading” of
the film Le vent d'est (Wind from the East; Group Dziga Vertov, 1970), are al-
ready visibly present in the film Plastic Jesus. The poster of the analysed God-

21 DeCuir, Yugoslav Black Wave, 248.

22 In his speech, Tito declared that the students were right; that the protests in Belgrade were an
autonomous thing and not simply an echo of the demonstrations in other European cities. He
blamed the party leadership and praised the Yugoslav youth, which he characterized as poli-
tically conscious, awake, and responsible. Tito’s ambiguous and manipulative speech was
(mis)understood as a promise to fulfil the students’ demands. The protests ended on the same
evening, i.e. June 9, 1968. See Miller, The Nonconformists, 158-59.

23 For Bélint Kovacs, the notion of political Modernism derives from Peter Wollen’s concept of
avant-garde as politically radical narrative cinema. “In art history, all distinctions (if any)
between modernism and avant-garde emphasize that the latter is an extreme, radical form of
the former.” See Kovacs, Screening Modernism, 30.
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ard-Gorin masterpiece, which hangs on the wall of the apartment in Stojano-
vi¢’s film, represents elegant homage by the Yugoslav filmmaker to his col-
leagues.?* The innovative narrative form and reinvented film language sub-
vert and resignify the classical and traditional meanings and make the film
text produce different and opposite ones. Revolutionary political ideas are
recognized as an amalgamation of “critical attitude, anarchism, theories of the
far left, and the ideology of the flower children and the sexual revolution”
imbued with the 1968 energy and will for change.?

Punishment without Crime

The intricate and intense reactions of the government, state, and party turned
into major retaliations against the Black Wave, 1968 protesters, and political
opposition.? Instead of being granted permission for theatrical release, Plastic
Jesus was met with a long list of mandatory edits and changes. These demands
aimed to blunt the edge of the political criticism of the socialist state and Tito.
In 1973, the film was finally banned and officially “put in the bunker,” but not
before being used as evidence in the trial of Stojanovi¢ and in the indictment
against him for the working for the enemy and producing anti-state propa-
ganda.

Since the film was also Stojanovi¢’s graduation work, the affair shattered
the Faculty of Dramatic Arts. The whole production, from the approved sce-
nario to the rough cut,?” and the students and professors involved in its pro-
duction were carefully investigated. The process ended with the demise of
Sasa Petrovi¢, who was accused of political and pedagogical negligence, while
Zivojin Pavlovi¢ was relegated to an administrative position, more as an au-
thor who belonged to the Black Wave than as a professor related to the case.
The case of Plastic Jesus became a threatening example of the power of state
repression against “liberated cinema” (Goulding). The authors of the Black
Wave, Petrovi¢, Makavejev, and Zilnik, left the country. They continued to
work abroad and received prizes at the leading world festivals. Yugoslav cin-
ema returned to the approved routine.

24 Godar’s and Gorin’s group Dziga Vertov used the theories of kino oko and kino pesnica.

25 Tirnani¢, Crni talas, 145. Modernism defines the reinvented language through the thesis of
Nouvelle Roman adapted for cinema. We do not need the films about revolution, but we have
to make films in a revolutionary way. In linguistic terms, as Jean-Luc Comolli and Jean Nar-
boni argued in their famous editorial “Cinema/Ideology/Criticism” in Cahiers du cinéma, the
most important films make the revolution not only on the level of the signified but more im-
portantly on the level of signifiers.

26 The core of the political opposition and criticisers were Serbian liberals: Marko Nikezi¢, La-
tinka Perovi¢, Mirko Tepavac, Ko¢a Popovi¢, and leaders of Croatian Maspok: Savka Dabce-
vi¢-Kucar, Miko Tripalo, Pero Pirker, and DraZzen Budisa.

27 According to the official report, Stojanovi¢ showed the rough cut of the film to professors and
committees of the FDA (Tirnani¢, Crni talas, 147).
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The look back at Plastic Jesus highlights film’s threefold (aesthetical, po-
litical, and ethical) aspects and resonance in the present context. The film
does not seem as ground-breaking today as it did in 1971, but it has acquired
different and broader significance. The documentary and archival materials
it used have lost their revelatory and political edge. In Serbia, the history of
the Chetniks was glorified in the primetime TV series Ravna Gora (Baji¢,
2013-2014). During the nationalist turmoil of the 1990s, Ante Paveli¢ and the
NDH (Nezavisna drzava Hrvatska) became officially accepted and widely
glorified as important agents in the pre-history of the Republic of Croatia.
Examining the film tape, which contains the takes from Hrvatski Slikopis,
Tomislav Gotovac prophetically comments that it is very interesting and will
someday be worth a lot. Marta Popivoda provides sensational footage of the
students” protest in her film Jugoslavija ili kako je ideologija pokretala nase kolek-
tivno telo (Yugoslavia — How ideology moved our collective body, 2013). The
tribute to Makavejev, Zilnik, and, implicitly, to Stojanovi¢ is found in the
associative editing of fiction-faction in the films of Emir Kusturica (Under-
ground), Goran Markovi¢ (Tito i ja/ Tito and I, 1992), and Srdan Karanovi¢
(Za sada bez dobrog naslova, 1988). The self-reflexivity suggested by film-with-
in-the film is further developed in the meta cinematic constructions of Slo-
bodan Sijan (Maratonci trée pocasni krug/ The Marathon family, 1982) and Mi-
lutin Petrovi¢ (Zemlja istine, ljubavi i slobode/ Land of truth, love and freedom,
2000). Plastic Jesus is the text of “polemical cinema,” which deals with politics
and cinema as essential topics of political Modernism.?8 Its textual work con-
cerns the tightly interwoven domains of cultural opposition, political activ-
ism, and social engagement; it also aptly captures the historical and social
ambience in all its complexity. It is a watershed in the history of Yugoslav
cinema, dividing it into the periods before and after Plastic Jesus. The opening
credits of the version released in 1990 declared that Plastic Jesus was filmed in
1971, arrested in 1972, convicted in 1973, and set free in 1990. This statement
describes in a nutshell the story of the film, the life of Lazar Stojanovi¢, and
the history of the Black wave, and it ironically overlaps with the history of
the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

Taking to heart Lenin’s thesis that film is the most important art, Yugo-
slav authorities kept the film industry under firm and tight control. The ideo-
logically impeccable and politically correct films, like dominant partisan films
or red westerns, were powerful and efficient tools of propaganda, including
the popularization of the founding principles of socialist Yugoslavia? and the
glorification of the official Communist party-approved history. Yet the mirac-

28 DeCuir, Yugoslav Black Wave, 2011.

29 Partisan films narrated the official version of World War II and the socialist revolution, which
according to this narrative forged brotherhood and unity among different nations and ethni-
cities of the country.
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ulous year of 1967,%° the emergence of the Black Wave, and the case of Plastic
Jesus confirmed that Yugoslav cinema liberated itself from the tight grip of the
party and state authorities. Furthermore, the attacks on and criticism of Yugo-
slav socialism coming from the left intellectual and art circles coincided with
the liberal’s demands for the special status of the republics of Serbia and Cro-
atia. Faced with opposition coming from different ideological stands, Tito and
his acolytes reacted by taking radical measures. The political purges set the
pattern for repressive measures against filmmakers and artists.

At the same time, in spite the brutal measures, as noted by Zilnik, the
censored films enjoyed unprecedented success in the world; the critical ac-
claim with which they met was hardly ever repeated afterwards. The frantic
international reception underlined the impotence and strengthened the rage
of the Yugoslav authorities at the fact that a critical image of Titoism had been
shown to the world; that the cinema pointed to the first cracks and problems,
which could not have been amended or solved, of Yugoslavia’s political and
ideological system. The last traces of the period of censorship disappeared
with the release of Plastic Jesus in 1990; in the same year, the country began to
break up, bringing to a head the escalation of nationalism and discontent that
had derupted two decades earlier.

Film Censorship and Political Struggle in Polish People’s Republic
in the Cinema of Krzysztof Kieslowski

Despite Polish cinema’s relative creative freedom compared with other post-
war Soviet-type societies before 1989, which was enabled in part by its some-
what unique, decentralized system of zespoty filmowe, or filmmaking units,3!
the list of censored or banned films in the Polish People’s Republic (Polska
Rzeczpospolita Ludowa, PRL) is long. Many works that were shelved by the
censor in the 1970s eventually saw the light of day in the heady if short-lived
revolutionary atmosphere that reigned for eighteen months following the
signing of the Gdansk Agreements in August 1980 and the formation of Soli-
darity. After the clampdown of Martial Law just prior to Christmas in 1981,
the most infamous case of a banned film is perhaps Przestuchanie (Interroga-
tion, 1982) by Ryszard Bugajski. A unrelentingly dark prison-cell drama about
the horrors of Stalinism in the early 1950s featuring a stunning performance
by the great Polish star Krystyna Janda, Interrogation would become one of

30 1967 saw the production of outstanding films such as Skupljaci perja (I even met happy Gypsi-
es, Petrovi¢), Kad budem mrtav i beo (When I am dead and gone, Pavlovic), Ljubavni slucaj ili
tragedija sluzbenice PTTa (Love story, or the case of the missing switchboard operator, Makave-
jev), and Jutro (The morning, Pordevic).

31 See Dorota Ostrowska’s piece on the origins and development of film units in Poland, “An
Alternative Model of Film Production,” and the recent bilingual collection, Adamczak, Ma-
latynski, and Marecki, Restart zespotéw filmowych.
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the most popular Polish films of the 1980s, distributed underground on ille-
gal video cassettes.3? There were also many interesting, often repeated cen-
sorship battles involving Poland’s “accursed émigré auteurs,” as they were
recently dubbed.?® They were transnational film directors, whose “new
wave” stylings came barbed with a (censored) political edge, like Roman Po-
laniski (N6zZ w wodzie/ Knife in the water, 1962) and Jerzy Skolimowski (Rece
do g6ry/ Hands up!, 1967-1981), or enfants terribles like Andrzej Zulawski (Di-
abet/ Devil, 1972) and Walerian Borowczyk (Dzieje grzechu/ The story of sin,
1975,)* whose often scatological or erotic content met with as much if not
more censorship in the West. But I wish to approach the problem of censored
films under Polish state socialism by considering the preeminent figure of
Polish cinema in the 1970s, the insider who was always part outsider, even
among the opposition. Krzysztof Kieslowski was the leading light of a post-
1968 generation of film artists who cut their teeth on observational documen-
tary before moving on to features, teaching the older generation—including
Andrzej Wajda himself —how to make films about contemporary events in
Poland, about how to articulate its reality.

1.

Many film directors in Poland from the 1950s through the 1970s began in doc-
umentary —a form of cinema nearly on par with fiction filmmaking in terms
of popularity® (the censor was well aware of this). Building on a rich tradition
of Polish documentary emerging during the period of De-Stalinization and
reform after 1956 and lasting into the 1960s, especially the mature work of
their mentor Kazimierz Karabasz, Krzysztof Kieslowski’s generation infused
documentary that had straddled the observational and poetic modes® with
newly politicized, Fred Wiseman-like portraits of beleaguered institutions
and the individuals struggling within them in films like Office, Hospital, Fac-
tory, etc. A few of these filmmakers, led by Kieslowski and Tomasz Zygadto
along with older, renegade Party member Bohdan Kosiniski, drew up a mani-
festo as “The Krakéw Group” in 1971, in which they characterized their future
work as revelatory “film-protest.” With their camera the scalpel and human
behavior the object, they would “find (the) disease and bring it to light. We

32 Haltof, Polish National Cinema, 165.

33 Goddard, “The Impossible Polish New Wave and its Accursed Emigré Auteurs.”

34 In a bit of “the enemy of my enemy is my friend” circumvention of the censors, Borowczyk
apparently gained approval for this film from the Minister of Culture by telling them, “I've
just come out of a meeting with the bishop, and the Church opposes the making of this film.”
Coates, The Red and The White, 88.

35 Many anecdotes testify to the documentary’s privileged status, for example how undesirable
docs were released solely in hard-to-access, small-town cinemas, only for film fans to arrive in
busloads in droves from bigger cities to catch a glimpse.

36 To frame it in film scholar Bill Nichols’s terms. See Nichols, Introduction to Documentary, 104—
58.
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treat situations like this as models, using them to reveal the nature and repeat-
ability of a phenomenon and to question the inert structures that distort the
meaning and substance of social affairs.” Quoting Marxist playwright/theo-
rist Bertolt Brecht (“reality must be looked at not stared at”), The Krakéw
Group would capture an individual’s “gabbing” close-up and penetrate the
social thought that lie behind it. They would uncover the mechanisms of a
reality felt by but hidden from the Polish people.?”

It is not difficult to see how this program placed them on a collision
course with government censors. Robotnicy ‘71: Nic o nas bez nas (Workers "71:
Nothing about us without us, 1972), co-directed with Zygadto and others, was
made following the December and January strikes and protests of 1970-71
along the Baltic Coast, their bloody repression by the state, and the subse-
quent concessions to Polish workers all over the country. It was, Kieslowski
said, “my most political film because it gives no humanistic point of view,”3*
instead taking the “collective hero” as subject.*” The filmmakers intended to
allow the workers, a ruling class perhaps in name only, to speak for them-
selves and feel their power. “We travelled all over Poland and tried to film
those heated times before they disappeared.”#’ They captured workers’ testi-
mony and their negotiations with foremen and bosses, organized into a 24-
hour “day in the life” under chapters with titles like “hands,” “heads,” and
“the division of labor.” Political winds shifted quickly against the work, and
the film was lost to the knives of the censors, who edited it and re-titled it
Gospodarze (Hosts, 1971) and slated it for Polish television. Kieslowski, mean-
while, much to his bemusement, found himself accused of smuggling contra-
band to Radio Free Europe when several sound rolls for the film were lost
from the production.*! This failure helped in some measure gradually to
convince its makers that to be successful in the future they needed to con-
struct something less transparent to the Party censorship, be it fiction or non-
fiction. However, the production was successful in its testament to artistic
solidarity with the working class, in a way presaging the formation, in 1976,
of the Workers” Defence Committee (Komitet Obrony Robotnikow, KOR), the
beginning of true worker-intellectual solidarity. It would also provide the
model for a later, celebrated, collectively-directed documentary record of the
August events of Solidarnosc¢ as they unfolded — Robotnicy ‘80 (Workers "80,
1981), a film now held in the European Centre for Solidarity in Gdansk.

37 “Documentary Filmmakers Make Their Case (Poland, 1971) Bohdan Kosinski, Krzysztof Kies-
lowski, and Tomasz Zygadto,” in Film Manifestos and Global Cinema Cultures, 464—68.

38 Kieslowski, Kieslowski on Kieslowski, 55.

39 Haltof, The Cinema of Krzysztof Kieslowski, 10.

40 Kieslowski, Kieslowski on Kieslowski, 55.

41 Ibid., 57.
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2.

The experiences of the Krakow Group and those of their like-minded col-
leagues?*? seemed to lead inexorably towards feature films, i.e. to the produc-
tion of allegorical, Gogol-like cinematic microcosms rooted in reality, a move-
ment usually known as the Cinema of Moral Anxiety. Its leading lights were
not necessarily steeped in the documentary aesthetic/ethos, but it is clear they
drew inspiration from it, and from Kieslowski himself. They included Ag-
nieszka Holland, the director of Aktorzy prowincjonalni (Provincial actors,
1979), Kieslowski’s friend and frequent co-scenarist, and older colleagues like
the philosophically-minded Krzysztof Zanussi (Barwy Ochronne/Camouflage,
1977) and even Polish School lion Andrzej Wajda himself (Bez znieczulenia/
Without anesthesia, 1979), the ultimate cinematic survivor. Kieslowski’s sec-
ond feature of 1976, Spokéj (The calm, 1976), an early example of this move-
ment, spoke less allegorically and more directly —albeit with typical Kies-
lowskian ambivalence and subtlety —to the problems facing Polish society. It
swiftly met with the censor’s wrath and was immediately suppressed.
Kieslowski’s stated objective in The Calm was to show how under the current
social reality a humble individual —here played by consummate Cinema of
Moral Anxiety actor Jerzy Stuhr, who also contributed dialogue—could not
achieve even the modest goal of a little “peace and quiet” (spokdj) in his life.
But as it depicted its protagonist caught up in a workers’ strike, something
expressly forbidden (and indeed the reason for which the film was banned),
upon its eventual release in 1980 it was experienced by many critics and view-
ers as a militant film about Solidarno$¢.*> However, despite its notoriety as a
banned film, The calm’s neorealist poetics** sat oddly next to—and have per-
haps aged better than—triumphalist records of the time like Andrzej Wajda’s
Palme D’or-winning Cztowiek z zelaza (Man of iron, 1981).

Kieslowski would become more autobiographical with one of his best-
loved and most moving achievements in Amator (Camera buff, 1979). Once
again utilizing the magnetic Jerzy Stuhr as the lead, the film is a tale of self-cen-
sorship within the Polish People’s Republic, as a young father, Filip, discovers
the power of cinema to reshape the world around him as well as the compli-
cations this entails. Its most memorable images include budding documenta-
rist Filip destroying his reel of footage that had exposed government corrup-
tion yet provoked the sacking of his kindly colleague. They also include shots

42 See avantgarde directors—themselves no stranger to the censors’ scissors—such as the brilli-
ant Wojciech Wiszniewski and Grzegorz Krélikiewicz.

43 One contemporaneous critic, Mirostaw Winiarczyk, entitled his review, “The Calm, or a film
about Solidarity” (Winiarczyk, “Spokdj czyli o Solidarnoéci,” 11; Haltof, The Cinema of Krzysztof
Kieslowski, 157.

44 In this, it had more in common with old-guard Polish School filmmaker Kazimierz Kutz’s
gentle observations in Paciorki jednego roZarica, on the state’s impact on the everyday lives of
ordinary people.
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of Filip finally turning the camera on himself and seeking the political through
the literally personal in a kind of answer to the bureaucratic demand posed at
the conclusion of Kieslowski’s very first documentary, the Kafkaesque Urzgd
(Office, 1966): “What have you done throughout your lifetime?”

3.

The Polish August of 1980 saw the measured Krzysztof Kieslowski swept up,
not unlike his diffident, ingenuous protagonists, if not quite in revolutionary
fervor, then at least enough to answer the call of this great loosening of cen-
sorship towards art and scholarship known among Poles as the “Carnival of
Solidarity.” He responded*® with a film that has long been called something
of a turning point in his oeuvre—towards a consideration of destiny, meta-
physics, and mortality —but following its recent restoration of censored cuts
and re-release, it looks more like his masterpiece. Przypadek (Blind chance,
1981) consists of an intricate tri-partite flashback structure following our ini-
tial encounter with the protagonist, screaming, onboard a plane. We are then
witness to three different planes of reality, or versions of the life of a consist-
ently open, good-natured young man, Witek (rising star Bogustaw Linda, ap-
pearing the same year in Holland’s riveting Kobieta samotna (A woman alone,
1981), following his furious attempt to chase down and board a train to War-
saw. In the first, Witek, finding a sympathetic, rueful mentor aboard the train,
becomes a Communist Party activist; in the second, having wound up in trou-
ble for crashing into a railway guard, he becomes a Catholic oppositionist in
the underground; in the third, Witek is an apolitical doctor who starts a fami-
ly and keeps his head down, until that life—like the first two—becomes itself
untenable. The film’s vivid, rhyming detail and documentarist eye for the
times—including the striking, originally censored inclusion of a performance
by popular anti-regime folk balladeer Jacek Kaczmarski—emphasizes
throughout the artificiality of the barriers—personal, political —that separate
us, even as it reaches for something beyond the surface choices and paths we
take in our lives.

Unfortunately for Kieslowski (and Linda, who nowadays is largely
known in Poland as an action film hero), their timing was as off as Witek’s
attempt to catch his train. The need to reshoot a number of sequences for qual-
ity control®® resulted in delays that saw Blind Chance miss its window of op-
portunity. On December 13, 1981, General Wojciech Jaruzelski ordered the
military to declare a “state of war” in Poland, bringing oppositional filmmak-

45 He also made an interesting if odd film banned and unreleased until after its maker’s death,
Krotki dzien pracy, based on the worker insurrection in Radom in 1976 as observed by his close
friend, journalist Hanna Krall.

46 This improved the film immeasurably, according to Holland. See her video interview in the
Criterion Blu-Ray.
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ing and other cultural life to a grinding halt. Immediately, several films, Kies-
lowski’s among them, faced an outright ban. When finally released in 1987, it
nevertheless remained censored for content; in some cases, this meant the loss
of entire sequences (for example, Witek’s vicious beating at the hands of milic-
ja, the PRL police), and at other moments shot to shot. Since its restoration in
2012 and subsequent release by the Criterion Collection, it is possible not only
to watch the film as intended, but to view the censored parts alongside what
was allowed to pass, in a supplement to the Blu-ray presentation. In this con-
text, it is interesting to consider the conclusions drawn on the subject by cine-
ma scholar Paul Coates, who, writing in English, made extensive use of the
collections of the Filmoteka Narodowa-Instytut Audiowizualny (National
Film Archive-Audiovisual Institute) and New Documents Archive in Warsaw.
Musing over “the myth of the obtuse censor” with respect to cinema in the
PRL (and elsewhere), Coates refutes our tendency to imagine the censor as
someone either utterly lacking in competence or as consumed by the jealousy
of a failed artist. In reality, the censor could be quite intelligent, as meeting
transcripts make clear, though with ultimate motivations nevertheless hard to
discern because of the multiple levels at which censorship operated —within
the Script and Film Assessment Commissions, within the highest reaches of
the Politburo, and within the artists and their collaborators themselves.*” It is
also worth mentioning, in further illumination of the film censor’s role in the
popular imagination, Wojciech Marczewski’s successful, post-1989 Ucieczka z
kina “‘Wolnos¢” (Escape from the “Liberty” Cinema, 1990) about a beleaguered
government censor forced to improvise when a film’s character comes to life
before the eyes of its audience and begins to think—and act—for itself.
Watching the cleverly reassembled edits in the restored version of Blind
Chance, in which censored materials appears in color only to fade into black
and white when we find ourselves in the realm of the 1987 version, one is
struck by the extent to which the censors understood the power of visual sto-
rytelling to connect with viewers and inflame their presumed discontent. Of
course, there are a few juicy bits of dialogue censored within a scene that we
can easily imagine raising the censor’s hackles (“Join the Party and life will be
easier.” Witek: “What they do is despicable. I'm not interested”). But more
often than not, what was cut was wordless visual information. We see the re-
action shots of Witek during scenes of his quicksilver reality as an opposition
activist, but, in the censored version, there are no eyeline matches of these
experiences or scenes, namely the joyful, non-alienating labor of operating an
underground printing press; the apartment, ransacked by the secret police, of
his piouslandlady —a character inspired by Solidarity hero Anna Walentynow-
icz; the ironic, affective singing of the communist anthem “The Internation-
ale” when Witek is with his lover (whose pubic hair, incidentally, went uncen-
sored —the same would not have been true in a Hollywood-type setting). Ta-

47 See Coates, The Red and the White, 75-78.
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deusz Sobolewski is right to consider the mission of the censors here to erase
traces of the revolutionary enthusiasm of 1980.4

4.

Kieslowski’s final two projects in Poland, which he undertook in the bleak
1980s, found him newly paired with two collaborators essential to the rest of
his career—gifted composer Zbigniew Preisner and lawyer-turned-screen-
writer Krzysztof Piesiewicz. Following the imposition of Martial Law,
Kieslowski sought to insert his camera, quite literally, into the ongoing legal
battles taking place throughout the country, but, frustrated both by lack of
access and the camera’s inevitable inability to become a “fly-on-the-wall” (as
it always influences the events one seeks to capture objectively),*’ he turned,
as he had so often done, to fiction. Piesiewicz, who had himself defended op-
positionists and successfully prosecuted the murderers of activist priest Jerzy
Popietuszko, was engaged to write the scenario. In Bez korica (No end, 1984),
sometimes seen as a dry run for the haunting late masterpiece Trois couleurs:
Bleu (Blue, 1994), they captured, for better or worse, the utter despair of this
grim period. The most important character in the film appears only sparingly —
the ghost of an opposition attorney, played by Man of Iron star Jerzy Radzi-
wilowicz as “[...] a man whose conscience is clear, yet who couldn’t do any-
thing in Poland in 1984,” as the director put it.’® While the film was vilified
both by oppositionists for its alleged quietism and by the Party, which with-
held it for a year and then distributed it erratically,’! Kieslowski claimed he’d
never before received so many letters and phone calls or had so many person-
al conversations about one of his films, nor he had he ever received such
thanks for testifying to the mood of the time.>

Despite this, its reception seemed to signal that his days of making films
in Poland were numbered —as was, so it happened, the PRL itself. With Deka-
log (1988), Piesiewicz and Kieslowski turned to the world of television co-pro-
duction, opening the door to Western European financing, yet choosing a top-
ic that would seem to resonate with a nation of Catholics: ten short films—two

48 Interview with Tadeusz Sobolewski in the booklet for the Blind Chance Criterion Blu-Ray.

49 His presence in the courtrooms, however, was positive, in the sense that Party judges who
sought to pass harsh sentences were terrified of the camera’s power to record. For the extraor-
dinary account of Kieslowski’s tortuous role in these affairs see Kieslowski, Kieslowski on Kies-
lowski, 125-30.

50 Ibid., 134.

51 “If anewspaper wrote that No End was being shown somewhere, then when you turned up at
the cinema you could be sure that No End wasn’t on. Some other film was showing. And when
it was written that some other film was being shown, then it would be that No End was on. You
couldn’t find my film.” Ibid., 136.

52 Ibid., 136-37.
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longer films grew out of it —loosely based on the Ten Commandments, each
of them set within a single housing estate block in Warsaw. Despite the surface
specificity, this world was constructed as timeless, made with an eye for distri-
bution aboard, its director confessed, with subtle character overlaps and corre-
spondences and characters who didn’t seem to work or suffer materially —their
pain was ethical, existential. The result was universally acclaimed, but did
Dekalog’s proximity to 1989, to the censor’s lack of teeth, serve, paradoxically,
to limit its content? Reflecting on the state of Polish cinema and its past one
year before his early death in 1996, the old documentarist had this to say:
“We're allowed to say everything now, but people have stopped caring about
what we're allowed to say. Censorship bound authors to the same extent that
it did the public...We were together, us and the public, in the aversion we had
for a system we didn’t accept. Today, this basic reason for being together
doesn’t exist. We're lacking an enemy.”>*

What is to be done, short of conjuring false images? Perhaps, even at a
time when social bonds seem to be at a low ebb, when traditional ties have
been loosened or severed, new forms of solidarity —beyond borders—can be
forged. Cinema, the original mass art that knew no borders, may yet play
some undiscovered role.
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Music and Cultural Opposition

Introduction

Music has always been both an aesthetic and a political phenomenon, but its
political character seems especially pronounced during the period of Social-
ism in Europe and in the Cold War more generally. Although it was politi-
cized and used for political purposes on both sides of the Iron Curtain, music
was more obviously controlled, censored, and even forbidden in totalitarian
states. This overt control did much to lend certain kinds of music the status of
oppositional culture, for citizens’ involvement with that which was banned or
monitored by the authorities could constitute, in itself, a form of dissent.

Any introduction to music during the socialist period in Eastern Europe
must foreground the difficulty of summarizing the topic. This difficulty stems
from three broad factors: the diversity of music in the period; the diversity of
approaches to studying the music of the period; and, finally, the lack of uni-
formity among different regions, including differences among the various po-
litical regimes’ relations to culture, and changes over time even within indi-
vidual countries. This introduction considers these factors in more detail and
then outlines the main genres of music in the period. The two case studies that
follow —on classical music in Poland and on jazz and alternative culture in
Czechoslovakia—illustrate the diversity noted in this introduction and dispel
some common myths about the period.!

Existing research on this period has favored specific genres and styles:
classical music and jazz have been studied extensively in relation to Cold War
cultural policies, and rock music and other alternative forms of youth music
have been examined from sociological or ethnological perspectives that place
them within distinct subcultures.? Indeed, it is these very genres—classical
music, jazz, and related alternative cultures—that constitute the case studies
that follow in this chapter. But many other kinds of music were important
avenues of dissent in socialist countries and are essential to the construction
of a more detailed picture of music in the period. In addition to classical mu-

1 There were, of course, classical music and jazz in all socialist countries, but the case studies’
focus on these genres in these countries is justifiable: in Poland, it was classical music that hel-
ped the country become a unique link between East and West in the Cold War; in Czechoslova-
kia, again uniquely, jazz became an umbrella term for opposition across multiple arts.

2 A recent annotated bibliography on this topic that includes both sides of the Iron Curtain can
be found in Oxford Bibliographies: see Schmelz, “Cold War Music.”
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sic, jazz, rock, and other alternative musics, then, one must also consider pop
and modern folk music, music used in churches and religious communities,
and traditional music and folklore. All of these genres are outlined below.

If the diversity of genres is one obstacle that hinders a comprehensive
understanding of music in the period, the diversity of approaches to the
study of music further complicates the topic. To understand the ways in
which music may have functioned as cultural dissent, one must obviously
examine the social context of each musical genre in question: this includes
the study of music’s relation to official and non-official institutional struc-
tures, its use and status among different social groups, its presence in jour-
nalistic discourse of the time, and its characterization in official documents
and archival collections. But music can also be examined within its own mu-
sic-historical context: one can study the technical features of the works and
repertory that acquired importance in the period, as well as the traditions
and practices of which these were a part. One need not study one context to
the exclusion of the other, of course; it is not a question of “either/or.” Rath-
er, a combination of approaches extending beyond the binary suggested
here can yield the greatest insights. For one must acknowledge that the
study of music during Socialism involves realms that seemingly had little to
do with music: for example, music could be found across multiple depart-
ments within a regime’s cultural apparatus, including radio, television, film,
education, sport, as well as, of course, in music departments. And what was
banned in one department may have been tolerated in another. The fact that
music was not (and is not) a discrete entity but rather a network of practic-
es—not to mention that it is essentially intangible —necessitates such con-
sideration of the multiple contexts in which it operated.

The outline of musical genres below is neither comprehensive nor de-
tailed: the diversity of practices within individual genres, the geographical
size of Eastern Europe, and the length of the socialist period all frustrate any
concise summary. These genre descriptions serve only as a general overview;
divergent examples can always be found. For this reason, the two case studies
that follow are especially insightful. They provide specific examples of indi-
vidual musical practices in particular locations at particular times. Only such
specificity can fashion a nuanced picture of music and cultural dissent in so-
cialist countries, for it is not infrequently true that individual case studies
challenge the myths and clichés of music under communist regimes. The first
case study, on classical music in Poland, provides one example: although
many composers were excluded from concert life because of their personal
styles, political concern for the threat of classical music diminished after 1956;
shortly after, Poland became known for hosting one of the leading festivals of
avant-garde music in the world, the Warsaw Autumn Festival of Contempo-
rary Music, and several Polish avant-garde composers achieved international
fame. Modernist and avant-garde compositional techniques were also prac-
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ticed in other countries under communist rule, and socialist realism was hard-
ly the only approach to newly composed music.?

Classical music: In classical music, opposition to communism and socialist re-
alism often overlapped with opposition to national traditions or conservative
styles, so that one must be careful to determine precisely what the object of
opposition was. In such cases, opposition could also resemble a generational
conflict of young composers against old —both for artistic freedom and for
aesthetic prestige. Aesthetics was closely linked to politics in this period, de-
spite any claims of classical music’s supposed aesthetic autonomy and not-
withstanding the fact that links between the two were sometimes ignored or
purposefully obscured.* Indeed, whereas socialist realism in the East knew
itself to be political, the ideal of aesthetic autonomy that was dominant among
postwar modernist composers in the West believed itself apolitical. But it was
not, of course: modernist art was also a part of the battle of political ideologies
in the Cold War like its counterpart socialist realism.> One must therefore ask
to what extent composers in socialist countries, when they adopted tech-
niques and styles from the West, adopted or recognized also the ideological
implications of those techniques and styles. Finally, it must be noted that
much classical music was widely perceived as official culture due to govern-
ment support of classical concert repertoire, opera, ballet, and (the generally
more conservative) living native composers. Thus, opposition to classical mu-
sic itself was a form cultural dissent in the period.

Jazz music: Jazz music originated in the United States, but it also played an
essential role in American cultural diplomacy after World War I1.> One must
therefore compare what jazz meant to musicians and listeners in socialist
countries with the social context of jazz in its native land and its image and
role in US cultural diplomacy. Generally speaking, the official attitude toward

3 Research by Laura Silverberg on the German Democratic Republic (GDR, or East Germany),
for example, shows that support for modernist compositional techniques came from socialists
and party members; see Silverberg, “Between Dissonance and Dissidence.” Peter Schmelz has
done extensive research on modernist practices among composers in the USSR; see Schmelz,
Such Freedom.

4 On the other hand, one collection underscores the fact that some composers believed that none
of the competing aesthetics of the period were given preferential treatment by the authorities;
see COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Srdan Hofman’s Music Collection”, by Zeljka Oparnica, 2017.
Accessed: October 09, 2018.

5 The political implications of modernist compositional practices is an area of research that has
received a lot of attention in recent musicological literature. A useful overview of recent work
can be found in Schmelz, “Cold War Music.”

6 Book-length studies of the use of jazz in cultural diplomacy include: von Eschen, Satchmo Blows
up the World, and Davenport, Jazz Diplomacy. For a study looking specifically at Dave Brubeck’s
1958 tour of the USSR see Crist, “Jazz as Democracy?” For a recent book on jazz in Europe more
generally see: Wasserberger, Jazz in Europe.
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jazz in socialist countries changed over time—from prohibition to acceptance
—and this allowed the emergence of jazz subcultures located in “quasi-offi-
cial” clubs.” But jazz also inspired independent and alternative cultural activ-
ities such as the Prague-based Jazz Section [Jazzova sekce] association, which
is examined in detail in the second case study below. As the author of that
study notes, the Prague-based Jazz Section “was the most active platform for
free and independent culture during the period of ‘normalization” in Czecho-
slovakia,” and his study provides insight into the relation between musical
practices, socialist authorities, and citizens’ cultural dissent at the time.

Pop and modern folk music: The pop music industry was active in all socialist
countries, but it was carefully controlled by government authorities.® Influen-
tial styles and groups from the West, such as “rock and roll” and The Beatles,
were initially underground and had illegal status. The influence of The Beat-
les, in particular, is hard to overstate: according to one observer, “they de-
stroyed communism. More than Gorbachev, by the way, they changed the
Soviet Union.”? But The Beatles and other groups were later incorporated,
mostly in diluted forms, into the socialist mainstream. Critical views on life
under socialist regimes were expressed through song texts and musical styles
in a variety of alternative pop music genres. The critical folk music inspired
by Bob Dylan and Vladimir Vysotsky, for example, played a significant role in
socialist countries. The songs of iconic figures such as Czech émigré Karel
Kryl, though not published or broadcast in local media, reached a wide audi-
ence through illicit tape recordings and broadcasts on Radio Free Europe and
Radio Liberty.

Rock and other alternative music: A robust spirit of protest, one that mixed both
political opposition and generational conflict, can be found in rock, heavy
metal, punk, and other genres of alternative youth music. These genres were
often forbidden, were generally not promoted, or were only occasionally tol-
erated in a restricted form in the East. Such music served as a vehicle for many
forms of dissent among younger people; for this reason, it is also discussed in
the chapter on “Youth Subcultures” in this handbook. But it is very much a
part of the story of music as oppositional culture during socialism. Punk, in
particular, is a genre that was seen as being especially subversive and is rep-
resented in several collections.!®

7 A notable exception to this can be seen in Romania, where the official rejection of jazz lasted
until the 1980s; see COURAGE Registry, s.v. “ Cornel Chiriac and Fans of Alternative Music
Ad-hoc Collection at CNSAS”, by Manuela Marin and Cristina Petrescu, 2018. Accessed: Oc-
tober 09, 2018.

8 For a general overview see Ryback, Rock Around the Bloc.

9 See Hefler, “Das Politische,” 207.

10 See, for example, the COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Polish Punk Collection by Anna Dabrows-
ka-Lyons “, by Xawery Stanczyk, 2017. Accessed: August 17, 2018.; and the COURAGE Registry,
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Music in church and religious communities: Churches and religious communities
were centers of cultural opposition sui generis, and the practice of liturgical
music was subject to monitoring and persecution, especially for those of the
lay community involved in it. Contemporary Christian music, which boomed
after the Second Vatican Council, is the most important paraliturgical genre of
the period. The composition, performance, and reception of this music in (not
only Catholic) religious communities was a part of their alternative culture.
Archive collections document the smuggling from abroad of songbooks and
other materials not approved by the authorities, and their dissemination
throughout the communities.!!

Traditional music and folklore: These were present in most socialist countries,
but they generally did not offer space for opposition because they were made,
following the Soviet model, as an instrument of official cultural policy and
representation. Indeed, traditional music and folklore provide an example of
the concrete effects of Socialism on musical genres: the arrangements of folk-
lore material for symphony orchestras is one example of the appropriation
and institutionalization of folk material by the ruling authorities. On the oth-
er hand, there are examples of the mixture of folklore with Western music, as
in the Noroc Vocal-Instrumental Ensemble in Moldovian SSR, which was
seen by authorities as “subversive” and therefore dissolved.'? Additionally,
the traditional music and folklore of ethnic minorities could acquire the sta-
tus of oppositional culture: in the Baltic lands of the USSR and among the
Hungarians in Romania and Slovakia, for example, cultural activities includ-
ing music and folklore were inseparably linked with political opposition and
national resistance.

Classical Music in Poland

Following the Second World War, and in particular as a result of the material
losses associated with German Occupation, the destruction of the Warsaw
Uprising, and the human migration that resulted from redrawn borders and
forced displacement, classical music in Poland needed to be rebuilt and reor-
ganized. As the capital’s avenues and monuments were reconstructed brick-

s.v. “Black Hole Underground Club. Nagy, Gyula Private Collection”, by Istvan Pal Adam,
2018. Accessed: August 17, 2018. (forthcoming).

11 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Brethren of Unity Baptists”, by Yvetta Kajanova, 2018. Accessed
August 17, 2018. (forthcoming).

12 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Noroc Collection at AOSPR Moldova”, by Andrei Cusco, and Crist-
ina Petrescu, 2018. Accessed August 17, 2018. (forthcoming).

13 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Folk Dance House Archives”, by Gabriella Vamos and Katalin Ju-
hasz, 2018. Accessed: October 08, 2018. (forthcoming).
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by-brick, the major institutions of the interwar were reconstituted. Already in
1945 the Music Department of the Polish Radio was reestablished, with classi-
cal pianist Wladystaw Szpilman at the helm of the Light Music Division. The
Polish Music Publishers (Polskie Wydawnictwo Muzyczne, PWM) were founded
by musicologist Tadeusz Ochlewski in Cracow, confirming the importance of
Poland’s two large two cities for the dissemination and promotion of classical
and popular music through state-funded channels. Across the country, or-
chestras were reformed, newly established, and reimagined. The new Cracow
Philharmonic Orchestra bridged music historical chasms by performing war-
time compositions by Grazyna Bacewicz and Roman Palester at a new music
festival in 1945. The National Philharmonic—despite the destruction of its
hall, the reconstruction of which was only completed in 1955—began per-
forming again in Warsaw, but the radio’s preeminent ensemble, the Great
Symphony Orchestra of the Polish Radio, was relocated to Katowice, where it
remains into the twenty-first century.!

Classical music’s most powerful institution of the Cold War, the Polish
Composers’ Union (Zwigzek Kompozytorow Polskich, ZKP) was founded as
part of the efforts to organize the new state: it received pride of place in the
capital’s rebuilt Old Town, next to other artists” unions and within walking
distance of the Ministry of Culture and Art.!> Since its founding ZKP has
functioned simultaneously as: a mediating site between the state and its
members; a library and information portal, combined with its own extensive
archives to form the Polish Music Information Center in 2001; and a driving
force for the contemporary music scene, which I will describe in detail below.
During the Stalinist years, the major power brokers of the classical music
scene were musicologists and music critics who had built their careers and
musical tastes through robust debates around modernism and musical pro-
gress in the 1920s and 1930s. Across the pages of the news media, on the
waves of the radio, at meetings behind closed doors, and through conferenc-
es that included the composers and performers whose activities were under
scrutiny, they interfaced with party ideology and wrestled to formulate a
vision for the stakes of classical music that would keep it prominent in Polish
culture.!® The classical music world of the People’s Republic of Poland as
they imagined it was to respond to the historical and contemporary impor-
tance of Frederic Chopin for Polish national identity as well as the nebulous
framework of socialist realism.

This period of shifting institutional politics and rapid development
would eventually be best remembered for the many intrusions on composi-
tional and artistic freedom made through censorship, the real material scarci-
ty (of paper, instruments, food, technology, housing, and employment), and

14 Thomas, Polish Music.
15 Tompkins, Composing the Party Line.
16 Vest, “Educating Audiences.”
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the unpredictable scrutiny applied to travel requests. Many composers and
musicians were excluded from concert life for their musical styles, but also for
their personal and professional networks or as a result of the draconian whim-
sy of those in control. Some composers, such as Roman Palester, chose to re-
main abroad and live in exile rather than suffer the roadblocks put in place by
boards of officials and colleagues working for the state. Others, like Andrzej
Panufnik, fled communism for ideological reasons, despite their relative ce-
lebrity and success.!” They were struck from ZKP’s member list, but also crit-
icized by some of those opposing communism for betraying their nation. On
the other side of the Iron Curtain, both Panufnik and Palester worked at radio
stations (the BBC and Radio Free Europe, respectively) that interrogated the
realities of state socialism. Palester’s regular radio essays on musical life in
Poland and among émigré communities over the next two decades, available
in the Polish-language section’s physical archives, discussed cultural politics
and aesthetic questions as much as they did individual events.

Classical music was most politically vulnerable during Stalinism. There
would not be another wave of displacement with such an impact on the clas-
sical music community until the anti-Semitic campaigns of 1968 and the im-
position of martial law in 1981, though consistently some chose to live and
work abroad for personal and financial reasons without articulating political
opposition. In fact, during the 1970s and 1980s when nearly the whole gamut
of artists—sculptors, filmmakers, playwrights, actors, novelists, poets, docu-
mentary journalists, etc. —was formulating the cultural agenda of the opposi-
tion to state socialism, the musicians who spoke out would focus their contri-
butions on Stalinism in order to warn younger generations that music, too,
was vulnerable to the state apparatus.!® At the Congress of Polish Culture
sponsored and celebrated by the independent trade union known as Solidar-
ity on the eve of the declaration of martial law in 1981, the preeminent com-
poser Witold Lutostawski recalled his explorations of modernist composition-
al techniques in private and between the lines of the incidental music, popular
songs, and folk-music inspired compositions he created for the radio’s air-
waves and ensembles in the immediate postwar years through the Thaw, the
relaxation of cultural regulations following Stalin’s death through 1956. He
implied, but did not state explicitly, that classical music—indeed musical life
more broadly —had enjoyed an exceptional position across the arts in commu-
nist Poland and across the Warsaw Pact more generally after this early clamp-
down came to an end. Indeed, Poland’s contemporary music scene enjoyed
visible state support and promotion that put Warsaw on the map as an impor-
tant meeting site between Soviet-bloc composers and their colleagues in Yu-

17 Tompkins, “Composing for and with the Party”; Wejs-Milewska, “Roman Palester’s “The Mar-

syas Conflict’.
18 Bohlman, “Lutostawski’s Political Refrains.”
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goslavia, Latin America, western Europe, and North America—and to some
extent East Asia and India.

At the Warsaw Autumn Festival of Contemporary Music, which was
founded in 1956 and held annually from 1958 except during martial law,
new works across avant-garde agendas were performed, scores were ex-
changed and deposited, friendships and artistic collaborations were formed
over long wine receptions, and the Polish intelligentsia filled the city’s con-
cert halls, cheering and booing musical experimentation and new music
technologies.!” Likewise, composers and performers were given passports
to travel and participated in international exchanges, working always in
transnational networks. Classical orchestras, opera companies, soloists and
chamber ensembles enjoyed less mobility than composers as they were rout-
ed more often along cultural diplomacy exchange routes to the east. But
they, too, received support and were put in the spotlight, for example at one
crown jewel of the competition circuit, the International Frederic Chopin
Piano Competition, which attracted the world’s top pianists while celebrat-
ing the importance of Poland’s most celebrated musical figure. Occasional-
ly, foreign musicians would boycott these concerts and festivals in response
to geopolitical flashpoints.

In other words, after 1956, in debates within the Party’s Central Commit-
tee, ZKP, and among artists outside of official forums, a political concern for
classical music’s political threat fell away as did the dreams of socialist real-
ism. Music’s presumed lack of semantic meaning shaped a logic that would
generally keep scores and concert programs off the Censorship Bureau’s
desks throughout the remaining 34 years of the People’s Republic.?’ Before
the 1980s, musicians lost employment for refusing to trumpet the Party line
only on a few occasions. Instead, it was music critics and radio personalities
like Stefan Kisielewski, Piotr Wierzbicki, and Zygmunt Mycielski, who, as
members of the Union of Polish Writers, underwent the most scrutiny and
censorship, the details of which are held in their now-published personal dia-
ries. Many critics would end up representing the interests of the music com-
munity in the late 1970s and 1980s as a result of this consistent manipulation
of their words in print. Others were vulnerable for reasons independent of
their work: the anti-Semitic campaign in 1968 resulted in several musicolo-
gists losing their university posts. Their students would continue to learn at
seminars held out of their homes, developing a scholarly community that
would be echoed on a march larger scale by the networks of the Flying Uni-
versity, a covert series of seminars in Poland’s university towns that explicitly
had an anti-government agenda from 1977 until 1981.

The composers Henryk Mikotaj Goérecki, Witold Lutostawski, and
Krzysztof Penderecki in particular achieved international acclaim as a result

19 Jakelski, Making New Music.
20 Bohlman, ““Where I Cannot Roam.”
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of the support for music. The archives of the Polish Radio and the National
Audiovisual Institute, including its online portal (“Ninateka”) contain invalu-
able interviews, work commentary, and historical recordings of this trio and
their composer colleagues. The ZKP was also able to maintain its own archive
outside the control of both the Ministry of Culture and Art and the Commu-
nist Party: the recordings, scores, and books it holds are a witness to the inter-
national exchange it facilitated and a nearly complete record of new music
making in the People’s Republic; these holdings also track important debates
about contemporary life that include strong critiques of state socialism, for
example in the transcripts of the union’s general meetings. Regrettably the
archives of Polish Radio’s Experimental Studio (1957-85), a hotbed for elec-
tronic and electroacoustic composition in the Eastern Bloc, were diffused into
private hands in the early twenty-first century. However, a network of artists
and musicians, primarily through the Bott Label, have begun remastering and
releasing these audio materials to make them accessible. Across these sound-
ing archives, national symbols (patriotic songs as well as stories derived from
nineteenth-century nationalist texts) and the importance of the Roman Catho-
lic faith are audible, revealing that despite their relative artistic freedom and
repeated proclamation that music and politics are chalk and cheese, some art-
ists turned to their craft to write counter to the history celebrated in official
narratives and to cultivate musical languages steeped in personal faith in a
secularized everyday. As musical subcultures like the blues, sung poetry, and
cabaret offered musicians the opportunity to shape community out of shared
oppositional politics, the Early Music scene in particular—in part because of
its historicist bent—became associated with countercultural attitudes that re-
jected socialist modernity in the 1960s and early 1970s.

The mobilization of the opposition to state socialism through the final 12
years of the Cold War, with the 1977 formation of the Workers’ Defence Com-
mittee (KOR), the 1978 election of Pope John Paul II, and, finally, the success-
ful legalization of the Solidarity Independent Trade Union, also called musi-
cians to action, though few were in vocal leadership positions.?! Many took
part in events as personal favours to friends or as private citizens. The music
critic Tadeusz Kaczynski formed the Traugutt Philharmonia, a mixed student
and professional ensemble that explicitly aligned itself with the opposition,
performing historical reviews in unofficial spaces, such as churches and pri-
vate homes. The special collections of the University of Warsaw Library con-
tain a record of his organizing; these are housed in the Music Department as
well as in the Ephemera Department, the latter of which has materials related
to student life in the capital. State-supported ensembles formed their own
subdivisions of the Solidarity Union: most often these took action by organiz-
ing informal concerts to collect aid for political prisoners. Their surveillance

21 Bohlman, “Solidarity.”
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files are held among those of the Security Service (SB) at the Institute of Na-
tional Memory (IPN), but also in these institutions” own historical records.

Through the decade’s euphoric highs and violent lows, composers indi-
cated their allegiances with commemorative dedications and by signing open
letters to be published in official press and in second circulation (drugi obieg).??
The Warsaw-based Committee on Independent Culture published the journal
Independent Culture (Kultura Niezalezna), the unofficial periodical that paid
the most heed to musical performances and labor issues. Given the relative
stylistic freedom they experienced, classical musicians found means beyond
the score to articulate dissent. Performers took to the stage in Solidarity — the
Baltic Opera, for example, performed a concert at the Lenin Shipyards during
the occupational strikes in the 1980s that led to Solidarity, but they also stood
down in acts of solidarity. When martial law was declared in 1981, screen and
stage actors spearheaded a boycott of state media and stages: soprano Stefan-
ia Woytowicz and violinist Wanda Wilkomirska explicitly took part. Many
others—like Witold Lutostawski, who also was an active conductor —simply
did not perform. Even though they did not officially articulate this recusal as
a boycott, it was embraced as such in oppositional circles. Lutostawski, for
example, was a member of the Culture Council of the new government imme-
diately (and admittedly briefly) upon its formation by Tadeusz Mazowiecki.

The most powerful evidence of the importance of classical music for the
opposition is not in the biographies of its authors and musicians, but in its
consistent presence across the sound archives at the European Solidarity Cen-
tre, Radio Free Europe, and the KARTA organization, suggesting the impor-
tance of classical music and musicians at large-scale events organized by the
opposition. Art music repertory flanked Radio Solidarity broadcasts, was in-
tegrated into documentary reportages released on Second Circulation cassette
labels, and accompanied the theater productions recorded on portable per-
sonal recorders. Many personal testimonies of protest culture and diaries by
members of the opposition reveal individuals listening to it to pass the time
and inspire them. Together these practices portray an oppositional field in
which classical music, as a core value within Central European notions of cul-
ture, gave political work a broader context and human ethics.

The Prague Jazz Section, 1971-1987

During its existence from 1971 to 1987, the Jazz Section, a voluntary, inde-
pendent and open amateur organization within the Association of the Musi-
cians of the Czech Socialist Republic, was the most active platform for free

22 Bylander, “Responses to Adversity.”
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and independent culture in the period of normalization in Czechoslovakia.?
For the public, the Jazz Section became a representative of non-conformist
behavior, and a symbol of resistance against the repressions of the govern-
ment apparatus of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia and its Central
Committee. As an organizing and contact center, the Jazz Section remained
standing on a legal basis as long as it could and played a decisive role in dis-
seminating alternative culture to the public.?*

Although public administration bodies tightened their control over offi-
cial cultural events after 1968, the Jazz Section was born and obtained a legal
status thanks to a short-term relaxation and the slow formation of rules at the
turn of the 1960s and 1970s. Officers came and went at the posts in the Minis-
try of Interior Affairs of the Czech Socialist Republic, and their competence
covered the registration of voluntary cultural organizations in a period of
massive organizational change in a gradually “normalizing” society. That is
one reason why, two years after the submission of a proposal by jazz enthusi-
asts led by Karel Srp, they managed to legally register the jazz association in
1971. But it was not constituted in the autonomous form that was intended:
The Ministry of Interior Affairs affiliated the new organization to the already
existing Musicians” Association of the Czech Socialist Republic.

Another significant reason for the approval of the jazz organization was
the status of jazz music in Czechoslovakia: compared to rock and the emerg-
ing beat music (with their rebellious and non-conformist attitude), the more
cultivated jazz drew on its dance and entertainment function from the 1930s
and, at the turn of the 1960s and 1970s, a so-called third trend —a synthesis of
jazz and classical music—started to form (its prominent exponents were
Czech composers Pavel Blatny and Alexej Fried). The free-jazz avantgarde
attracted only a small circle of enthusiasts, while the emergence of the jazz-
rock revolution with its much larger influence on young audiences from the
mid-1970s relaxed conventions and led to the formation of open platforms
only later.

In the years 1974 to 1982, the Jazz Section organized eleven annual festi-
vals, the Prague Jazz Days, of which nine took place officially and the last two
were prohibited by the Cultural Inspector of the National Committee of
Prague (in the case of the 11th Prague Jazz Days, they managed to illegally
organize at least so-called “non-public rehearsals” of the foreign participants
for a part of the audience). The event included not only professional jazz en-
sembles but also experimental and avant-garde bands, often formed by ama-
teurs or musicians who did not hold the official permits issued by the Cultur-

23 All publications of the Jazz Section can be found in the collections of the Libri prohibiti in
Prague, including the COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Czech Samizdat Collection at Libri Prohibi-
ti”, by Michaela Kiizelova, 2017. Accessed: October 08, 2018.

24 For more about alternative culture during the period of “normalization” see: Alan, Alternative
Culture. For more about Jazz Section beginnings in Bugge, see: Motycka, “Normalization.”
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al Committee. The festival became an open platform for diverse musical gen-
res and forms: from traditional and modern jazz up to jazz rock, alternative
rock, experimental music, punk rock, and happenings. From the 2nd year of
the Prague Jazz Days (1975) onwards, the festival incorporated not only tradi-
tional (ragtime and boogie-woogie) and modern (bebop and free jazz) program
blocks, but also a Jazz Rock Workshop led by Karel Srp despite the critical atti-
tude of the older generation of traditional jazzmen in the Jazz Section Com-
mittee.?” The official jazz scene did not take part in the preparations of the
later Prague Jazz Days because the orientation of the event had moved be-
yond the scope of their interests. Despite the isolation of the Czechoslovak
musical scene, the Jazz Rock Workshop managed to react to trends in Europe
and reflect them since, with respect to Party ideology, instrumental jazz rock
did not appear as problematic to cultural inspectors as the songs of rock bands
with their more or less subversive lyrics. This was one of the reasons why a
number of jazz rock bands were formed in the mid-1970s, with uniform means
of expression and uniform electric sound.

The Prague Jazz Days also presented artistic novelties that were imper-
missible at other public forums and blurred the boundaries between the pro-
fessional and the amateur scene, such as the happenings arranged by mul-
ti-instrumentalist Jifi Stivin (First, Spring, Second, Third, with children riding
kick scooters on the stage, or Biophysical Organ, with activists blowing into
bottles tuned by water, etc.). A lot of the experiments within the festival were
based on parody in contrast to the serious performances by jazz rock musi-
cians who, enjoying the status of professional artists, looked down on ama-
teurs. Stivin, a professional regularly collaborating with the management of
the Jazz Section, criticized the direction of the festival for its close connection
to alternative culture. The number of groups whose expression was an alter-
native to the uniformity of jazz rock grew yearly. These included Stehlik,
formed by guitarist Pavel Richter, and Kilhets, formed by drummer Petr
Kfecan (the groups’ names imply their relatedness: Kilhets is the reverse of
Stehlik). While the music of Stehlik was characterized by the timbre and for-
mal articulation of art rock, the principle of spontaneous improvisation ap-
plied by the more radical Kilhets came close to the aesthetics of free jazz.2° The
structured and unstructured noise fields in the Kilhets productions at the
Prague Jazz Days stunned the audience with a ferocity of emotions, and the
band members were further unrestrained due to their performance in masks

25 Recordings from the Prague Jazz Days (March 1975) were released on the LP Jazzrockovd Dilna
(Jazzrock Workshop), Panton 1976 and some studio recordings of groups connected with the
Jazz Section and the festival on LP Jazzrockovd Dilna 2 (Jazz Q, Impuls, Energit), Panton 1977.
Karel Srp was an employee of the Panton record label and music publishing house. More
about musical style development on Prague Jazz Days in Motycka, “The Jazz-Section.”

26 Kilhets live recordings are available on a five-CD box set released as a 30" anniversary edition
by Black Point 2008; booklet with photographs and study by Czech composer of contempora-
ry classical and experimental music Petr Kofron.

300



MUSIC AND CULTURAL OPPOSITION

(much like the American band the Residents). “One of the basic attributes of
the communist regime was the suppression of free thinking [...] —an absolute
absence of a mechanism for how to deal with non-conformity and how to in-
stitutionalize innovations,” recalls Mikolas Chadima, one of the actors in Kil-
hets. “In this sense, the regime was timidly, even ludicrously, conservative.
Everything new was suspicious, as if it was hiding an unknown, oblique, un-
predictable and, essentially, inimical threat.”?” This just-emerging alternative
culture, with its emphasis on the spontaneous activities of amateurs and sem-
iprofessionals, was viewed negatively by the government officials working at
the district cultural centers. They had to approve all the elements of the cul-
tural productions, from posters, dramaturgy, compering, up to the precise list
of compositions and the lyrics of the songs, which the organizers had to sub-
mit on behalf of the institute to the cultural committee for opinion. Therefore,
a lot of musicians switched to instrumental jazz rock from the mid-1970s on-
wards to avoid the complications connected with the approval of the lyrics.

A breakthrough work performed at the Prague Jazz Days was the rock
operetta called Mili ¢tyt viselcii (The Sweetheart of Four Hanged Men) in 1977
by the band Extempore and the improvisational theatre company Paskvil; this
performance pointed to a shift in the Jazz Section from jazz rock toward an
open artistic platform clearly influenced by Frank Zappa. A naturalistic story
of the life of soldiers during the Thirty Years” War was accompanied by rhyth-
mically and expressively multilayered musical planes, with a parody of the
realities of “normalization” in Czechoslovakia. The promotional materials
presented the performance as a jazz rock opera, though the members of Ex-
tempore distanced themselves from this genre because they regarded the
form of Czech jazz rock as a spiritless pose of musical craftsmen who had no
opinion of their own. Extempore, with its leader Jaroslav Jeronym Neduha
(after 1979 its leader became Mikolas Chadima), presented itself at the festival
in subsequent years too. But at the turn of the 1970s and 1980s, it became one
of the so-called “banned bands” and the organizers tried to keep their perfor-
mances secret until the very last moment.?®

The uniqueness of the organizing and publishing activities of the Jazz
Section laid in the fact that they provided a platform for various novel artistic
directions (experimental, psychedelic, minimal, conceptual, world, ethno), for
overlaps between music and visual arts, and for the dramatic nature of their
musical productions. These things were suppressed by communist cultural
doctrines and relegated to the position of the unpermitted, or even officially
prohibited, underground. There was a distinctive tension between the under-
ground represented by radicals who made no effort to perform publicly with
the permission of the authorities (The Plastic People of the Universe, DG 307,

27 Mikolas Chadima in an interview with Peter Motycka (July 2008), in Motycka, “The Jazz-Sec-
tion.”
28 More about banned alternative groups in Chadima, Alternativa.
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Aktual, Uméla hmota, etc.) and the alternative scene (Extempore, Svehlik, Kil-
hets, Zabi hlen, etc.) at the events organized by the Jazz Section. In spite of
their shared interests and common enemy, communication between these
two worlds was poor. The underground, which was a strictly closed commu-
nity, even scowled at the Jazz Section and, because the latter tried to legalize
their events, regarded it as a kind of collaborator; however, the Jazz Section
was also a part of the concerts of musicians who did not have official permis-
sion to perform, and it published its own material “semilegally” (justifying
such with the claim that it was exclusively for the internal needs of its mem-
bers—even if it was often printed in thousands of copies).? In their repeated
efforts to ban the activities of the Jazz Section, the authorities pointed out the
diversity of their activities unconnected with jazz and music. In this sense, the
Jazz Section represented a set of various cultures which had no place in “nor-
malization,” and one of its most significant achievements lay in its contribu-
tion to maintaining continuity with global developments: with the jazz rock
revolution and the alternative conceptual dramatic programs of the mid-
1970s, with punk rock in the early 1980s, and with new wave or minimal mu-
sic in the mid-1980s.

In 1972, the Jazz Section began its extensive publishing activities by pub-
lishing the Jazz bulletin for its members. This bulletin documents the Jazz Sec-
tion’s role as an important mediator of modern artistic movements: while its
first issues were dedicated exclusively to jazz, and local jazz artists appeared
on their covers, from number 15 (December 1975) onward, the portraits of
jazzmen were replaced by non-figurative and abstract sketches by Joska
Skalnik, a graphic artist closely connected to the Jazz Section. In its last issues,
the contents also included articles on the profiles and music of Frank Zappa,
the Velvet Underground, the Grateful Dead, Captain Beetheart, the Residents,
David Bowie, Devo, Kraftwerk, Phil Manzanera, This Heat, the Woodstock
Festival, and the dramatic experiments of Robert S. Wilson. In addition, stud-
ies appeared on futurism, minimalism, and Andy Warhol, and a regular col-
umn, “Rock Poetry,” brought translations of the lyrics of Tom Waits, the Sex
Pistols, and Pink Floyd. The last double-issue, Jazz 27/28, was to be printed in
July 1980 but appeared only in 1982 due to repressions, and contained the
graphic score of Composition 196049 by minimalist composer La Monte Young.

From January 1980, not only books on music but also books on philoso-
phy, modern art and theater, as well as publications on antifascist subjects
appeared as part of the Jazzpetit series. Another series, Situace [Situation] dealt
with contemporaneous Czechoslovak visual arts and authors who did not
have a chance to present themselves officially. In this way, the Jazz Section
brought artistic developments to the generation of the 1970s and 1980s that
they would have otherwise discovered, given the realities of the era, only dec-

29 For example, the number of copies of Bohumil Hrabal’s officially banned novel I served the
King of England in the Jazz Section edition Jazzpetit was about 5000.
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ades later. These included not only the above-mentioned jazz rock, perfor-
mance art, happenings, minimal and conceptual art, but also dramatic exper-
iments (the illegal performance of the Living Theatre in October 1980), musi-
cal theatre (public listening to Philip Glass and Robert Wilson’s opera Einstein
on the Beach as part of the 9th Prague Jazz Days in 1979), film (a screening of
Easy Rider directed by Dennis Hopper as part of the 5th Prague Jazz Days in
1977). Some of the jazz musicians raised objections that, despite its intense
publishing activities (and the very title of the Jazzpetit series), the Jazz Section
had not published a single book on jazz. The only exception was a reprint of
the first Czech-language book on jazz: Jazz by composer Emil Frantisek Buri-
an, originally released 1928 in Prague, and the short essay, Kronika jazzu (The
chronicle of jazz), which figured among the selected works of French writer
and jazz publicist Boris Vian (Boris Vian, supplement to the Jazz bulletin for
the internal needs of its members published in 1981). Entries on selected jazz
musicians and groups, mainly at the crossroads between jazz and rock (Miles
Davis, Weather Report, Terje Rypdal), figured in the three-volume Rock 2000
(1982-1984) dictionary compiled by publicist Josef Vicek. In fact, there were
several books dealing with jazz published by official state publishing houses
from the mid-1960s onwards, mainly written by local authors.

Chairman Karel Srp emphasized several times that, in its beginnings, the
Jazz Section was a “completely orthodox jazz organization.” It was trans-
formed into the nucleus of Czech alternative culture, creating a free platform
for arts and ideas, only in the late 1970s. In January 1978, the Jazz Section be-
came a member of the International Jazz Federation of the International Music
Council of UNESCO, and its representatives made use of this international
acceptance at the time of the first repressions at the turn of the 1970s and
1980s. It was thanks to its connectedness to international structures in the sub-
sequent period (on July 20, 1984, the Ministry of Interior suspended the activ-
ities of the Association of the Musicians of the Czech Socialist Republic and,
through that, also the Jazz Section; the organizing and publishing activities of
this period were classified in subsequent legal proceedings as illegal business
activities) that the Jazz Section managed to organize several petitions in sup-
port of its persecuted members and cultural events at international forums,
and foreign observers and journalists participated in its legal proceedings (in-
cluding even the representatives of Amnesty International, for the first time in
Eastern Europe). However, by that time, the Jazz Section had become an im-
portant platform of freedom in “normalized” Czechoslovakia and, with the
help of the legal options available at the time, it managed to prevent persecu-
tion by government bodies quite successfully. It also managed to resist exter-
nal pressure until the open legal proceeding against its leaders in 1986-1988.3

30 Formore about persecutions and trial with Jazz Section members see: Tomek, “Akce Jazz.” See
also the books of Jazz Section members: Srp, Vyjimecné stavy, and Koufil, Jazzovd sekce. There
was also an exhibition: Ritter, Ein schmaler Grat.
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Archiving the Literature and Theater
of Dissent: Beyond the Canon

The most famous cultural figures of the dissident movements during the so-
cialist era were, arguably, writers. This is not much of a surprise if one consid-
ers the traditional role literature has played in the history of Eastern European
nation states and the significance Communist regimes attributed to literature.
At the core of the mythologies of anti-communist dissent most often lay a tri-
umvirate: the Polish journalist Adam Michnik, the Czech playwright Vaclav
Havel, and the Hungarian writer Gyorgy Konrad. They represented a larger
group of Eastern European intellectuals who were active in various fields,
contributed to several genres, and in the late 1970s, in parallel to their accep-
tance of the role of the “dissident,”! created a discourse of human rights in an
alternative public sphere. To the pantheon of these authors, emigré writers
like Czestaw Mitosz, Milan Kundera, Josef gkvoreck)’f, and Josef ékvoreck}'r
are often added, along with Herta Miiller and Danilo Kis, authors not from
one of the countries of the Visegrad Four.

Recent scholarship in the field, however, shows that there is a need to
revisit this somewhat schematic story and exclusivist canon, but in a way that
does not make us lose sight of these prominent figures.? In accordance with
the ambitions of the Handbook, this chapter highlights the history of collec-
tions representing literary dissent in a broad sense that includes nonconform-
ist theater. The primary focus of the chapter is on practices of the memoriali-
zation and (self)documentation of literary dissent and on the process through
which these kinds of collections gained recognition by state-financed institu-
tions as part of a cultural heritage to be preserved. In several cases, these pro-
cesses started well before the regime change, creating a significant gray zone.
The introductory overview, which concentrates on poets and writers, will be
followed by a case study written by Kathleen Cioffi on a significant collection
of materials related to Polish underground theater.

Collections of dissident or non-conformist literature can be clustered
roughly into three general categories as far as their founding dates are con-
cerned. In the regular intervals of political thaw under communism, archiving
policies also became somewhat more liberal, and it was easier to acquire papers

1 On the invention of “the dissident” see Bolton, Worlds of Dissent.
2 See e.g. Kind-Kovacs and Labov, “Samizdat and Tamizdat: Entangled Phenomena?”

307



TAMAS SCHEIBNER — KATHLEEN CIOFFI

by authors who had a difficult relationship with the regime. This is not, howev-
er, an absolute rule that applies to each of the countries in question to the same
degree: from personal ties across the political scenery to guild solidarities or a
simple insistence on value-free professionalism, there was a series of factors
which motivated archivists to overrule political directives. The social web in
many cases created a resistant milieu with no easily identifiable center, and thus
it remained difficult to discern and deal with for the state apparatus. A second
cluster consists of collections that were made public in the 2000s and 2010s.
These collections were founded at a time when most East European states were
becoming relatively stable democracies, though their memory politics varied in
their emphasis: the states that joined the European Union reclaimed greater
recognition as part of a common European history, while post-Soviet states (i.e.
states which had become Soviet republics after the end of World War II) put
particular emphasis on their cultural independence from Russia. Formerly op-
pressed patriotic and nationalist sentiments have been driving forces through-
out the region up to the present day, but the effects of the recent radicalization
of politics cannot be accurately measured yet. Archive holdings established in
exile should also be mentioned here. Since these collections are dealt with in a
separate chapter in this Handbook, I will limit myself to mentioning the fact
that these collections were often transferred to the home country, typically be-
ginning around 2005, when collectors passed away or were too old to continue
to tend to the collections, or because of a lack of funding, it was no longer pos-
sible to maintain the collections in the country where they had been created.
Finally, the archives and collections that usually come to mind in the first place
in this context are the ones that were founded shortly after the regime change,
during the so-called transitional period. At this time, more resources were de-
voted to the creation of new archival institutions and to the reorganization of
existing archival settings to address the post-socialist heritage.?

Certain types of literatures clearly enjoyed being in the spotlight in Eastern
Europe after the regime changes. Among the “archetypes of dissent,” to use a
term coined by one commentator, prison and camp literature stands out.* The
works themselves are telling, and the kinds of stories they tell are often well-doc-
umented in museums and archives throughout the region, from the Baltics to
the Balkans. It is not hard to see why. These works involve cases in which poli-
tics most dramatically interfered with poetry. The tragedy of the individual is
always compelling and easy to relate to: this makes single tragic stories effective
vehicles of memory politics and likely to meet with the interest of a wide audi-
ence. Authors of literature directly or indirectly reflecting on camp or prison

3 For brief overviews see e.g. Apor, “Museum Policies in Hungary”; Kuutma and Kroon, “Museum
Policy in Transition from Post-Soviet Conditions to Reconfigurations in the European Union.”

4 Gruenwald, “Response: Camp Literature: Archetype for Dissent.” See the entire debate: Gru-
enwald, “Yugoslav Camp Literature: Rediscovering the Ghost of a Nation’s Past-Present-Futu-
re”; Oja, “Toward a Definition of Camp Literature”; Hayden, “Using a Microscope to Scan the
Horizon.”
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experiences could be presented as unambiguous cases in which, at least at first
glance, readers do not need to deal with the kinds of complicated questions that
arise in cases of authors who integrated into socialist society. Particular atten-
tion was given, it seems, to poets who did not survive persecution, including
authors who made what have come to be regarded as major contributions to
literature and authors who did not. The celebrated Ukrainian poet Vasyl Stus,
who gained the title of Hero of Ukraine in 2005, was known up until the late-
1980s only among a limited circle of dissenters who read works by him which
had been smuggled out of prison camps in samizdat and tamizdat publications.
When he died in 1985, he was widely mourned as a martyr of the communist
dictatorship in underground and émigré circles.” His reburial in November
1989 in Kyiv marked a significant step towards the political transition, and a
rapid canonization process elevated him to the Ukrainian literary pantheon.
The Stus family played an active role in furthering this quick and well-deserved
acknowledgement: they donated Stus’ papers to the T. H. Shevchenko Institute
of Literature to give the public better access to a part of his legacy that had been
saved, the trials of his life notwithstanding.® The acquisition was initiated at the
same time by the philologist Mykhailyna Kotsiubynska, who had belonged to
dissident circles during Soviet times and had mentored the poet, and Vasly
Stus” son Dmytro, who also authored a biography on his father.” However, the
acquisition only took place after Ukraine had become independent in 1991.
Since then, Stus’ legacy has been a battleground between the various political
groups in a country deeply divided by ethnic, religious, and cultural tensions, a
country which now is in the throes of war.

Vasyl Stus provided an example of a poet whose celebration as a martyr
opened the gates for his canonization, which could be seen as a retrospective
“compensation” for his not being recognized in his time. In contrast to Stus’
high status after the fall of the Soviet Union and the emergence of an independ-
ent Ukraine, the significance of the poets of the Fiiveskert (“Grassy garden”) in
Hungarian literature is less established.® This group of literati was named after
a little park in front of the prison chapel. Attila Gérecz, the best known member
in the group, was imprisoned in 1950 and released by revolutionaries during
the 1956 uprising, only to die a couple of days later in the fighting.” As he had
begun to write poetry only two years before he died (while in prison), he did
not have time to prove his innovative potential, and even though Gérecz’s talent
is acknowledged, the poems that survived have not persuaded so far the major-
ity of literary critics of their unique qualities as far as poetic features are con-
cerned. Tibor Tollas, another member of this group, became a leading figure in

5 Pavlyshyn, “Martyrology and Literary Scholarship.”

6 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vasyl Stus Collection”, by Orysia Kulick, 2018. Accessed: October 11,
2018.

7 Stus, Vasyl Stus.

8 Ray and Tollas, From the Hungarian Revolution.

9 Hajnal, A Gérecz-hagyaték.
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Hungarian émigré circles, while others either remained silent for the rest of
their lives or started to publish both in exile and, after their rehabilitation, in
journals in Hungary. Géza Béri was the only member of the group who was not
allowed to publish his book of poetry.!? Some of his poems contain references
to his experiences in prison and so, one could argue, allegorically to the wider
world of state socialism. In the absence of direct evidence, however, one can
only hypothesize that this might have played a role in the decisions by publish-
ing houses, before the change of regimes, not to publish his works. This group
is interesting, however, not so much because of the careers of its members un-
der communism, but rather because of its fate after 1989. The poet-entrepreneur
Kamil Karpati and his publishing house devoted great energy to making this
circle of imprisoned poets famous (and with considerable success), starting
with Gérecz, whom he dubbed the “poet of the revolution” and the “martyr
poet.”!! The profile of his publishing house was shaped by the Fiiveskert poets,
and in 1992 Karpati even established a Gérecz Prize awarded to the best young
poet by a committee chaired by Karpati each year. This private initiative was
taken up in 2002 by the Ministry of Culture, and the Gérecz Prize was turned
into a state award. Gérecz achieved cult status, as demonstrated, for instance,
by a number of homepages devoted to his poetry, including an online collection
of materials related to his life and work, including scanned images of letters and
manuscripts, secret police files, and documents of his trial.!?

Most of the Fiiveskert poets became noted authors whose works were pub-
lished eventually, either in Hungary or in émigré periodicals. There is, however,
a more hidden part of the European literary heritage: works that, for whatever
reason, were never published. A fascinating research project initiated by Ines
Geipel and Joachim Walther in 2000 and funded by the Federal Foundation for
the Reappraisal of the SED Dictatorship in Germany created an archive of “sup-
pressed literature in the GDR.”!3 The archive collects and makes available all
kinds of manuscripts that remained unpublished, including dramas, prose, and
poetry. Followed by a series of public appeals, citizens (mostly writers them-
selves or their descendants) started to donate relevant materials to the growing
archive. Thus, Geipel and Walther, taking advantage of the snowball effect,
reached more and more silenced writers and acquired over 70,000 pages of man-
uscripts.* One of the authors was the young Edeltraud Eckert, who was sen-

10 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Géza Béri Papers”, by Tamas Scheibner and Tiinde T. To6th, 2018.
Accessed: October 11, 2018.

11 Karpati, ed., Gérecz Attila, a koltd; Karpati, Fehér konyv. See also Komordczy, A szellemi nevelés
forumai.

12 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “The Gérecz Heritage Digital Archive”, by Tamas Scheibner and
Tiinde T. Téth, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

13 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archives of Suppressed Literature in the GDR”, by Uwe Sonnen-
berg, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

14 Buchholz, “Von der Ohnmacht unterdriickter Autorinnen und Autoren und der retrospek-
tiven Macht der Archive,” 170-71, 182.
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tenced to 25 years in prison in 1950 and was allowed to keep a notebook as a re-
ward in 1953 for her high productivity in forced labor. She wrote 101 poems in
the manner of Rainer Maria Rilke until she perished two years later.!> The objec-
tive of the archive is to contribute to the “moral rehabilitation” of authors like her
and to provide a better understanding of the entire literary field, which is often
identified with socialist realism, but which was much more diverse if one takes
underground literature into account.

The initiatives discussed above were successful in large part because of a
public mindset which sought a kind of retroactive justice. The actual poetic
quality of the texts in these kinds of processes can sometimes play a signifi-
cant role, but in the final account, in most of the cases in post-1989 Eastern
Europe, it has been of secondary importance. Canonization has been driven,
rather, by a call for a sort of moral settling of accounts. Whatever the motiva-
tions (whether scholarly or private, colored by personal ambitions, business
strategies, or a political drive to revisit a troubled past), memorialization is
founded on an acknowledgement of an author’s efforts to maintain his or her
integrity, moral courage, and personal autonomy in a radically hostile human
and material environment.

The most significant archives on cultural opposition and non-conform-
ism in the literary scene are arguably the ones that were started as private in-
itiatives by dissenters themselves, grew into recognized institutions after the
regime change, and became state-supported repositories while usually main-
taining their NGO status. In this context, Libri Prohibiti, founded by samizdat
publisher and signatory to Charter ‘77 Jifi Gruntorad in Prague in 1990,
should be mentioned perhaps first and foremost.!® The archive houses a vast
array of collections consisting of tens of thousands of samizdat and tamizdat
materials, manuscripts, books, and sound and audiovisual recordings of un-
derground events. Given the prominence of literary figures in Czech and Slo-
vak internal dissidence and exile (of whom Eva Kantiirkova, Ivan Klima,
Hana Ponicka, Zdenék Urbanek, Ludvik Vaculik, Jan Vladislav, and then
president Vaclav Havel were founding members of the Society for Libri Pro-
hibiti), the materials relevant to literature and theater are extensive. This calls
attention to one of the main distinctive features of Czech samizdat production
in comparison with other countries where significant samizdat cultures de-
veloped: the large proportion of works of belle lettres among the samizdat
publications.!” The core of the collection was gathered by Gruntorad and his
fellow dissidents beginning in the late 1970s. Thanks to their coordinated ef-
forts, they were able to preserve the bulk of the materials despite regular po-

15 Geipel, Zensiert, verschwiegen, vergessen, 48—66.

16 See the various collections related to COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Society of Libri Prohibiti”, by
Michaela Ktizelova, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

17 See Skilling, Samizdat and an Independent Society in Central and Eastern Europe; Skilling and
Wilson, Civic Freedom in Central Europe; Goetz-Stankiewicz, Good-Bye, Samizdat; Kind-Kovacs,
Written Here, Published There; Machovec, Views from the Inside.
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lice raids and the imprisonment of some members of the group. The archive is
therefore seen by many as a grass-roots collective achievement the value of
which is demonstrated by the impressive number of small-scale donations by
private citizens even three decades after its establishment. This is a significant
difference between this archive and the state archives in the region that are
often seen as less secure places for donations of private papers: given the
many times that materials in archives were either destroyed in the twentieth
century or limitations were put on their accessibility to the public, people be-
came understandably less suspicious of repositories with greater independ-
ence from the state. Indeed, the founding principles of Libri Prohibiti include
a commitment to institutional independence, which is seen as fundamental if
“the citizen’s right of access to information without any hindrance” is truly to
be protected as “one of the pillars of democracy.”!® This is a value shared by
other private archives, such as the KARTA Center in Warsaw and the Vera
and Donald Blinken Open Society Archives in Budapest, which also have sim-
ilarly important collections of samizdat, though they are somewhat less rele-
vant to the field of literary history, since the profile of Polish and Hungarian
literary samizdat culture is somewhat different.

Institutional independence, however, is not easy to maintain, and most
NGOs are still dependent on state subsidiaries. The Artpool Art Research
Center, which was made accessible in a downtown Budapest apartment in
1992 and which holds a unique collection in interart genres like visual poetry
and sound poetry, lost its municipal and state support in 2014. It was made a
separate unit of a large national institution, the Museum of Fine Arts, because
this was the only way to ensure its survival.'” Up to the present day, artist and
former samizdat publisher Gyorgy Galantai’s founding principle of the “ac-
tive archive,”2? which interconnects archivism and artistic creation with social
activism, has not been challenged. This should not, however, tempt us to ig-
nore the fact that the emergence of populist politics all over Europe and “illib-
eral democracies”?! in Eastern Europe poses a considerable threat to both pri-
vate and public collections that support critical thinking.??

The majority of archives mentioned so far were established or institution-
alized right after the regime change or in the early 1990s. The frequent men-

18 Libri Prohibiti’'s Annual Report 2017. Accessed October 11, 2018. http://www.libpro.cz/do-
¢s/3019-Ip-vyrocni-zprava-2017-en-v01-web_1526402236.pdf

19 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Artpool Art Research Center”, by Baldzs Bedthy, 2018. Accessed:
October 11, 2018.

20 Galantai and Klaniczay, Artpool.

21 The classic interpretations of the term remain: Zakaria, “The Rise of Illiberal Democracy”; Zaka-
ria, The Future of Freedom. For a critical view on the term, consult Miiller, What Is Populism?

22 Cultural policies in such states tend to concentrate financial sources to a few selected institu-
tions or personages based on political loyalty, and aspire to take control of primary sources by
limiting access to them —instead of launching wide-scale digitization programs. For analyses
of Eastern European cases, see Kubik, “Illiberal Challenge to Liberal Democracy”; Kristof,
“Cultural Policy in an Illiberal State”; Wilkin, “The Rise of ‘Illiberal’ Democracy.”
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tion of symbolic dates like 1989 or 1992, however, should not obscure the fact
that the practice of archiving non-conformist literature has a longer history,
and not simply in the sense that private collections had been formed decades
earlier. While Libri Prohibiti and Artpool in their origins were indeed closely
connected to active opposition to the regime, other collections were preserved
within state archives centrally funded and closely supervised by the commu-
nist authorities. Arguably, in countries like Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and
Yugoslavia, several state repositories existed in which the regime changes did
not usher in any profound difference in archiving practices. Rather, the polit-
ical changes brought about changes in public access to the existing collections.
One compelling case is that of the eminent Slovak writer Dominik Tatarka,
who underwent a transformation from a devoted communist to an outstand-
ing figure of the opposition and a visual symbol of the Prague 1968 revolution
thanks to the now famous dramatic photo in which he faces a tank while
opening his shirt.?® Tatarka was banned from publishing in Czechoslovakia
from 1969 until 1989, but this did not prevent Marie Krulichova at the Muse-
um of Czech Literature (PNP) from acquiring his correspondence and manu-
scripts in 1979 and 1981.%* Tatarka could not sell his papers to the Museum
directly, but Krulichova and the dissident historian Jan Mlynarik, who was
mediating in the deal, managed to find a solution: they used an antiquarian
bookseller on Karlova Street, who first purchased the materials from Tatarka,
and then the Museum bought them from the bookshop. Kruchilova was not
only courageous as a state employee who dared collect samizdat authors, she
was shrewd as someone who was able to formulate things in a way that ap-
peared acceptable to higher fora.?> On this occasion, she and Mlynarik took
advantage of a law in effect at the time: booksellers had to offer literary archi-
val materials for purchase to the Museum. This is how Tatarka, stricken by
bad financial conditions, was able to make some money.

One might regard Tatarka’s story as atypical, given his former high stance
as a communist writer and the fact that he was a Slovak favored by Prague
intellectual circles. In the very different case of the Czech Catholic poet Jan
Zahradnicek, however, similar patterns prevailed.?® Zahradnicek was impris-
oned in 1951 and granted amnesty in 1960, but only so that he would be able
to die at his home. A fellow Catholic prison guard and printer Vaclav Sisel,
who was working in the Pankrac Prison print shop at the time, hid and saved
his secret manuscripts, which found their way to the Museum during the
Prague Spring in 1968. An edition of Ctyi léta (Four years) was published the
following year, but apart from that, until 1989 Zahradnicek’s poems were

23 Mlynarik, “Tatarka: Silenced in Slovakia”; Pichler, “Dominik Tatarka.”

24 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Dominik Tatarka Collection at the Museum of Czech Literature”,
by Michaela Ktizelov4, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

25 Sladek, “Svédectvi o nékolika letech zivota Marie Krulichové.”

26 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Jan Zahradnicek Collection at the Museum of Czech Literature”, by
Michaela Ktizelova, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.
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published only in exile or in samizdat. Nonetheless, the PNP continued to buy
his manuscripts, as they had even in the 1950s, when he was in prison. In 1991,
Krulichova remembered the many titles that were not included in the yearly
reports on acquisitions in order to avoid confrontation with representatives of
cultural politics.

With these practices, employees of the PNP effectively supported under-
ground authors or their families. In such cases, however, the people involved
were not necessarily or exclusively driven by any kind of oppositional atti-
tude. The Pet6fi Literary Museum in Budapest (the Hungarian equivalent of
PNP), for instance, started to collect samizdat with the tacit consent of direc-
tor Ferenc Botka, who was a committed member of the party.?”” At the same
time, he was committed as an archivist, and he believed that (almost)
everything that was published in Hungarian should be preserved—a view
that was shared by many employees without regard their political stance. Bot-
ka and his colleagues probably believed what Krulichova later put as follows:
“This "treasure of paper,” which we have inherited from previous generations,
obliges us: we had and have the urge to continue their work and to contribute
to the mapping of Czech literature in its entirety.”?® At the same time, this did
not mean that Botka was initiating clandestine practices like regular purchase
of materials from Gyorgy Gado, a member of the democratic opposition and
a distributor of samizdat. The arrival of Csaba Nagy to the Department of
Manuscripts in 1983 made a real difference in this regard. Nagy himself was a
fervent reader of samizdat, and he became a leading expert in Hungarian lit-
erature in exile. The personal input of museum professionals and archivists
was decisive in such cases.

Alongside archivists and private individuals, two other groups played
crucial roles in documenting non-conformist literature: representatives of
state apparatuses, such as censorship offices, and social contacts, agents, and
officers of the political police. The secret services were very active throughout
the region, but in the GDR, Romania, and the member states of the Soviet
Union they played even larger roles, not only by exerting control over the
societies under their guard via surveillance and state coercion, but also by
preserving documents and artifacts of the non-conformist cultural heritage.
This was a necessary consequence of the sheer amount of materials they col-
lected and stored. Lithuanian existentialist poet and writer Bronius Krivick-
as,” who was killed at a young age by the Soviet security services in 1952,% is
a case in point.?! Krivickas was active in the literary scene in the late 1930s and

27 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Samizdat Collection at the Petéfi Literary Museum”, by Tamas
Scheibner, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

28 Krulichova, “Prirtstky, o nichz se mlcelo,” 119.

29 Mykolaityté, “Biitiokejo apmastyme metmenys broniaus krivicko prozoje.”

30 Gagkaité-Zemaitiene, “The Partisan War in Lithuania from 1944 to 1953,” 35.

31 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Bronius Krivickas Collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Ac-
cessed: October 11, 2018.
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1940s, but he did not have the time to fully blossom as a poet, and by the time
the regime fell, he had been long forgotten. He was discovered by the fellow
poet and literary critic Virginijus Gasilitinas in the late 1980s. Part of Krivick-
as’ oeuvre was kept by a woman living in Birzai, where Krivickas had been
teaching in a local high school before joining the anti-Soviet partisans in 1945.
The other part of his work, however, ended up in the MGB/KGB archives and
would have been lost forever had the Party not launched a campaign to dis-
credit the Lithuanian partisan movement. To fabricate evidence of the alleged
brutality of the partisans, all related materials were collected from the KGB,
including the manuscripts of Krivickas” works, although they were of no use
from the perspective of the aims of the project. The materials had been kept in
the Communist Party Archives, and they were transferred to the Archives of
the Lithuanian Institute of History when the Soviet Union ceased to exist.
Today, Krivickas is a canonical poet in Lithuania, who has made his way into
the school curriculum. Again, Krivickas’s case is not unique. Manuscripts of
other persecuted authors had a similar trajectory. It is also suspected that
KGB officers took many files home when they retired, as in the case of the
photo album documenting the student Romas Kalanta’s self-immolation pro-
test in 1972.32

Certainly, former employees of the secret services were hardly the only
people to have played crucial roles in preserving documents of cultural oppo-
sition. The primary sources, naturally, were or are the authors themselves and
their families. Some did not invest considerable efforts in preserving manu-
scripts or correspondence, but in many instances an author systematically
preserved not only his own papers, but also those of some of his or her ac-
quaintances. Romania, for instance, offers a series of particularly telling exam-
ples in this respect, precisely because of the extremely harsh conditions creat-
ed by the local Communist regime. Under Ceausescu, any kind of dissident
activity was strictly and often brutally punished, so cultural opposition was
hardly an option.®* Even the notion of cultural dissent is difficult to define in
this context, and this affects memorialization and the types of collections that
were created in the country. Among the relevant collections that survived and
were made public, many were assembled by individuals, and collections cre-
ated by minority figures tend to prevail, partly due to the fact that several ar-
chives created by the German and Hungarian minorities enjoy financial sup-
port from two states. Church archives also became very significant once they
were given forms of compensation for their losses under communism and
regained possession of some of the buildings they had owned. The writer and
Lutheran priest Eginald Schlattner, for instance, donated his papers to the

32 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Romas Kalanta Collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Acces-
sed: October 11, 2018.

33 See Petrescu, “Eastern Europe, Central Europe or Europe?,” 238; Petrescu, “The Resistance
That Wasn’t.”
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Friedrich Teutsch Centre for Dialogue and Culture of the Evangelical Church
A.C. in Romania, which became the primary repository of Saxon private pa-
pers after the Church regained the Teutsch House in 2000.3* Here and else-
where, collections like this one started to pour into regional archives, usually
after 2000. A modest increase in people’s trust in state repositories and the fact
the people who owned the collections were aging contributed to this trend,
although it greatly varied from country to country. However, many collectors
remain suspicious of state institutions in Eastern Europe, even though prac-
tice suggests that donating one’s private archive to a public one could greatly
contribute to one’s (re)canonization, as Schlattner’s example demonstrates.
The period beginning in the early-1990s is frequently seen as a perma-
nent archival revolution in Eastern Europe which only began to slow in recent
years, as restrictions have been put on access to collections and archives in
several states, complicated by the situation in the Ukraine, where the under-
mining of the Russo-Soviet legacy led to greater access to the KGB archives.®
No research environment is more hostile than the one in Moldova, where ac-
cess to archives documenting the period is very restricted. Under these cir-
cumstances, private individuals driven by a sense of solidarity with fellow
professionals are trying to deal with the situation by sharing their documents
with one another. Literary scholar Petru Negura and historian Igor Casu were
both members of a commission set up in 2010 for the study and evaluation of
the local communist regime. Thus, for a short time, they had access to a pleth-
ora of archival materials, including KGB files on literary figures from the Ar-
chive of the Intelligence and Security Service of the Republic of Moldova
(ASISRM), which otherwise is not open to the public. By making these papers
accessible to colleagues in their private archives, they perform a great service
to the academic community. They also offer an example today of how indi-
viduals can resist regimes that aim radically to restrict access to information.3
Despite the difficulties and prevalent distrust, the past fifteen years has
born witness to an influx of materials of dissident literature to public archives,
materials donated by private individuals, groups of various kinds (visual art-
ists, students, musicians, etc.), and institutions. The creation of the collection
of the Belgrade International Theatre Festival is an exemplary case. BITEF,
which is still organized every year, was founded in 1967 in accordance with
Tito’s “non-alignment policy”: it was an eminent propaganda event of the
regime to show how open-minded Yugoslav culture policy was. It was indeed
a very significant event for avant-garde performing arts in Europe, where

34 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Eginald Schlattner Collection at Teutsch Haus Sibiu”, by Cristina
Petrescu and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

35 E.g.Jones, “Unearthing Soviet Secrets in Ukraine’s Archives.”

36 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Petru Negurd Private Collection”, by Andrei Cusco and Cristina
Petrescu, 2018; COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Igor Casu Private Collection”, by Andrei Cusco and
Cristina Petrescu, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.
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theater companies from East and West could meet.” A conservative turn in
the early-1970s resulted in increased surveillance by the secret services, but
BITEEF still managed to preserve its relatively liberal character and successful-
ly resisted excessive Soviet attempts to influence its programs. The bulk of the
materials was transferred to the Historical Archives of Belgrade in 2004 by
Jovan Cirilov, the director at the time, who was motivated by the desire to find
a safe place for the collection, where it would not be destroyed and would
remain accessible to anyone interested.

The BITEF collection reminds us that it is wise to maintain a certain flex-
ibility when cultural opposition or the literature of dissent is discussed, as
neither of these two things can be given a precise definition applicable to all
times and geographical locations. It is always the given context and research
questions that are decisive regarding such issues, and one needs to assume
that there will be a large “gray zone,” given the complicated matrix of politi-
cal, institutional, and personal relationships. Even within one oeuvre, certain
works could harmonize with the given state’s cultural policy, while others
were changed, sometimes slightly, sometimes drastically, by the censors, and
some were never published. The Lithuanian poet Antanas Miskinis made his
peace with the regime® when he returned from Siberia in the late 1950s. He
was allowed to publish some of his writings, but not the works he had written
during his time in Siberia, which were only published after 1989.4 In the
GDR, Brigitte Reimann, who favored some kind of socialist humanism, criti-
cized the regime for not meeting its own standards: she was published, but in
censored versions.*! It is important to note that the official cultivation of her
memory was started by the Neubrandenburg Literary Center, which was es-
tablished in the 1970s as the first institution of its kind in East Germany. It was
charged with the task of promoting regional literary legacies.*? Literary
centers like the one in Neubrandenburg, with an interest in cultivating region-
al authors, often had a role in preserving the heritage of a writer, even if s/he
was not a flagship author, but rather belonged to the gray zone.

Processes of archiving, memorialization, and canonization do not always
overlap, but it is still worth mentioning some changes on the moyenne durée
which further explains the recent interest in dissident literature and, in par-

37 See Dasgupta, “BITEF.”

38 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “BITEE Collection”, by Jacqueline Nieer, 2018. Accessed: October
11, 2018.

39 See Rubavicius, “A Soviet Experience of Our Own,” 92-93.

40 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Antanas Miskinis Collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Ac-
cessed: October 11, 2018.

41 On Reimann’s complicated “double life,” see especially Bircken and Hampel, Als habe ich zwei
Leben; Braun, “Biicher Waren Ihr Alltag, Schreiben War Ihr Leben”; Hampel, Wer Schrieb Fran-
ziska Linkerhand?

42 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Brigitte Reimann Archive”, by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed:
October 11, 2018.
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ticular, political poetry.*® In the 1990s, when optimism about the future of
liberalism was at its height, political poetry abounding in references to the
specific contexts of State Socialism began to seem largely inadequate.** After
a relatively short period, during which a market for previously banned and
samizdat works emerged, literary cultures in the new democracies did not
place great emphasis on the political, at least not in the sense as they had in
the 1980s underground. No doubt, literary groups competing for dominance
clashed over resources and institutions, and they publicly contrasted their po-
litical visions and the diverse traditions on which they intended to rely. Ae-
sopian language, however, no longer had a thrilling effect on the reader, and
over-sophisticated systems of political references did not engage a slowly
shrinking audience. While in some countries an attempt was made to reclaim
the romantic status of the poet as a spokesperson for the people pointing at
social issues, literary criticism tended to give preference to highly elaborated
self-referential poetic languages inspired by the neo-avant-garde and playful
representations of transitional identities. In an epoch defined by the umbrel-
la-term “postmodern,”#® not all formerly celebrated nonconformist “political
poets” were forgotten or displaced, but works were favored that demonstrat-
ed an obvious potential for addressing issues of universal or transhistorical
experiences. This trend is tangible in the reception of eminent poets such as
Zbigniew Herbert and Gyorgy Petri. As Coetzee argued right after the regime
change, the canonical position of Herbert was best ensured by the “political”
poems that could be read as a reflection on the eternal conflict between the
individual and the tyrant or on the mechanisms of power,* while pieces with
less detached references to the political reality of Polish Communism were
expected to lose their privileged canonical position. The devaluation of Petri’s
congenial book of political poems, published originally in samizdat as Orkhét-
16 (Eternal Monday), was perhaps even more spectacular in the 1990s. In to-
day’s Eastern Europe, however, such more direct political poems seem to re-
gain their vitality as parables and allegories of contemporary situations.

In recent years, another factor has given extra fuel to the aforementioned
boom of establishing and opening up collections of dissident culture: techni-

43 Goémori, “Edes hazam”; Barany, “My Sweat Homeland.”

44 In Poland, the status of the writers was shaken by a series of other factors too, largely because
of their tense relationship with worker leaders of Solidarnos¢. See Tighe, “Polish Writers and
the Transition from Socialist ‘unreality’ to Capitalist ‘Reality.”” Tighe saw a complicated batt-
lefield including conflicts between generations, while Bolecki presented a more gradual flow
of an “unfolding democracy.” See Bolecki, “The Totalitarian Urge vs. Literature.”

45 See Calinescu, “Romanian Literature”; Iovine, “Bulgarian Literature after the Revolution”;
Stoicheva, “Post-1989 Bulgarian Literary Theory and Criticism”; Kirss, “Circumnavigation
and Transplantation”; Silenieks, “Decolonization and Renewal of Latvian Letters”; Kvietkaus-
kas, Transitions of Lithuanian Postmodernism. For a particularly interesting case study that con-
nects dissident antipolitics and the post-socialist literary canonization, see Horvath, “The
Cultural (Un)Turn in Hungarian Literary Scholarship in the 1990s.”

46 Coetzee, “Zbigniew Herbert and the Figure of the Censor.”
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cal advances that allow the digitization of manuscripts without much effort.
This has allowed open access to the papers of Danilo Kis for the public at the
Archives of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts, where visitors can
consult the digitized versions,*” and it has enabled the creation of online ar-
chives such as the one documenting the International Festival of New Theater
Eurokaz created by Croatian theater professional Gordana Vuk* and Zofia
Luczko’s digital repository of the heterogenous Polish artist group of the
1980s Pitch-in Culture.*’ The future of the cultural heritage of dissent in East-
ern Europe perhaps lies in the hands of those individuals who find ways to
get their collections digitized and shared. The ethos of amateurism (not to be
confused with dilettantism), which was very important for individuals fight-
ing a regime of cynical technocrats under late socialism, might gain new rele-
vance today. If private initiatives find an established institutional partner
which provides technology and assistance in the process, the result will be as
significant and spectacular as the online archive introduced by the following
case study on the Alternative Theater Archive.

Case Study: Archiwum Teatru Alternatywnego

The alternative theater movement in Poland was, throughout its thirty-five-
year history (1954-89), intimately connected with politics. From the move-
ment’s inception in the mid-1950s Thaw, participants judged their efforts
not only by the standards of art but also by whether they were succeeding in
becoming the “life breath of the epoch,” in the words of a member of the
Studencki Teatr Satyrykéw (Student Satirists” Theater).”® The movement’s
ability to fulfill this role waxed and waned with political trends in the coun-
try. As the Thaw gave way to what was called in Poland the mata stabilizacja
(small stabilization) of the 1960s, censorship got stricter, and the theaters’
ability to undertake politically engaged performance was curbed. However,
the events of 1968 —including government repression of student-led pro-
tests, an anti-Semitic propaganda campaign, and the invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia—eventually resulted in a theater movement which was even more
closely connected to the political climate in the country. Starting in around
1970, the movement began to define itself as a site of resistance to the regime
and a space of freedom and truth.

47 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Danilo KiS$ Collection”, by Sanja Radovi¢, 2018. Accessed: October
11, 2018.

48 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Gordana Vnuk Collection”, by Lidija Benceti¢, 2018. Accessed: Oc-
tober 11, 2018.

49 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Pitch-in Culture Archive”, by Patrycja Kruczkowska and Xavery
Stanczyk, 2018. Accessed: October 11, 2018.

50 Jarecki, “Warszawski STS,” 422.
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The Archiwum Teatru Alternatywnego (Alternative Theater Archive)
collects material that relates to the 1970s and 1980s stage of the alternative
theater movement. During this period, these theaters, most of which were
originally funded by student organizations and called “student theaters,”
lost their university sponsorship and were placed under the auspices of var-
ious professional state entities. They began call themselves “alternative
theaters,” and they reached their heyday, both artistically and as a form of
protest. The theaters also started to attract scholarly attention, particularly
from sociologists such as Jeffrey Goldfarb, whose book about Polish student
theaters in the 1970s was called The Persistence of Freedom, and Aldona
Jawlowska, who argued in her book Wigcej niz teatr (More than theater) that
the movement amounted to a countercultural and oppositional lifestyle.>!
The theaters themselves varied in their levels of political engagement. Mem-
bers of some of the theaters identified their primary purpose as fighting
against the regime rather than devising performances. Some of them were
individually involved in oppositional work with the Komitet Obrony Ro-
botnikéw (Workers” Defense Committee, KOR) and, later, with Solidarity.
But others were more interested in making art and saw theater as a way to
escape politics rather than engage in it.

The ATA was started in early 2009 through the initiative of Zbigniew Glu-
za—a journalist, editor, publisher, and the president of the KARTA Center
Foundation—together with Dorota Buchwald, currently the director of the
Instytut Teatralny im. Zbigniewa Raszewskiego (Zbigniew Raszewski Theat-
er Institute) but at that time the manager of the Theater Documentation De-
partment of the Theater Institute, a department which had originally been
maintained by the Actors’ Union. Gluza was an opposition activist in the
1980s and had been a participant in the alternative theater movement when he
was a student in the 1970s. During the Martial Law period (December 1981-
July 1983), among other works he wrote and edited for underground publica-
tions (including the underground newspaper Karta), he published a book
about one of the alternative theaters, Teatr Osmego Dnia (Theater of the eighth
day). This book, entitled Osmy Dzieri (Eighth day), was published in the so-
called second circulation (i.e., the Polish underground press) in 1982.

In 2009, Gluza wrote a letter to his former alternative theater compatriots
asking for them to contribute to the archive. The letter, which remains posted
on ATA’s website, reads in part, “It has been twenty years since the transfor-
mation, after which many of you left the stage. But this, perhaps paradoxical-
ly, does not weaken, but rather reinforces the meaning of the proposed ven-
ture. It is not only about the theater, but about the energy of alternative life,
which in the PRL [Polish Peoples” Republic] was unique on the stage. Your,
sometimes brilliant, works of art were not only an artistic creation, but also a
construction of reality in which an independent social life could manifest it-

51 Goldfarb, The Persistence of Freedom; Jawtowska, Wiecej niz teatr.
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self.” Gluza may have initially intended for the Alternative Theater Archive to
be another of several archival collections that the KARTA Center Foundation
curates or co-curates. However, in the end the ATA instead became a separate
part of the Raszewski Theater Institute’s Archives. Nevertheless, Gluza con-
tributed items from his own personal archive to the ATA, including a copy of
his book Osmy Dzier.

From its beginning to the present, the curator of the collection has been
Agnieszka Kubas, in 2009 still a graduate student studying with Lech Sliwonik,
a professor and scholar at the Aleksander Zelwerowicz National Academy of
Dramatic Arts in Warsaw who specializes in alternative theater.”> Kubas has
undertaken the structuring of the archives and the selection of the twelve theat-
ers featured in the collection. The archive contains materials related to those
theaters as well as articles and books that concern the theater movement in
general. She has also overseen the partial digitization of the materials and has
made them available to the public. There are plans to digitize more fully the
material contained in the archives in the future, but currently, full access to the
ATA is only possible in person at the Documentation Department and Reading
Room of the Theater Institute. Moreover, not all items are catalogued on the
website, especially a great many of the press clippings the archive owns. To
look at certain items in the collection, a researcher must get permission from the
Directorate and/or the person who deposited the item due to privacy issues.

The core of the collection consists of materials that had already been ac-
quired by the Documentation Department of the Raszewski Theater Institute
or, before that, by the Documentation Department of the Actors” Union. These
materials have been supplemented by gifts from the editorial department of
the monthly theater publication Dialog; the Polish branch of the International
Theater Institute (ITI); private individuals who are former and current mem-
bers of alternative theaters; theater historians and scholars; and people who
were active in student clubs, galleries, and the student press during the period
in question. Donations have consisted of items such as the statutes of the
theaters; letters to and from official government agencies; scripts or portions
of scripts submitted to censors; programs, booklets, flyers, postcards, tickets,
illustrated cards, and catalogues of student theater festivals printed by the
theaters themselves; press clippings and interviews from newspapers and
magazines; some original typescripts of reviews; photographs; posters; and
audiovisual recordings. In 2011, the ATA began to conduct an oral history
project as part of which key members of the alternative theater movement
were interviewed; the tapes from this project are also available.

Some of the theaters have a lot of material on deposit at the archive and
others have a much smaller number of items. In some cases, the theaters them-
selves only existed for a few years, and therefore there is not as much to col-

52 I am grateful to Agnieszka Kubas for answering emailed questions and providing me with
additional information about the ATA that is not on the website.
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lect as in the cases of others. For example, Teatr Pleonazmus, an extremely
influential student theater company in the early 1970s, only existed for four
years. Nevertheless, either because their performances were less overtly polit-
ical or because they had their own unique performance style (different from
other student theaters at the time), there was a great deal written about them
during their short existence and immediately after. The page of the ATA web-
site devoted to Pleonazmus’s bibliography contains twenty-one items, includ-
ing one full book devoted to them. The collection —much of which was donat-
ed by Maria Baster-Grzaslewicz, one of the Pleonazmus actresses—also con-
tains photographs of three of their six productions (including photographs of
a rare outdoor performance of their play Sztos¢ samojedna [Comings and go-
ings, 1972]), programs, informational booklets, a recording of an interview
with actor Wojciech Szulczynski, and other varia.

However, in other cases when the theaters existed for a much longer
period of time, there appear to be lacunae in the collection. For example, in
the part of the archive devoted to Teatr Kalambur (Pun Theater)—a group
which was influential both as a student theater itself and as an organizer of
theater festivals—there are only five entries on the bibliography page (four
books and one article). There also do not appear to be any pictures or post-
ers relating to their most famous and acclaimed production, W rytmie storica
(In the Rhythm of the Sun, 1970), although at least one of the books does
include a couple of photographs of this production as well as a fragment of
the script. On the other hand, there are interesting documents in the collec-
tion relating to Kalambur’s hosting of international theater festivals in the
1970s and 1980s and the group’s change in status from “student theater” to
“professional theater.”

The archive contains many more items relating to Teatr Osmego Dnia,
probably the theater in this movement that is the most well-known outside
of Poland. The Osemki (Eighths), as they are affectionately known in Po-
land, decided in 1968 “to make a theatre relevant to people living here and
now, a theatre that would deal with everyday problems, with the simple
facts of political and social reality.”>® Because of this decision, in the 1970s
and 1980s they were subjected to continual surveillance and harassment by
the security services, and for a time, their performances were banned from
official venues. Four members of the theater company who joined in the
early 1970s are still actively involved in the theater today, and the company
has donated many items to the archive. The archive contains official corre-
spondence between members of Teatr Osmego Dnia and the Ministry of
Culture, along with other official documents, as well as programs, photo-
graphs, posters, films, and informational booklets. In addition, there is a
bibliography of publications which contains five complete books and ten
articles. Among the items in the collection is the aforementioned book by

53 Cioffi and Ceynowa, “An Interview with Director Lech Raczak,” 82.
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Zbigniew Gluza published in the underground, as well as another one he
wrote about the theater, Osmego Dnia, published by the KARTA Center
Foundation in 1994.

One of the most complete collections is the one donated by the late Woj-
ciech Krukowski (1944-2014), artistic director of Akademia Ruchu (Acade-
my of Movement) theater, and his widow, Jolanta Krukowska, an actress
with the theater. Akademia Ruchu was founded by Krukowski in 1972, and
the company’s activity ranged from outdoor street actions and workshops
and improvisational “interventions in reality” conducted with audience
members to indoor productions of movement-based yet decidedly un-dance-
like performance art pieces. Because Akademia Ruchu often collaborated
with common people, introducing them to the arts as a way of expressing
their frustrations with the regime, they were regarded as rather dangerous,
particularly when they worked with workers and workers’ children. Many
of their activities, for example, were banned during the Martial Law period.
Their indoor performance art productions, however, were somewhat more
difficult to censor, as they were based on movement and imagery, not text.
The materials they donated to the ATA consist of photographs and audiovi-
sual recordings of both Akademia Ruchu’s street actions and their indoor
performances; the company’s own texts and notes (transcriptions of the re-
hearsal process) of Wojciech Krukowski; materials collected by the Security
Service on Akademia Ruchu and Wojciech Krukowski; short publications
issued under the AR Publishers imprint (e.g. Piotr Rypson, Mail Art, czyli
sztuka poczty [Mail Art, or the art of the post], 1985; J6zef Robakowski, PST!
czyli Sygnia nowej sztuki [PST! or sygnia of new art], 1989); and materials on
the activities of several community organizations associated with Akademia
Ruchu—the Akademia Ruchu Theater Center, the Association of Friends of
Akademia Ruchu, Cinema/Theater/Rainbow, and the Cora Cultural Center.
In addition, the Akademia Ruchu collection also contains some books and
articles by and about the theater.

In conclusion, the ATA is an excellent resource for researchers working
on alternative theater in Poland, and it will become increasingly useful as
further items are donated, more oral history recordings are made, and the
cataloguing becomes more complete and digitized. Currently, the collection
is valuable both for those interested in avantgarde theater as an aesthetic
phenomenon and for those interested in the intersection of theater and pol-
itics. If the archive succeeds in getting all or most of the collection digitized
and online, it will be invaluable both for Polish scholars and scholars around
the world.
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The Protean Nature of Communist
Censorship: The Testimony of Collections

Functions of Censorship under Socialism

Various forms of censorship exist in all authoritarian and totalitarian regimes
as a vital element of their power mechanisms. The communist governments of
former Eastern Bloc countries (Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the GDR, Hungary,
Poland and Romania) and the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(SFRY)—all created and maintained various instruments for restricting press
freedom and freedom of expression in general. The constitutions of all these
countries declared the freedoms of speech and the press. However, as the
Constitution of the Soviet Union (and all of its “Republics”) clearly stated
these freedoms could only be used for the consolidation and advancement of
the socialist order.! The notorious Article 133, section 1 of the Criminal Law of
the SFRY (Sluzbeni list SFR], no. 40/77) made it crystal clear that any criticism
that encourages dissatisfaction with the regime would be punished with “a
term of imprisonment of one to ten years.”? In the Soviet Union, deportation
from two to five years could also be added.

The mechanism of control was basically similar in each of these countries.
The Communist Party, hand in hand with security services, acted as the brain
of the system. The orders and directions for the control of the media came
from the Central Committee, and all the components of the censorship ma-
chine were subordinated to the Party, directly or indirectly. In Yugoslavia,
Bulgaria, Hungary and East Germany control and supervision were exerted
indirectly through various ministries, committees and councils. The details of
the system, the instruments of executing censorship and the limits of press
freedom varied considerably. What was forbidden and what was permitted
also varied by time and country. However, questioning the legitimacy of the
socialist order and the leading role of the Communist Party in society, as well
as publishing anything that could be interpreted as criticism of the Soviet Un-
ion was forbidden throughout the Eastern Bloc.

1 Lauk, “Practice of Soviet Censorship,” 30.
2 Jovicevi¢, “Censorship and ingenious dramatic strategies,” 248.
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Research on Censorship in Central and Eastern European Countries

Critical research on the ruling political and social order was impossible for the
scholars working under communist regimes. They had no access to any infor-
mation the authorities had not already filtered, and certainly not to numerous
secret documents of the Party, the security services or the censorship offices.
Censorship was a taboo topic for both researchers and public, unless examined
exclusively from the historical perspective. Therefore, only scholars from the
West could publish research on communist censorship and media supervision.
For example, Dennison Rusinow’s book (1977) The Yugoslav Experiment, 1948—
1974 offers a broad historical analysis of the political setting and supervision of
Yugoslavian media. Gertrude Joch Robinson’s book (1977) Tito’s Maverick Me-
dia gives a somewhat optimistic picture of the framework of Yugoslavian me-
dia in the 1960s and 1970s. Referring to Yugoslavia’s comparatively broad
press freedom, she concludes: “[...] professionalized mass communicators in-
creasingly became the spokesmen for a variety of groups, often introducing
conflicting points of view into Yugoslavia’s political communication stream.”?
Yet she admits that pluralism of opinion was “more evident in the cultural and
economic than the political realms.”* The archive documents (including the
collections of COURAGE) however, reveal a rather tightly controlled cultural
sphere throughout the period of communist rule in Yugoslavia. Also, the Press
Law of 1973 and the new Constitution of 1974 provided a more restrictive in-
terpretation of press freedom than the previous ones, and they left no doubt
that the press had to support the Party line unconditionally.?

The problem for Western scholars was the scarcity of sources. Few au-
thentic documents on communist censorship found their way to the West.
Original documents were sometimes smuggled to the West by émigrés. A
prominent case was the defection of a Polish censor Tomasz Strzyzewski to
Sweden in 1977. Strzyzewski took with him classified documents of the state
censorship office and a hand written volume of records and recommenda-
tions for Polish censors. The original was a book of 700 pages in a black frame.
Annex of London, a Polish émigré publisher, immediately published the first
edition in two volumes in 1977 (in Polish). Polish television (TVP) presented a
documentary about Strzyzewski, called Great Escape of a Censor (Wielka uciec-
zka censora) in 1999. Jane Leftwich Curry, a U.S. scholar, did extensive re-
search on the mass media control in Poland, and more broadly, Central and
Eastern Europe in the early 1980s.° She also translated and edited the notori-
ous Black Book of Polish Censorship (1984). A detailed study on the media envi-

3 Robinson, Tito’s Maverick Media, 224.

4 Ibid., 226.

5 Lendvai, The Bureaucracy of Truth, 51.

6 Curry, The Media and Intra-Elite Communication in Poland; Curry, Media Control in Eastern Europe;
Curry, The Black Book.
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ronment in the Soviet Bloc countries and Yugoslavia is presented in Paul
Lendvai’s book The Bureaucracy of Truth (1981). He uses numerous Soviet and
Western newspapers as additional sources, alongside documents and other
published material. A rare view of life, corruption, decadence, dissidence, and
repression in Communist Bulgaria is presented in Georgi Markov’s book The
Truth that Killed (1984).

Researchers of communist censorship also used interviews with émigrés
as sources. When visiting socialist countries, they interviewed prominent lit-
erary figures, journalists and even dissidents, as Dennis Deletant describes in
his Ceausescu and the Securitate (1995). However, interviews were possible only
with the victims of censorship and not with its architects and executors. A
valuable contribution to the study of Polish journalism is Jane Curry’s book
Poland’s Journalists (1990), which draws on over two hundred interviews with
Polish journalists and media specialists, as well as archive research and a va-
riety of published sources.

For the scholars in the former socialist countries, censorship became a
research field only after 1989-90, when their countries restored independence
and abolished censorship. Restoration of the true history of the liberated na-
tions, and revealing the crimes of the communist authorities became impor-
tant elements of the democratization of political and cultural spheres. Access
was provided to the forbidden books and periodicals in special storages, and
archives opened their files to researchers. On several occasions, officials of the
Communist Party and censorship apparatus, security services and other re-
pressive institutions succeeded in destroying secret documents before they
left office.”

Access to archives enables more detailed research and brings to light new
facts, corroborating reliability of the analyses. For example, a detailed analy-
sis of the Romanian censorship system and its activities in controlling the
publishing of literature is given in Liliana Corobca’s book Controlul c+rtii.
Cenzura literaturii in regimul comunist din Romdnia (Book Control. Censorship
of Literature in the Communist Regime in Romania) (2014). The first large
study on censorship in Serbia was Zelimir Kesetovi¢’s book Cenzura u Srbiji
(Censorship in Serbia) published in 1998. A comprehensive picture of censor-
ship and resistance in Czechoslovakia is Jan Culik’s contribution to Censor-
ship. A World Ecyclopedia (2001). Another encyclopedic publication dealing
with censorship of Czech literature and the press is V obecném zdjmu. Literarni
cenzura v moderni Ceské kulture. 1749-2014. (In the general interest. Literary
censorship in modern Czech culture. 1749-2014).8 Examples of the history
and practices of censorship in Poland, Czechoslovakia, Serbia, Hungary, Lat-
via, Estonia, Lithuania, Slovakia have been collected in the volume 3 of Histo-
ry of Literary Cultures of East-Central Europe (2004). As the COURAGE project’s

7 Lauk, “Practice of Soviet Censorship.”
8 Wogerbauer, PiSa, Samal, and Janacek, V obecném zijmu.

331


http://cultural-opposition.eu

EPP LAUK - PETR SAMAL - TEODORA SHEK BRNARDIC

collections show, there is still a lot to discover in the archives. They offer val-
uable material for history, literature, film, theatre and media researchers for
revealing the truth about how the Communist Parties and their myrmidons
stifled the freedom of speech and the press in Central and Eastern Europe.

Mechanisms, Instruments and Practices of Control over Public Information
and Cultural Production

Censorship has many faces. History knows two main types of censorship:
pre-publication and post-publication censorship, which are both preventive
and restrictive. Censorship is also repressive: it can destroy literature, films,
pieces of art, and persecute people who create and/or distribute what is for-
bidden by the authorities.” All these aspects were simultaneously present in
the countries under communist regimes in one form or another.

A common feature of the power mechanism that bolstered the authority of
the ruling communist elite was a tight symbiosis of the Communist Party and
the state, the state and society, politics, economics and culture. As a result, these
realms lost their distinctive features as autonomous and distinguishable
spheres.!? The fact that the Party embodied the state and owned all the media
was a prerequisite for asserting its control over all the spheres of society. Private
ownership of the media was forbidden, except for a few small publications of
churches and other organizations, in some countries of the region. Integration
of the media with the other instruments of power enabled the political elite to
manipulate information and buttress the communist ideology.

Censorship was stricter inside the borders of the Soviet Union than else-
where in the other countries of the Soviet Bloc. The period of the harshest re-
pressions against culture and the cultural intelligentsia in Central and Eastern
Europe lasted from immediately after the communist seizure of power until
after Stalin’s death, when the Soviet leadership changed its course.

Destroying books was one of the means the Communist Parties used to
destroy the collective historical and cultural memories of oppressed nations.
In Serbia, extensive purges of libraries and bookshops took place. The com-
munist government of Romania announced lists of forbidden volumes and
writers between 1944 and 1948.1! Tljko Karaman’s archive in the COURAGE
collection gives evidence of extensive book purges in Croatia in 1945-1946.
The barbaric battle against books continued throughout the post-WWII dec-
ade in all the countries under Soviet control, and until 1966 in the Baltic
countries.!?

9 Lauk, “Practice of Soviet Censorship,” 28.
10 Hardt and Kaufman, East-Central European Economies in Transition.
11 Deletant, Ceausescu and the Securitate, 24.
12 Lauk, “Practice of Soviet Censorship.”
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Formal pre-publication censorship was instituted in Yugoslavia in 1946
and lasted throughout the initial years of communist rule.'® In Czechoslova-
kia, the Communist Party had its own censorship office from 1948 to 1953. In
1953, the government secretly created its Office for the Supervision of the
Press.!* Institutionalized censorship mechanisms in Poland, Romania and
Czechoslovakia had similar structures and working methods as the Soviet
Glavlit (the chief censorship administration). At the top of the hierarchy, stood
the Central Committee of the Communist Party with its Department of Agita-
tion and Propaganda, which had different names in different times and coun-
tries. The “agitprop” department directed and oversaw the publishing pro-
cess, and provided detailed instructions concerning what should be covered
and how, whose names could not appear in public etc. In cooperation with the
security services, the departments also compiled lists of publicly forbidden
data. Appointments to the leading and managerial positions in the media, and
publishing and printing industries were made in the Central Committee, or in
other cases, with the acceptance of a Party bureaucrat.

The execution of the control of all publications, films, radio and TV
broadcasts, exhibitions etc., was the task of a censorship body, which never
was named “censorship.” In Romania the censorship office was called Gener-
al Directorate of Press and Prints. In Poland the Central Office for Press, Pub-
lication and Entertainment Control was established in 1946, and renamed the
Central Office for the Control of Publications and Performances in 1981. In
Czechoslovakia, the Press Law of 1966 gave censorship a formal legal status.
The Central Office for the Supervision of the Press was renamed the Central
Publication Office, which became a civilian institution subordinated to a gov-
ernment minister,'> and it functioned until 1989.1® Within the system, a man-
uscript had to pass through several filters, each of which could stop the pro-
cess. Since each step of the publishing process was thoroughly documented, a
valuable collection of evidence of the suppression of literary culture in Czech-
oslovakia is now available for researchers. In addition to the official censor-
ship, mass media was also supervised in other ways, such as “instructional
conferences,” which were regular information sessions for leading journalists
and editors held by Communist Party functionaries.!” Editorial offices often
received instructions and reprimands by telephone from the top officials of
the system. After a short break during the “Prague Spring” in 1968, censor-
ship in Czechoslovakia continued during “normalization,” and an additional
censorship office was created specifically for Slovak literature and mass me-

13 Curry, Media control in Eastern Europe, 17.

14 Culik “Czech Republic,” 626.

15 Ibid., 627.

16 For more details see section on literary censorship in this chapter.
17 See Lendvai, The Bureaucracy of Truth, 46-52.
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dia. Another purge of books from libraries was carried out in 1972-73, and all
“anti-state and ideologically unsound publications” were removed.!®

Overt censorship creates self-censorship among writers and journalists
and they begin deliberately avoiding sensitive issues. As the lists of forbidden
information were secret and available only for censors and officials with spe-
cial authorization, it was not always clear what was allowed and what was
forbidden. Journalists and literary people learned, where the limits were set,
by experience. Many of them deliberately tested these limits, sometimes suc-
cessfully, sometimes not.!” Under the strictest censorship systems, resistance
took the form of underground publishing—samizdat, which was especially
widespread in Poland, but also in Czechoslovakia, and in several nations
within the Soviet Union. Also, émigré publishing (tamizdat) was an option.?

Yugoslavia had the mildest regime, which was the “most daring internal-
ly and the most truly independent externally of all communist govern-
ments.”?! While in Poland, Gierek enlarged the “agitprop’ department of the
Central Committee up to 60 “instructors,”? Tito dismantled its counterpart in
Yugoslavia in 1972. The state-owned mass media were run by workers’ coun-
cils and management boards as autonomous enterprises® and a part of the
“self-government” system. The directives and guidelines of the Party were
given explicitly through various press committees and agencies to journalists,
editors and publishers, or implicitly through general Party statements.?* The
lack of overt censorship in combination with “self-governing” principles cre-
ated an atmosphere of a certain collective consensus to follow the “correct”
ideological path. This made editors and publishers personally responsible for
the decisions concerning what could or could not be published, and devel-
oped self-censorship that worked as efficiently as any formal censorship. As
long as the media supported the party line, critical voices were tolerated,
which gave an impression of relatively free media. However, as soon as the
criticism appeared subversive, action was taken to suppress the voices, as the
collections of Public Prosecutor Iljko Karaman, film director Lazar Stojanovic,
novelist Ivan Aralica and historian Aleksandar Stipcevi¢ vividly demonstrate.

Indirect, dispersed and personalized censorship did not have common
standards, but relied mostly on self-censoring practices. In Yugoslavia, the
frequent changes of the political climate in combination with contradictory
instructions from the Party authorities sometimes led to oddities. It could
happen that “a publication banned in one republic could be published in an-

18 Culik, “Czech Republic,” 628.

19 Lauk and Kreegipuu, “Was It All Pure Propaganda?”
20 Bolecki, “Getting around Polish Censorship,” 135.

21 Lendvai, The Bureaucracy of Truth, 51.

22 Curry, Media Control in Eastern Europe, 11.

23 Ibid., 24.

24 Ibid., 3.
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other; a banned production could be transferred to one of the other republics
and could even win a prize at a festival there.”?

Under indirect censorship, press freedom is comparatively broader than
under institutionalized censorship. As Yugoslavia’s Communist Party was
not monolithic and therefore did not have an overwhelming grip on society,
the media policy was not very consistent and uniform. This allowed various
conflicting opinions to reach the public, and to present different political, eco-
nomic and cultural views. Violent repressions against the cultural elite were
uncommon, but “many pacifist activists, intellectuals, and artists were ig-
nored, isolated, or stigmatized as traitors.”?®

Journalists and authors learned to use various ways of expressing their
critical opinions. They skillfully applied “Aesopian language,” subtexts and
intertextuality, and used historical displacements of events to create parallels
with the present.?” Where relatively less strict control allowed a “silent” oppo-
sition discourse to develop in the official media and in literature, the need for
underground publishing was not as urgent as in strictly controlled environ-
ments.

Control over public information was a vital condition for maintaining
and strengthening the power of the ruling Communist Parties in the Soviet
Union and other communist regimes in Central and Eastern Europe. Inside
the borders of the Soviet Union, censorship was the most advanced, calling to
mind Orwell’s Ministry of Truth. Several satellite countries established simi-
lar institutionalized systems, while others practiced indirect censorship. The
case studies in this chapter represent both types of censorship. Common to
any kind of censorship is the striving to keep all public information under
control to avoid dissent and unrest. Simultaneously, the task of censorship
was to guarantee the “correct” ideological line, the Communist Party’s, in the
mass media. The concrete practices and strictness of censorship changed over
time and in different countries, but the basic nature and aims remained the
same everywhere.

The Books that didn’t Make It. Two Collections on the History
of Literary Censorship. The Dispersed Censorship System

In Soviet-style dictatorships, there were several places and times in which
space opened up for censorship interventions with a diverse array of motiva-
tions affecting the publication of literary works. These interventions at times
affected the authors themselves or the texts, or they restricted the circulation

25 Jovicevi¢, “Censorship and Ingenious Dramatic Strategies,” 240.

26 Ibid., 248.

27 For more see: Kelertas, “Strategies against Censorship in Soviet Lithuania”; Lauk and Kreegi-
puu, “Was it all pure propaganda?”
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of a book that had already been published (e.g. library censorship). Censor-
ship intervention had varying effects on a work, from spelling alterations or
the change of a single word or verse to the deletion of several poems from a
collection, the basic transformation of a work’s entire structure, or its com-
plete prohibition. Given the high number of places for potential intervention,
we speak of the existence of a dispersed censorship system in Czechoslovakia
between 1949 and 1989.28 A basic feature of this dispersed censorship system
was its multilevel nature and the constant interconnection of its planning,
management, and control processes, while several primary censorship nodes
that made up the backbone of this supervision over literature can be distin-
guished. The entire system comprised approval at party, governmental, and
local state enterprise levels, while the Czechoslovak Communist Party Central
Committee remained the supreme ideological authority. The Ministry of Cul-
ture was in charge of the management and planning of publishing activity,
while the third mainstay of supervision over books was the approval proce-
dure at individual publishing houses.?” Moreover, between 1953 and 1968
there was a specialist preliminary censorship office, the so-called Central
Press Supervision Authority (which bore the name Central Publication Au-
thority from 1967 to 1968).

The Collection of Censorship Reports in the Central Press Supervision
Authority Fonds

The preliminary censorship office was not an essential part of the literary cen-
sorship system. The idea that this authority was optional is proven by the fact
that it only functioned in Czechoslovakia between 1953 and 1968, whereas
under normalization (in the 1970s and 1980s), there was no preliminary cen-
sorship office. The contradictory nature of preliminary censorship activities
has been pointed out by literary historian Josef Cermak, who as editor-in-chief
at a publishing house specializing in bringing out literature in translation.
Cermak believed that the situation in which a censorship office existed was
“paradoxically more beneficial to a publishing house than if it [the censorship
office] were abolished and ‘self-censorship’ took over. While the Central Press
Supervision Authority was in existence [...] and putting its stamp on the de-
finitive versions of corrected texts, the publisher was off the hook as the re-
sponsibility lay with the authority [i.e. the censor — PS]. But when self-censor-
ship started to be imposed, things got worse. The responsibility was now on
the authors and subsequently on the publishers, so the apprehension started
to be more diffuse.”*

28 Samal, “V zajmu pracujictho lidu,” 1102-104.
29 Bock, ““Unser ganzes System’,” 31-207.
30 Cermak, “Byt séfredaktorem tak velkého nakladatelstvi nebyla sinekura,” 36.
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The dispensability of the preliminary censorship office is also demon-
strated by the fact that in all only about eighty books were actually prohibited
at its instigation. As Czechoslovak publishers were bringing out some 4,000
new titles every year at that time, the primary tools of censorship were clearly
to be found elsewhere within the network of literary communication.

When the Central Press Supervision Authority came under the Ministry
of Interior after the abolition of censorship in June 1968, this material was
administered first by the Central State Archive, to which it was transferred on
July 9, 1969.3! However, the extensive Central Press Supervision Authority
fonds were transferred in 1970 to the Czechoslovak Federal Interior Ministry,
and they were organized and systematized very quickly (as early as 1970-71),
as the Ministry of Interior staff wished to utilize censored material from the
1960s in order to gather information on the activities of intellectuals during
the Prague Spring. The Central Press Supervision Authority fonds subse-
quently made up part of what was known as the Ministry of Interior Study
Institute, where particularly important information and material on State Se-
curity activities was being gathered.?? The original Central Press Supervision
Authority fonds inventory from 1971 is currently available online.’> When Act
No. 181/2007 was passed on to the Institute for the Study of Totalitarian Re-
gimes and the Security Services Archive and these institutes were subsequent-
ly established, the entire Central Press Supervision Authority fonds became a
part of the Security Services Archive.

Once some of the archives containing material that originated at the Min-
istry of Interior had been opened up to the specialist public, the first history
books were written to describe the emergence and operation of the censorship
authority and in particular its influence on the press and film industry.?* In
recent years, more analytical works have been written examining the role of
the Central Press Supervision Authority within the context of the overall liter-
ary supervision system and showing that the censorship authority was play-
ing the role of inspector (the Polish communication theoretician Andrzej Ur-
baniski pithily characterized censorship as “the inspection of inspection”)® to
ensure that the written and unwritten rules were being correctly upheld and
that the individual elements in the censorship system were playing their roles
appropriately.

The Central Press Supervision Authority fonds contain comprehensive
documentation on the ways in which censorship staff examined the press and
the ways publishers dealt with them with regards to newly published books.

31 Security Services Archive, Akta fondu 318 — Hlavni sprava tiskového dohledu.

32 Frolik, “Osud fondt Studijniho tstavu MV,” 4-17.

33 “Prozatimni inventaf k archivnimu fondu 318. Hlavni sprava tiskového dohledu.” Accessed
October 28, 2017. https://www.abscr.cz/data/pdf/abs/inventar-318.pdf.

34 Tomasek and Kaplan, O cenzure v Ceskoslovensku; Tomasek, Pozor cenzurovino!; Barta, “Nelze
zverejnit v tisku, rozhlasu a televizi,” 6-58.

35 See Urbarniski, “Cenzura — kontrola kontroly,”” 200-16.
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Acts of censorship often entailed extensive transcriptions of “defective” liter-
ary works, which the censors usually commented on in detail, explaining why
they considered the passage in question or the work as a whole unacceptable.
These reports are of great value to literary historians, as they include un-
known information on the ways in which authors and editors negotiated with
the censors. They also shed light on the origins of works and provide informa-
tion on the alterations that were imposed and the existence of text variants,
and they even cover prominent authors’ previously unknown works.*

Collection of Readers’ Reports in the Ceskoslovenskyj spisovatel Fonds

While the state’s publication monopoly was in place, the primary tools for the
supervision of literature moved inside the publishing houses. Under normal-
ization, when the preliminary censorship authority no longer existed, this el-
ement of literary supervision can be studied on the basis of sources docu-
menting the reading procedures.

Between 1949 and 1989, a system known as publishing coordination was
in operation, whereby every publishing house was meant to specialize in a
certain area of book output (e.g. publishing textbooks, healthcare literature,
literature in translation, literature for children, and the like). Original Czech
fiction was meant to be published (albeit not exclusively) by the Ceskosloven-
sky spisovatel publishers, whose director commented on the publishing plans
of other publishers, and if interested he could claim original Czech fiction ti-
tles for his own publishing house (this situation arose, for example, in the case
of the memoirs of the subsequent Nobel Prize-winner Jaroslav Seifert, the
publication of which was delayed by several years due to its transfer from one
publisher to another).

The author of a literary work who decided to publish e.g. a novel was
supposed to approach the publisher that specialized in bringing out fiction.
Once the manuscript was accepted, the first round of the internal approval
procedure took place, in which the work could be rejected. An important ele-
ment in the dispersed censorship system was the bureaucratization of the ap-
proval procedure. In other words, the decision to publish a book was never
left to a single person, but was repeated at several levels within the publishing
house, each verdict being set down in writing and archived. Supervision
could then be retroactive, and the “culprit” could be called to account.

If the editor was of the opinion that the manuscript on offer did not meet
the criteria of 1) social need; 2) ideological and political correctness; 3) profes-
sional and literary merit; and 4) the publishers’ specialization, he could reject
it at the very first reading (and this particularly happened in the case of neo-
phyte authors). If a title made it through this first filter or the report was not
entirely clear, the publishing editor nominated two external readers, who

36 See Mindc¢, Zakdzané prézy.
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were as a rule literary critics, publishing editors, or writers and who had to
produce a written report. Only if the positive opinions predominated was a
proposal put forward to publish the book, or conditions (e.g. required altera-
tions) were set out for the text to be published. A proposal to publish a book
still had to be approved by the editor-in-chief and the publishing director, i.e.
by vetted individuals whose appointment was subject to the approval of the
highest party bodies.

These documents on the reading procedures, which document the objec-
tions to manuscripts and their possible rejection, make up another exception-
ally important resource on the history of literary censorship. One of the most
complete collections of readers’ reports can be found in the Ceskoslovenskiy
spisovatel (CS) publisher’s fonds housed in the Literary Archive in the Muse-
um of Czech Literature.

One of the most prominent post-war Czech publishing houses, the
Ceskoslovenskyj spisovatel was established in the spring of 1949 through the
merger of several private companies and cooperatives, and it operated until
as late as 1997.% From its establishment until 1970 it was subordinate to the
Union of Czechoslovak Writers, a professional organization that brought to-
gether Czech and Slovak writers and which had a relatively strong economic
base thanks to its income. When the Union of Czechoslovak Writers was
closed down at the turn of the 1970s because it had been one of the intellectu-
al centers of the Prague Spring, it was subordinated to the Czech Literary
Fund. After the fall of the Communist regime, CS only managed with difficul-
ty to cope with the market economy and soon got into financial difficulties,
which resulted in its liquidation in 1997.

The extensive Ceskoslovenskyj spisovatel collection currently finds itself un-
der state ownership. On February 2, 1993, Zdenék Pochop, the CS publishing
director at the time, entered into an agreement with the director of the Muse-
um of Czech Literature for her to take over the archive, on the basis of which
the entire corporate archive at the publisher’s was transferred into the owner-
ship of the Museum of Czech Literature, a memory institute answerable to the
Czech Ministry of Culture.

The collection is made up of corporate documentation (contracts with
authors, artists, printers, and the like), as well as a large number of published
and unpublished manuscripts (totaling 76 boxes), a clippings archive, and an
extensive library with a total of 17,312 published books. The most valuable
material with regard to literary history and the history of censorship is the 230
boxes containing readers’ reports on published and unpublished books. These
can be utilized to reconstruct negotiations between authors, editors, and pub-
lishing managers, and they frequently provide the only evidence of literary
works that were never published. As a whole, this exceptionally large fonds

37 Piiban, ”Ceskoslovensk}’/ spisovatel,” 69-70.
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has not yet been inventoried, though the part that includes the readers’ re-
ports is arranged alphabetically and available to specialists.

An analysis of this collection of readers’ reports indicates that literary
censorship under normalization can be characterized as the suppression of
literary procedures and motifs typical of 1960s literature (literary experimen-
tation, motifs of alienation, absurdity, emptiness, and decay). The records also
indicate that various depictions of human sexuality were often met with dis-
approval or outright rejection by the readers. Not all erotic motifs were sup-
pressed, for the most part just extreme descriptions, references to unusual
sexual practices, and homosexual or lesbian relationships between the charac-
ters. Vulgarisms were also very often rejected.

For the sake of clarity, the importance of these reading procedures can be
established on the basis of the example of Bohumil Hrabal, one of the most
prominent Czech writers in the latter half of the twentieth century. Several
works have been written in recent years on the reading procedures used in the
case of Hrabal’s books,® and selected material has been digitized and even
presented at exhibitions.*” Some researchers believe that Hrabal’s willingness
to be accommodating towards these readers played a substantial role in mak-
ing his works exceptionally popular at the price of some concessions.*

Collections of censorship and readers’ reports provide a picture of two
different types of censorship. Both involve several previously unused resourc-
es, and it is only by utilizing them that it is possible to reconstruct the ways in
which literature was crafted under a Soviet-style Communist dictatorship.

The Invisible Hand of Yugoslav Censorship.
A Tale of Four Collections

Pluralism of Censorship Practices in Yugoslavia

The COURAGE Registry contains several collections, which testify to the
complexity of the mechanisms and secret paths of Yugoslav censorship.*! The
Yugoslav constitutions (1946, 1963, 1974) do not recognize censorship as an
institutional instrument of cultural policy, that is, there was never a separate
state body that systematically supervised different fields of cultural produc-

38 Kotyk, Kotykova, and Pavlicek, Hlucnd samota.

39 Exhibition “Kdo jsem. Bohumil Hrabal: spisovatel — Cech — Stfedoevropan,” curator Tomés
Pavli¢ek, Museum of Czech Literature (PNP) (April 2. 2014-August 31. 2014).

40 Cegka, “K variantnosti Hlu¢né samoty,” 696-730.

41 T use Sylvia Klotzer’s and Siegfried Lokatis” definition of the term “censorship” in their case
study of GDR: “A way of describing the pervasive system of information control that encom-
passed archives, films, newspapers, ministries, and Z[entral]K[omitee] offices as well as caba-
ret and literature.” Klotzer and Lokatis, “Criticism and Censorship,” 241.
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tion (art, literature, music, media, the press), except for the film arts.*> Howev-
er, this does not suggest that the Yugoslav party state renounced its authority
and control over the cultural spheres. Despite the official policy statements,
censorship was implemented indirectly, especially after the dismantling of
the Soviet-type Agitation and Propaganda Commission of the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia in 1952 (AGITPROP, founded in
1945), when the censoring competences were distributed among different
agencies, such as ideological commissions appointed by the central commit-
tees of the communist parties,® artistic and editorial councils, and the public
prosecutor’s office.#*

Taking into account this dispersal of competences, most researchers agree
that the main characteristic of Yugoslav cultural policy was in fact a sort of
“non-policy,”#> which left a lot of space for different interpretations when it
comes to practical application. This lack of system was also a kind of system
because concessions could be made or things prevented, depending on the
given situation.*® Prohibitions were not sought from a single side or from
some central instance (such as the central committee), but rather the main
starting point for censorship was the so-called “social atmosphere,” which
was created through the “collective transmission of affects,”#” which would
bring about the tacit consensus that active participants (cultural institutions,
publishing houses, TV and radio editors, artists and authors) themselves im-
plement censorship.*® This procedure gave birth to the so-called “self-man-
aged” censorship, which made editors and even workers in printing houses
responsible for censorship decisions. Since it was personalized, it was much
more efficient than institutionalized and bureaucratic censorship because loy-
alty had to be proved if one sought to keep one’s position.*’ Beyond doubt,

42 The films were subject to preventive censorship, that is, the supervision of screenplays and
suspensive censorship, after the film was made, for which commissions for the review of films
on the republic and federal level were in charge. A special, very subtle sort of censoring was
the so-called practice of “putting in the vault” (bunkeriranje), whereby films were just preven-
ted from public release without official prohibition.

43 InYugoslavia, eight separate regional branches of the communist party existed in each repub-
lic and autonomous province. On the federal level, there was the Communist Party of Yugos-
lavia (from 1952 the League of Communists of Yugoslavia).

44 Vuceti¢, Monopol, 41. However, the reading of Croatian and other émigré publications was stri-
ctly and formally prohibited, and their possession was regarded as a criminal offence against the
state order. Such publications, when confiscated, were stored in the so-called D-lockers (mea-
ning the Director’s lockers) in libraries. In the COURAGE Registry, such materials are presented
in the Foreign Croatica Collection in the National and University Library in Zagreb and in the
Secret Holdings (D-fond) in the National and University Library in Ljubljana.

45 Hofman, “Tko se boji Sunda,” 288.

46 Latinka Perovi¢, interview by Radina Vuceti¢, June 19, 2010. Quoted in Vudeti¢, “Izmedu
avangarde,” 698.

47 Brennan, Transmission, 1 et sqq.

48 Hofman, “Tko se boji Sunda,” 288.

49 Golubovi¢, “O samoupravnoj cenzuri,” 24. See also Stipcevi¢, “Tiskari.”
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self-censorship was regarded as the most efficient but also the most elusive
mechanism of censorship, embodied in Czestaw Mitosz’s “Ketman,” which
existed in Yugoslav society as well.

This pluralism of censorship practices might be a reflection of the plural-
istic aspect of Yugoslav state ideology itself, which was fostered after 1950,
that is, after Tito’s split with Stalin, when Tito was searching for an alternative
to state socialism. According to the self-management theory, the state and its
organs gave way to self-administration, and the competences of the League of
Communists converted from “controlling” into “guiding,”* i.e. providing
only recommendations without direct interference in the administrative pro-
cesses (at least in principle).’! Indeed, the period between 1963 and 1971 was
characterized by the existence of various and nationally often different visions
of the one and only socialist ideological spectrum, which could not be ques-
tioned as such.>

Due to the manifold manifestations of censorship practices, it is not easy
to construct any kind of accurate typology. However, there have been justi-
fied attempts to classify it in the institutional or formal sense as political, that
is, party-like, judicial, and self-managed censorship, and the informal practic-
es, which included “threats and blackmailing, invitations to talks in the com-
mittees, media campaigns, abolishment of state funding, firing from one’s
job.”3 In order to make Yugoslav censorship less elusive and more palpable
and appropriate for study and research, it is essential to observe separate cas-
es of collected material in their social and political context. Material culture
preserved in the scattered public and private collections can thus demonstrate
the complexities and pluralism of Yugoslav censorship practices.

Deputy Public Prosecutor Iljko Karaman as the Collector of Censored
Material

Iljko Karaman (1922-2010) was a state official who collected documents and
publications from the archive of the Zagreb District Public Prosecutor’s Office
in his home. In 1992, he decided to deposit these documents and publications
at the Croatian State Archives at disposal of the public. This collection, offi-
cially called the Iljko Karaman Collection of Court Records on Censorship, is
the only Croatian collection explicitly related to the issue of censorship. Kara-
man was Deputy Public Prosecutor, working in the Press Department, and his
collecting motivations are all the more interesting, since he was a member of
the establishment, in charge of preparing trials/cases against alleged perpetra-
tors of criminal offences in the cultural field (the Public Prosecutor’s office had

50 Ionescu and de Madariaga, Opposition, 148-49.

51 For the work of Ideological Commission see Sarié, “To be or not to be in culture.”
52 This is called “pluralist socialism.” Misina, Shake, Rattle and Roll, 23.

53 Kesetovi¢, Cenzura u Srbiji, 55.
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to keep records and supervise all publishing activities on the local and repub-
lic levels).>* Karaman used his status to gain possession of classified docu-
ments and blacklisted publications. In a way, he collected evidence on the real
nature of the communist government, but unfortunately he did not explain
what motivated him to create this collection or what purpose he intended it to
serve. Further investigation into Karaman'’s social and cultural profile leads to
his intimate friendship with the lawyer Lav Znidarci¢ (1918-2001), who knew
and wrote a book about the martyred Cardinal Aloysius Stepinac (1898-1960).
Thus, Karaman was connected to the conservative Catholic circle, which was
ideologically opposed to the communist order.

The collection contains material related to state censorship practices in
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, the Independent State of Croatia, and socialist
Croatia until the 1980s. It includes judiciary documents, confiscated books,
leaflets, and newspapers. Among these materials, the most interesting are the
lists of banned books and magazines and “books that need to be urgently
prohibited and their further circulation prevented” in the immediate post-war
period (1945-46), which offer evidence of extensive purges of libraries and
bookshops after the fall of the Independent State of Croatia and the commu-
nist seizure of power. This was a necessary step in breaking with the detested
past and creating a new socialist cultural framework for the future Yugoslav
state. The second interesting bundle contains publications printed in Zagreb
in 1970 and 1971, which document the events of the Croatian Spring, includ-
ing the poster for the students” general strike at the University of Zagreb or
the Croatian University. The collection’s content is important for research on
the mechanisms of suspensive censorship, as it shows how the Yugoslav re-
gime dealt with cultural opposition embodied in writers, journalists, public
intellectuals, students, and other opposition actors.>

The Raided Collection of a Banned Film Director Lazar Stojanovi¢

The Lazar Stojanovi¢ Collection testifies to the cultural and political profile of
the Serbian film director Lazar Stojanovi¢ (1944-2017), who was imprisoned
as a cultural dissident for three years on charges of subversion in his “Black
Wave” film Plastic Jesus (1971). The collection material is related to his artistic
and activist work. Stojanovic began collecting items such as books and maga-
zines in the early 1960s, when he became politically active, and he supple-
mented them with press clippings about himself, confiscated student maga-
zines (Student, Vidici), various posters and screenplays, etc. The private collec-

54 Mihaljevi¢, Komunizam, 470-71.
55 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “lljko Karaman Collection of Court Records on Censorship”, by
Teodora Shek Brnardi¢, 2017. Accessed: October 01, 2018.
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tion was searched three times by the police, and many items were confiscated,
which is why it is incomplete.>

The notorious dissenter, who although being a member of the Party, felt
self-confident enough to criticize the communist regime and President Josip
Broz Tito himself in the form of a satire, by comparing, in Plastic Jesus, the
communist government’s handling of the contemporary 1968 social and polit-
ical turmoil with the Nazi, Chetnik, and Ustashe regimes, thus commenting
on individual freedom of expression. Especially valuable featured items are
Stojanovic¢’s scanned prison records (1972-75), which comprised the verdicts,
complaints, personal notes, and a psychological report. It is a gold mine for
the lists of “criminal offences” of which the author of Plastic Jesus was consid-
ered guilty. Although produced by the state-owned company as a thesis film
at the Belgrade Academy of Dramatic Arts and already prepared for cinema
and festival screenings, the release of Plastic Jesus was prevented by censors/
film reviewers, and the film was put in the vault (bunkeriran), that is, banned
until 1990, although it was never officially prohibited by the court.

Censorship Through Public Opinion: the Ivan Aralica Collection

The private collection of press clippings compiled and organized by the Cro-
atian novelist Ivan Aralica (1930-) documents the public polemics which took
place in the Yugoslav press in 1985 and 1987 and which developed around
two “cases.” First, the members of the Association of National Liberation War
Veterans (SUBNOR) in Croatia wanted to contest the granting of the literary
award “Ivan Goran Kovaci¢” to Ivan Aralica for his novel The souls of Slaves
because the writer had been politically active in the nationally-oriented Croa-
tian Spring (1971). Second, the veterans wanted to prevent the film director
Krsto Papi¢ (1933-2013) from making the movie My Uncle’s Legacy (1988), the
screenplay for which was based on Aralica’s novel A Framework for Hatred,
due to the alleged negative representation of the post-war Communist Party
of Croatia.

Both cases show that, through the media, veterans wanted to create a
“social atmosphere” in the public sphere and put pressure on the jury of the
news agency Vjesnik and the members of the film council of the production
company Jadran film to withdraw their decisions and unofficially implement
censorship. In this way, veterans as members of the socio-political organiza-
tion gave incentive to censorship, that is, prohibition, and acted as “spokes-
men of the Party” without the Party itself.%” In their pursuit, they used the
powerful weapon of public opinion, on which the exerted an extensive influ-
ence that is documented by the collection. The well-organized writer, who

56 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Lazar Stojanovi¢ Collection”, by Jacqueline Niefer, 2018. Accessed:
October 01, 2018.
57 Vuceti¢, Monopol, 58-59.
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wrote historical novels with a “key”®® and thus escaped direct censorship,
collected the press clippings with news about himself on purpose in order to
save them as historical sources for a future biography.

Being Censored and Studying Censorship — Aleksandar Stipcevic’s Personal
Papers

The period after the dissolution of socialist Yugoslavia saw the rise of censor-
ship studies in the former republics, which was prompted by the fall of the
communist regime. The social historian of books Aleksandar Stipcevi¢ (1930-
2015) was among very few Croatian scholars who approached the topic of
censorship from the scientific side. He wrote several books about it, both the-
oretical-historical as well as biographical, in which he wrote about his own
experiences of censorship during the Yugoslav socialist period (e.g. On the
perfect Censor, Censorship in Libraries, A story about Biographical Lexicon). His
personal papers, handed over by his widow to the Croatian State Archives in
2015 and containing 66 archival boxes, reflects this interest because material in
17 boxes is devoted to the topic of the “general history of censorship.” As a
librarian, Stipcevi¢ was especially interested in different forms of censorship,
and as a hobby he cut clippings from different kinds of journals and press
materials, both national and international. Eventually, this passion of collect-
ing information enabled him to write several books on the topic of censorship.

Stipcevi¢ was interested in censorship as a means of repression because
he experienced its violence on several occasions. In 1944, when partisan troops
liberated Zadar, they purged libraries of “fascist” books, which were burnt
simply because they had been written in Italian. In 1955, libraries had to be
purged of books by the party dissident Milovan Dilas (1911-95). At that time,
Stipcevi¢ served in the Yugoslav National Army, and he was ordered to re-
move Dilas’ books (if he was the author) from the military library and to cut
his pictures out of books by other authors. Finally, he experienced the power
of censorship when he became editor-in-chief of the second volume of the
Croatian Biographical Lexicon in 1983. The previous first volume was with-
drawn from bookshops at the request of some Party members and SUBNOR
veterans because of alleged nationalism and non-Marxist approach. This is
why a great deal of material in his folders is dedicated to the topic of “purges”
in libraries, which he metaphorically calls “the castration of books.”

As previously noted, censorship as a means of cultural policy was not
official in the Yugoslav state in the administrative sense, except for in the case
of films, but the examples of collections and their owners show the complexi-
ties of censoring practices and experiences. Iljko Karaman was a member of

58 This means that main characters were modelled on real figures in Croatian political life in the
1990s. The reader needed to know who they were (or to have a “key”) in order to understand
the novel.
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the establishment who collected evidence against it. Aleksandar Stipcevi¢, al-
though a member of the academia, never agreed to be a member of the com-
munist party, unlike Ivan Aralica and Lazar Stojanovi¢, who thought that par-
ty membership might help them in their careers and socio-political engage-
ment. They were trying out how far dissent might go in order to bring about
social change, but these endeavors were soon stopped by the invisible hand of
Yugoslav censorship, which was relentlessly targeting and revealing mem-
bers of the cultural opposition.
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Surveillance and Memory:
Repositories of Cultural Opposition

Some of the most important research into the cultural opposition of former
socialist countries takes place in archives of the former secret services. There
are two main reasons why knowledge of the East-Central European cultural
sphere is so closely tied to the investigative work of secret agents. First, the
authorities in these states deliberately oppressed certain forms of culture in
the countries they ruled. Therefore, they were deeply interested in identifying
and monitoring potential subversive groups and individuals, which resulted
in a gargantuan amount of material on cultural forms and expressions that the
party-states considered hostile to their regimes. Second, in their quest to dis-
cover these hostile groups and individuals, the secret services actively pro-
duced categories and interpretations of what oppositional culture might
mean. This legacy of the former secret services, carried over by their vast ar-
chives, continues to shape contemporary understandings of cultural opposi-
tion even today.

Since the collapse of the party-states in Eastern Europe, secret service
archives have swelled to crucial, almost mythical positions as the alleged “re-
positories of truth,” which finally are able to reveal the true history of the so-
cialist dictatorships. The categories of dissent culture and opposition record-
ed by the secret police appear as the genuinely core forms of cultural resist-
ance. Accordingly, the preference towards a specific focus in the various na-
tional police reports resulted in different histories of cultural opposition in
different national contexts. But what the various secret services share is a
one-sided limited perspective on their subjects, selecting a few, forgetting oth-
ers—and thus they are far from being the balanced holdings of knowledge on
socialist societies.

The categories used by the secret police for classifying non-conformist
cultural activities shed light not only on the different types of activities, but on
the perception and viewpoint of the authorities. Researchers always should
try to overcome that very special perspective of the secret police which is
demonstrated in the files.! This will be pertinently illustrated by two brief
case studies in this chapter. In Lithuania, cultural opposition was largely un-

1 Because of the one-sided perspective of the secret police files, there exist archives of former
dissidents which offer another perspective (e.g., Robert-Havemann-Gesellschaft in Berlin,
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derstood as national resistance, as a movement of intellectuals to protect the
autonomy of national cultural heritage against an aggressive Sovietization
and often Russification. In Hungary, by contrast, cultural opposition was
mostly associated with the activities of independent intellectuals, artists, and
students who struggled for more open space for creative cultural expression,
including forms of national heritage, but embracing also broadly internation-
al forms of contemporary art, literature, and civic ethos.

This chapter seeks to probe the ways in which post-socialist cultures pro-
duce knowledge about the “cultural opposition” of the communist past. It
examines the functions, social representation, and history of those national
institutions, secret police archives, and institutes of national memory that
played key roles in the production and promotion of the idea of cultural op-
position (such as the BStU in Germany, the Institute of National Remem-
brance —Instytut Pamieci Narodowej in Poland, or the secret police archives
in other East-Central European countries). The chapter also provides a study
of how these archives produce social categories (and categories of cultural
opposition) and how they create a classification for dissent with which to
make sense of the communist past.

Archives of Surveillance and the Heritage of Cultural Opposition

Although the idea of establishing official state-supported processes to address
the legacies of a dictatorial past was common to many so-called “third wave”
democratizations, in East-Central Europe this took a very particular form: in-
stitutions such as the BStU in Germany, the Institute of National Remem-
brance in Poland, the Nation’s Memory Institute in Slovakia, the Historical
Office in Hungary, or the CNSAS in Romania were founded only in order to
safeguard the documents of the state security services, or in some cases also to
publicize the crimes of the past or pursue lustration. These institutions that
made claims about their capacity to reveal the truth about the past based on
its custody of vast amounts of material produced by the communist regime’s
security forces were the product of a set of specific historical circumstances.
Furthermore, the nation-specific context visible in the making of these institu-
tions was conducive to breeding national varieties of the meaning of cultural
opposition.

The decision-makers in most East European countries referred to the
German BStU as the model on which the institutions in their countries were to
be based. What was not reproduceable was a particular concept of cultural
opposition emerging out of the East German context, particularly the role of
the dissident tradition in the creation of the archives itself as well as the ways

COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Archive of the GDR-Opposition at the Robert Havemann Society”,
by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed: October 05, 2018.)
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in which the Stasi surveilled the opposition. Moreover, the fact that the pro-
cessing of the secret police files occurred in a unifying Germany, led by West
German intellectuals and politicians of strong anti-communist persuasion,
had a crucial impact. Undoubtedly, the process of making the documents of
the secret service organs of the East German socialist dictatorship accessible
for research occurred much earlier than similar measures taken in the other
post-socialist countries. The BStU, the institute responsible for preserving the
files of the Stasi and making them accessible to the public, was opened in 1992
and occupies a position that differs from that of archives of East-Central Eu-
ropean nations in many respects. The opening of the files at the BStU was
hailed both by the German media and many from the German political elite
as a success story and a significant step towards an effective confrontation
with the dictatorial past (notable exceptions to this view were Chancellor Hel-
mut Kohl and Wolfgang Schauble, then the minister of interior). At the same
time, the success of the institution concealed the fact that the circumstances of
its creation and the image it presented of GDR history was closely tied to the
East German dissident tradition and a West German view of the GDR. From
many perspectives, the archive monopolized the construction of the image of
the agent and, through this, the “true nature” of the socialist dictatorship. The
influence of the dissident tradition and post-socialist public opinion resulted
primarily in the disclosure of examples of unofficial collaboration by inform-
ers who provided information about their social networks but were not regis-
tered as official members of the secret services, for instance, representatives of
the Church or those who had infiltrated dissident circles. This populist pres-
sure worked to obscure far more general and widespread forms of collabora-
tion with the party and other official organs of state. It was only after some ten
years had passed that such initial simplifications could be set aside, placing
the secret service files into the mainstream currents of social history writing.
Another important aspect of the BStU was that it had no legal competence to
investigate the crimes of the former East German political regime.

The sheer survival of the records of the State Security Service makes the
Stasi Archives a unique institution. To be sure, the collection contains records
that were already archived during the existence of the GDR. And yet most of
the records, probably 90 percent of the entirety of files, were preserved by the
“civil committees” of the civil rights movement of 1989/90 at numerous dispa-
rate locations. These civil committees were groups of individuals who illegal-
ly occupied offices of the State Security Service and seized documents found
inside. Thanks to their efforts in December 1989, the removal and subsequent
destruction of Stasi documentation was prevented. The civil committees
played a major role in the dismantling of the Ministry of State Security, influ-
enced the debate concerning the fate of its documents, and pushed for the
creation of a Special Commissioner for the evaluation of Stasi Records follow-
ing German unification as well as the passing of the Law on Stasi Records by
the German Parliament on November 14, 1991.
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The records of the BStU provide glimpses into the perceived opposition
in all of its manifestations: from alternative lifestyles and artistic expression
anathema to the proscribed societal norms of the state, to religious and social
movements and their activities throughout the existence of the GDR. They
demonstrate clearly how the opposition was frequently misunderstood and
its actions misinterpreted. It is perhaps ironic that the secret police, owing to
their activities, preserved for posterity the history of the cultural opposition
that they strove to undermine or wipe out. The level of detail in their docu-
mentation is unparalleled, often because it included records of phone conver-
sations from bugged telephone calls. Cultural gems such as rehearsals or rec-
itations of unpublished poems from artists, who even years after the system
change could not recall a specific work, are invaluable albeit uncommon high-
lights of the collection.?

It should be pointed out that BStU is, like the Historical Archive of the
Hungarian State Security, first and foremost an archive with only a small re-
search department and limited competences in contrast to the Polish IPN, the
Czech UPN, or the Romanian CNSAS. In the case of post-socialist Hungary,
the archiving process is interesting in part because for a long time —at least in
comparison with the Polish, Czech, and Slovak cases—the question of the se-
cret service documents seemed to remain independent of any direct political
machinations. The Hungarian Historical Office and its successor, the Histori-
cal Archives of the Hungarian State Security (Allambiztonsagi Szolgalatok
Torténeti Levéltira— ABTL), strove first and foremost to provide open access
to information and support for historical research. Until the formation of the
Committee of National Remembrance (NEB) in 2013, there was no institution
in Hungary specialized in connecting secret service documents with the prac-
tice of dispensing justice retroactively. This was not the sequence of events in
regard to the creation of the Institute of National Remembrance (IPN) in Po-
land in 1998, and which was seen as an example to be followed, first in the
Czech Republic, and later in Slovakia. From the very beginning, the IPN was
closely tied to questions of political legitimacy and the identification of perpe-
trators, not to mention the idea of national martyrdom. However, many hun-
dreds of young historians working at the institute over the years have ad-
vanced the scholarly and professional reputation of the IPN and moved it to-
wards more nuanced studies of recent history that yield measured interpreta-
tions. Like the Polish institution, the original mission of the Slovak Nation’s
Memory Institute, which opened in 2003, and the Czech Institute for the Study
of Totalitarian Regimes, which has been in operation since 2007, was not only
the preservation of documents of the secret services, but also a kind of inves-
tigative role. Today, while the Czech institute is closely tied to a right-wing

2 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Stasi records”, by Uwe Sonnenberg, 2018. Accessed: October 05,
2018.
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anti-communist subculture,® the Slovak institute enjoys more significant es-
teem among historians.

In spite of the violent collapse of Romanian socialism, there was a signif-
icant continuity between the leading elite under Ceausescu and the governing
elite of the 1990s, a context which provided a delayed but eventually stronger
demand for a confrontation with the recent past of the communist secret ser-
vice—certainly to a greater extent than in the Visegrad countries, where the
secret services had not played quite as prominent a role. After a decade of a
political and social strategy of forgetting,* the creation of the Consiliul Nation-
al pentru Studierea Arhivelor Securitatii (CNSAS) in 1999 constituted a radi-
cal step. Although the CNSAS had an investigative function from the outset,
the slow transfer of the documents of the former state secret services at first
encumbered the work of the institution. The establishment of the Presidential
Commission for the Analysis of Communist Dictatorship in 2006 constituted
a genuine shift. With a mission from the outset to examine the crimes of the
communist system, the Commission interpreted collaboration in the context
of discrediting post-communist socialists.> Although the CNSAS has begun to
function increasingly as a specialized archive, identifying and revealing crim-
inals of the past remains a palpable element of its politics of history.

The CNSAS archives contain material primarily on the activities of those
intellectuals who began to oppose the regime in the 1980s. They often illus-
trate how the Securitate crucially isolated intellectuals critical of the regime
and created islands of dissent. Nonetheless, these archives also show the mul-
tifaceted attempts of dissidents to establish a secondary public space through
alternative forms of mostly private communication like personal correspond-
ence or interviews. Doina Cornea, for instance, managed to send messages to
the conference organized by Solidarity in 1988 in Cracow, to which she had
been invited by Lech Watesa, but not allowed to attend by here government.
Her text, written on cigarette paper and hidden in the head of a handcrafted
doll, was smuggled out of Romania by the Belgian journalist Josy Dubié,
whom she met first by chance in Cluj. He not only assumed the trouble of
carrying the message across the border, but later also managed to double-cross
the police in order to interview Cornea again for his highly critical documen-
tary of Ceausescu’s communism, entitled Red Disaster.

In Bulgaria, one of the central questions of the communist regime’s tran-
sition to democracy —what should be done with the archives of communist
state security —remained unanswered. In contrast to the countries of East-Cen-
tral Europe, the initial impulse to come to terms with the communist period
was insufficient to bring about the opening of archives. Though this question
disappeared from the political agenda in the 1990s, the quest to open the ar-

3 On Czech political history see Kopecek, “Von der Geschichtspolitik zur Erinnerung.”
4 Cioflanca, “Politics of Oblivion.”
5 Cristea and Radu-Bucurenci, “Raising the Cross.”
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chives did not disappear completely, as it was supported by non-governmen-
tal organizations, historians, and journalists. Eventually, public pressure, re-
inforced by the demands of the EU in the accession negotiations, led to the
adoption of a new law in 2006 on the use of archival materials, pertaining also
to the files of the interior ministry. In 2007, the “Commission for the disclo-
sure of documents and announcing affiliation of Bulgarian citizens with the
State Security and the intelligence services of the Bulgarian National Ar-
my”® was established.

A centralized archival collection on the Bulgarian intelligentsia and its
surveillance by the State Security was created in 2007. The Commission creat-
ed (and curated) a selection of documents and published a 2015 book that
details the observation and persecution of the Bulgarian intelligentsia. The
State Security was one of the main instruments of the communist regime to
maintain control over the intellectuals, who were always suspected of being
potential critics of the government. Similarly to the other collections, the Bul-
garian archives also demonstrate how vital State Security was in generating
categories, types, and thus histories of cultural opposition in their country. A
greater part of the documents in the collection are reports or summaries of
assessments that reveal the main tasks and measures of the State Security: the
timely exposure and suppression of so-called “hostile elements”; prevention
of activities by dissidents and other groups and individuals critical of social-
ism; the “protection of socialist society”; the fight against the ideological influ-
ence of the West; the struggle against so-called “negative phenomena”; and
the prevention of the spread of “alien” ideas by intellectuals and scientists
who had been abroad.”

KGB Counter-Ideological Surveillance
and Cultural Opposition in Baltic Republics

The Soviet state security service (KGB) was one of main actors of the Soviet
system directed to identify, recognize, follow, and destroy deviations from
Soviet ideological line. The documents of the KGB are relevant to the theme of
cultural opposition for two reasons. First of all, they reveal the notions and
terms of what was understood by the regime as cultural opposition. Second,
the KGB collections are the main “repositories” of evidence on the activities of
the cultural opposition. Many members of non-Soviet informal networks
could prove the existence of their past opposition and support their oral his-
tories by referring to KGB reports that are now available to the public. This
brief case study of the Baltics will analyze and compare the background of the

6 Official acronym: CRDOPBGDSRSBNA.
7 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “State Security and the Bulgarian Intelligentsia”, by Anelia, Kasa-
bova, Dr., 2017. Accessed: October 05, 2018.
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following collections: various documents of Lithuanian KGB departments;®
the Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB;? the KGB Documents
Online Collection;!? and the Romas Kalanta Collection.!!

Soviet KGB documents left in the Baltic States are among the most impor-
tant sources for studying the Soviet regime and its repressive operations.
Whereas in Russia and in other former Soviet republics KGB material is still
kept secret and out of bounds for researchers, historians from many countries
are making wide use of documents found in the Baltic States, especially the
Soviet Lithuanian KGB collection, many copies of which are also kept in for-
eign archives.!?

The cultural opposition concept offers an effective approach that allows
us not only to understand the situation in which the intelligentsia found it-
self in the Soviet Baltic republics, but also contributes, in terms of modern
international law, to justifying the reinstatement of statehood in the Baltic
States. Unlike the majority of the East-Central European countries discussed
in the Courage project, countries that were part of the socialist camp but
nevertheless maintained their statehood, the Baltic countries were occupied
and annexed in 1940-41, and were incorporated into the USSR from 1944-
90. This factor explains why Baltic dissent cultures focused on national sov-
ereignty and were nationalist in language. There was a broad social resent-
ment (especially among the intelligentsia) in these countries with the re-
gime, perceived by many to be illegitimate and imposed from above, which
led to a search for various means of independent political expression and
cultural self-expression.!?

Nonetheless, the shaping of cultural opposition in Lithuania was also one
of the legacies of the Soviet secret police. Established in 1954 and continuing
with the activities of the former NKVD and MGB, the KGB devoted a lot of
attention to campaigns against nationalism, especially the forms of national-
ism expressed in higher education and secondary schools. According to the
KGB of the Lithuanian Soviet Socialist Republic (LSSR), in the period 1961-65
alone there were 795 acts of nationalism, 17 anti-Soviet groups were uncov-
ered, as well as 41 groups whose members admitted being ideologically
harmful, 105 cases of distribution of anti-Soviet leaflets, 74 assaults of Soviet

8 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Various documents of Lithuanian KGB departments”, by Saulius
Grybkauskas, 2017. Accessed: October 05, 2018.

9 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB”, by Saulius
Grybkauskas, 2018. Accessed: October 05, 2018. (forthcoming)

10 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “KGB Documents Online Collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018.
Accessed: October 05, 2018.

11 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Romas Kalanta collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Acces-
sed: October 05, 2018. (forthcoming)

12 See the inventory of the Lietuvos TSR Valstybés Saugumo Komitetas (Lithuanian KGB) selected
records. Accessed: October 05, 2018. http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/kt2n39r888/
entire_text/

13 See Zalimas, Lietuvos Respublikos nepriklausomybés atkiirimo 1990 m. kovo 11 d.

357


Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n7632
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n10173
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n585
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/findaid/ark:/13030/kt2n39r888/entire_text/
http://cultural-opposition.eu

PETER APOR - SAULIUS GRYBKAUSKAS - SANDOR HORVATH - HELENA HUHAK

and collective farm activists, and 215 threats of assault. The scale of anti-Sovi-
et and non-Soviet acts did not subside later on either. In 1978, the KGB of the
LSSR carried out “preventive treatment” (so called “prophylactica”) on 227
individuals, of whom 112 were accused of making anti-Soviet declarations, 83
had written and distributed letters or leaflets against the Soviet government,
14 had maintained undesirable connections with foreigners, and 16 had en-
gaged in undesirable activities regarding another Soviet state. Almost half
(109) of all these individuals persecuted by the KGB were young people under
the age of 25. In 1979, the majority of people arrested based on KGB material
were also accused of anti-Soviet propaganda and agitation. Of the four people
arrested, two were held for anti-Soviet agitation and propaganda. The Cour-
age Collection of the Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB also
gives an excellent illustration of just what operational measures were used
against the intelligentsia and young people. As an outcome of their imple-
mentation, the lecturers Irena Kostkeviciaté, Meiluté LuksSiené, and Vanda
Zaborskaité of Vilnius University’s Department of the Lithuanian Language
and Literature were dismissed from their positions (see the Meiluté Luksiené
Collection'* and the Vanda Zaborskaité Collection)!®. Thus, in light of these
collections, the activities of the cultural opposition can be recalled not only in
personal narratives, but also tied to specific KGB documents.

Aside from the persecution of Meilé Luksiené and Vanda Zaborskaité,
the KGB material also offers an in-depth reflection on the surveillance of An-
tanas MiSkinis (see Antanas Miskinis collection)!® and especially the Soviet
security persecution of the Catholic Church and Catholics (see Catholic Press
in Soviet Lithuania.)!'” The KGB surveilled, persecuted, arrested, and re-
pressed active priests and members of the faithful community, and also doc-
umented the “criminal” activities of the “nationalists.” With its close-knit net-
work of religious and secular organizations, the Catholic Church offered an
autonomous social communication system outside of the regime, making the
Church a powerful opponent of the regime. The KGB operational research
files reveal that anti-Soviet group identity and the concentration of activists
was greatest in activities associated with the Catholic underground.!®

The surviving KGB documents are vital not only for revealing how cul-
tural figures opposed the regime or society disapproved of Soviet policies, but
also for research of the Soviet system itself through examining the potential

14 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Meiluté Luksiené collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Acces-
sed: October 05, 2018. (forthcoming)

15 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Vanda Zaborskaité Collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Ac-
cessed: October 05, 2018. (forthcoming)

16 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Antanas MiSkinis Collection”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018. Ac-
cessed: October 05, 2018.

17 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Catholic Press in Soviet Lithuania”, by Saulius Grybkauskas, 2018.
Accessed: October 05, 2018. (forthcoming)

18 Grybkauskas, “Antisovietiniai protestai”; Streikus, Soviety valdZios, 8.
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and limit of the regime’s control over society. It is very important to under-
stand what measures were employed to prevent anti-Soviet and non-Soviet
activities. The ways in which security personnel grouped activities they at-
tributed to anti-Soviet and nationalist events, as well as how the persecution
of individuals responsible for or suspected of organizing and realizing these
events was executed, demonstrate not only the scale of anti-Soviet expression
but also indicates the Soviet regime’s understanding and assessment of these
events. The Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB was responsible
for fighting the anti-Soviet armed resistance from the very inception of the
KGB in 1954. It carried out ideological counter-surveillance aimed mostly at
the anti-Soviet activities of cultural workers and young people. The KGB was
restructured in 1960. The main function of the Second Directorate became op-
erational work among the intelligentsia and youth. The Directorate’s activi-
ties continued until the spring of 1967 when a new counter-ideological sur-
veillance branch was formed. KGB documents about the “fight” against na-
tionalism and anti-Soviet activities shows that the prevention of anti-Soviet
deviations was assigned to the Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian
KGB and the Fifth Department of the KGB founded in 1967, which later, in
1979, grew into a separate directorate with its own three departments.

The fact that Lithuania was a “nationalist” republic was a thesis repeated
in KGB textbooks. It was a testimony to the recognition of the exclusive nature
of the republic’s situation in a union-wide context. Nevertheless, local KGB
officers did not have any special flexible structures suited to the local situa-
tions. In the fight against “nationalism,” they were forced to operate based on
lines of activity that existed across the entire Soviet Union, the most common-
ly used being the so-called 2™ Direction, which aimed to protect the Soviet
state from spying and the leak of state secrets. There was also the 5™ Direc-
tion, its direct aim being specifically ideological counter-surveillance. Even
though these lines sometimes crossed, there were certain assigned areas: the
Second Directorate of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB that was responsible for the
27 Direction “covered” industrial enterprises and scientific research organi-
zations, while the 5" Direction dealt with the intelligentsia: education organ-
izations, higher education institutions, and creative associations. This kind of
allocation appears to suggest that in an ideological sense, anti-Soviet expres-
sions could only occur among the intelligentsia and within the science and
education systems, but not in the industrial sector. A different type of logic
applied here: anti-Soviet or nationalist expressions were not understood as, or
at least were not treated as events in themselves, or as separate cases in the
Chekist sense, but as the placing of the secrecy of an enterprise’s or organiza-
tion’s activities under threat. In order to prevent expressions of nationalism
and anti-Soviet moods in industrial institutions, security personnel had to op-
erate in an indirect way, using the secret objectives system and seek to expand
the number of controlled enterprises as much as possible. They had to prove
to Moscow why a civil manufacturing plant which had few or no orders from
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the USSR Ministry of Defense had to be categorized as one of the regime’s
enterprises. Understandably, this kind of system only inflated the costs in-
volved in maintaining the KGB’s activities, reduced its effectiveness, and sim-
ply allowed the system to become overinflated.

The fact that the KGB'’s activities are important to historical memory is
also evident in the institutionalization of the protection and storage of KGB
archival material today. A certain degree of development and dynamics is
noticeable, along with the changing attitudes of state government and institu-
tions towards sources left by the KGB. In this sense, the most important is the
Lithuanian Special Archives (LSA), founded for the purpose of administrating
KGB documents, which was combined with the former Lithuanian Public Or-
ganizations Archive that kept the collections of the Soviet Lithuanian party
apparatus. The efforts of the Lithuanian Special Archives to collect KGB relat-
ed material are accompanied by the publicizing activities of the Genocide and
Resistance Research Centre of Lithuania (GRRCL). It is interesting that these
two institutions met over the history of the KGB, despite each having their
own different backgrounds. The LSA, as an organization under the jurisdic-
tion of the state’s archive system, affected state and professional attitudes to-
wards the logic and structure of archives. The establishment of the GRRCL
did not eventuate so much as a result of the government’s political will, but
rather civil initiatives, from the people’s desire to register the crimes of com-
munism of the later Soviet period, thereby contributing to the disclosure of
pages in history that were once hidden. Even though this initiative eventually
received government support and came under its jurisdiction with the found-
ing of the GRRCL in 1997, even today their fields of activity do overlap. The
mentioned three Courage collections demonstrate this overlap very well. Var-
ious documents of Lithuanian KGB departments and the Second Directorate
of the Soviet Lithuanian KGB are kept at the LSA, though the archive itself
does not engage in spreading, publicizing, or presenting their contents to the
public. This is the domain of the GRRCL, conducted via its internet sites
www .kgbveikla.lt and www.kgbdocuments.eu, which make up the Courage
project’s KGB Documents Online Collection.

Archiving Cultural Opposition in the Archives
of the Hungarian State Security

Although the archives of the former secret services in Hungary never was a
manifest political and criminal institution like its Polish, Czech, Slovak or Ro-
manian counterparts, its origin was firmly linked with the idea of lustration,
thus, underscoring a difference between collaboration and opposition. The
Hungarian debate has centered on the question of access to the files and is
shaped by the stance that the full transparency of the records will disclose
collaborators and prevent further political wrongdoing and abuse of informa-

360


http://cultural-opposition.eu
http://cultural-opposition.eu

SURVEILLANCE AND MEMORY: REPOSITORIES OF CULTURAL OPPOSITION

tion. Such concerns led to the establishment of the Historical Office in 1997
and subsequently to the foundation of the Historical Archives of the State
Security in 2003. None of these institutions intended to openly shape the pol-
itics of memory or had the duty to perform criminal investigations. On the
contrary, the Hungarian institution was quickly integrated into the academic
network of the country and used intensively as a valuable asset of profession-
al research. An important outcome of this status was that debates on dissent
culture were soon embedded into the study of broader cultural and social
factors. The social and cultural history focus is, in many ways, also linked to
the legacy of archiving cultural opposition in the state security offices. The
secret police in Hungary centered on culture in many ways. Surveillance tar-
geted religion, art, youth subcultures, and creative intellectuals throughout
the four decades of socialist statehood in the country.

Three different collections that stand at the intersection of Hungarian
counterculture and the communist political police—a theater studio, a fine art
group, and a university club in Budapest—represent types of cultural dissent
activities as well as their archiving. The reports on the Orfeo group reveal
how the state security officials and agents depicted an alternative theater
company in Hungary. Accordingly, the political police created an image of
“hostile” artists and conceived of them as dangerous for “the existing social
order.”! The second case focuses on the representation of a banned 1986 ex-
hibition in the state security files, which had the title “A harcold varos” (The
Fighting City). The exhibition was organized by the amateur artist group In-
connu for the 30th anniversary of the Hungarian Revolution of 1956.2° The
third case study sheds light on how some debates of university students could
be represented as oppositional by the secret police, namely, the files on the
alternative student organization “Kozgaz” club.?!

The Orfeo group was established in 1969 and it united a puppet theater,
a theater studio, a music band, a fine arts and a photography circle. The mem-
bers criticized the communist system by following the idea of the student
movement of 1968 and the new left-winger ideological trends. Orfeo was at-
tacked by the party leadership as an uncontrollable, hostile group that op-
posed the legitimate societal norms.?? It was seen not only as a community
that spread an oppositional, hostile Western ideology, but they were accused
of taking part in an immoral lifestyle because of their commune. Orfeo be-
came an “issue”: attacking articles in the press, surveillance, police investiga-

19 Numerous studies have been made about the activity of Orfeo, among these: Ring, “A szinjat-
szas harmadik ttja és a hatalom,” 233-57; Szarvas, “Orfeo’s Maoist Utopia. The Emergence of
the Cultural Critique of Existing Socialism.”

20 The story of Inconnu was researched by Stimegi: “Inconnu: A harcold véros,” 169-211.

21 Historical studies have not yet been written about the operation of the club, so the importance
of oral history interviews is essential.

22 Sandor L., “Megvaltoztatni a vilagot.”
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tion, and interrogation all followed. Finally, in the mid-1970s the group dis-
solved and broke up.

The Inconnu art group originally came from Szolnok, but from the early
1980s it operated in Budapest. The group became famous for their alternative,
oppositional artistic and political actions. Their performances with obvious
and direct political meaning were unveiled from the mid-1980s parallel to the
acts of the democratic opposition.?* In 1986 Inconnu announced an interna-
tional fine art tender to organize an exhibition on the 30th anniversary of the
Hungarian Revolution of 1956. The idea of 1956 played a central role in Incon-
nu’s mindset, in their artistic expression, and in their attitude to the Kadar
regime.?* The group was not unknown in 1986 to the secret police; the mem-
bers were already observed intensely before.

The student movements of 1968 in Paris, the new left-winger trends, and
the alternative genres/forms in the art world had an effect on the students at
universities too. Lively political discussions unfolded at the Club of the Karl
Marx University of Economic Sciences (Marx Karoly Kézgazdasagtudomanyi
Egyetem/MKKE). The organizers were young active and former undergradu-
ates who wanted to create an opportunity for free expression of different
views in the age of soft dictatorship in the 1970s and 1980s. Furthermore, they
experimented in creating an independent organization, as an alternative to
the “KISZ” Hungarian Young Communist League.

Although Orfeo and Inconnu were similar art groups, information on
them was created and preserved in different ways. The name “Orfeo” emerged
in numerous work files sent by the agents to the Office Division III of the Min-
istry of the Interior. “Emese Karpati” cover-name agent wrote the largest
number of reports (150 pages) about Orfeo between 1971 and 1975. She got in
contact with the group as a cultural organizer. Her duty was to infiltrate the
group and visit their performances and their commune in Pilisborosjené (a
village near to Budapest) as often as possible. On these occasions, she got the
opportunity to watch the actors and artists profoundly. According to her
work method, she visited the same programs again and again because she
had to make accounts most of all about the discussions and debates following
the performances.?

The material on Inconnu was generated mostly by one spectacular event,
their 1986 initiative for an international exhibition commemorating the 1956
revolution. The foreign pieces sent to Inconnu for the exhibition were mostly
copies, reproductions, and mailed in art works. Because these items were sent
by the postal service, they had to undergo the censoring of the political police.
The biggest number of items arrived from Agnes Hay. The artist lived in Lon-

23 Siimegi, “Inconnu: A harcol6 varos,” 170.
24 Csizmadia, “Interja Bokros Péterrel,” 369.
25 ABTL-3.1.2 M-38310/1 Reports of “Kérpati Emese.”
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don and copied drawings from her drawing booklet.?® The political police
continuously delayed the preparatory work, but the exhibited items were fi-
nally transferred from Tibor Philipp’s flat some hours before the opening cer-
emony on 30 January 1987. According to the police report, the exhibition was
“counter-revolutionary”: 43 items—photos, graphics, paintings, other arti-
facts—and illegal press issues (a further 39 items) were confiscated and later
destroyed.?”

Although the original catalog included data on the artists and their work,
the artifacts themselves—as a collection which was curated as an exhibition
conception—only remained “thanks” to the photo documentation of the se-
cret police. According to a report, these photos had already been taken at the
beginning of January by “Frederich” cover-name agent who gave further the
copies to his case officer. Thereby, the secret police itself created —in the frame
of their destruction—the group of sources that today is the single visual trace
which totally represents the exhibition.?8

In Tibor Philipp’s case, the records of the police were put on the wall in
the place of the exhibited artworks creating a “very visual absurd.” As an art
historian, Gyorgy Siimegi wrote in his study that “The Fighting City” was si-
multaneously a political act and a brave artistic action. This exhibition is un-
doubtedly unique due to several more aspects. First of all, in 1986 this was the
only international exhibition on the topic of 1956 in Hungary. Obviously, nu-
merous artifacts were created to commemorate the revolution, but none of the
artists or groups undertook to organize a public presentation from these ma-
terials. Secondly, we cannot find any other examples that ban and at the same
time demolish a full exhibition either. According to Siimegi, the officers did
not consider the collection of artworks a real exhibition because of the unusu-
al installation format— the pictures sent in were on paper matboard instead of
in frames. So perhaps they made this irreversible decision more easily. We can
read about this fact in the police documentation, but indeed, the appearance
of the artworks was not the real problem; the goal was to threaten the opposi-
tional groups and the artists.?’

The secret police records on the Karl Marx University student club shows
how the authorities produced “cultural opposition” out of students’ self-or-
ganization. The club life at MKKE was informed on by agents with cover-name
“Lantos” and “Csikés” between 1973-85.%° By following the secret police’s
directions, they focused on two processes: how discussed issues turned from
university topics to political questions and what kind of ideological thoughts
stood behind this; how serious the organizational work inside the university

26 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Hay, Agnes”, by Zoltan Pal, 2017. Accessed: October 05, 2018.
27 Stimegi, “Egy kiallitas utolso felvonasa,” 175.

28 ABTL 4.1.-A-2020 Photos of Inconnu exhibition.

29 Stimegi, “Egy kiallitas utolso6 felvonasa”

30 ABTL 3.1.2. M-41071 Reports of “Lantos” and ABTL-3.1.-2.-M-37605 Reports of “Csikds”
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was and if there were intentions to create an association among several uni-
versities.

The active period began in 1976 when the young teacher Gyula Jobbagy
acquired the leadership position in the “Kozgaz-club.” The most important
events were the political debates, the so-called Polvax that operated between
1976 and 1984. It landed great interest as more and more young people lis-
tened to the lectures, coming from other universities in Budapest too. Accord-
ing to “Csikds,” some sensitive issues emerged, but initially the debate was
formed in a proper way thanks to the fact that the invited guests were official
party or state leaders, which meant an assurance of the politically correct in-
terpretation. However, the speakers were also chosen from a group of oppo-
sition politicians and communist reformist party cadres, for example, the in-
tellectuals Imre Pozsgay and Rezs6 Nyers as “communist reformist cadres,”
Agnes Heller as oppositional philosopher, and the poet Sandor Cso6ri.?!

In 1980 “Lantos” reported already on the danger and the negative effects
of Polvax for the students’ mindset. He wrote that even though this is a very
good opportunity to speak about social problems, these were discussed
one-sidedly, which meant that the event caused more damage than benefit.
He held that the organizers manipulated how the topics were interpreted by
the speakers, which had a great impact on the audience. According to his
judgment, these discussions showed a false picture of the society.3?> The com-
munist leadership of the university regarded the Polvax as the meeting place
of the dissenting students and tied it to the debate circles of the revolution of
1956. It was banned twice.??

In the spring of 1981, the “Meeting of Students of Universities and Col-
leges in Budapest” (“Budapesti Egyetemistak és Foiskolasok Talalkozoja/Be-
f6t”) stood in the main focus of university students and staff, and the political
police’s attention as well. The aim of the discussion initiated by Gyula Job-
bagy was to create a genuine advocacy forum that could provide the freer
expression of opinions. His idea of “Bef6t” meant a danger in the secret po-
lice’s opinion because they thought dissident university members’ unified
actions would result from this process and they were afraid that these groups
would become institutionalized. Finally, the political leadership of the MKKE
prevented the meeting successfully thanks to its threatening of the members
and controlling of commentary. At the Bef6t meeting of 20 March 1981, the
idea of an independent students” forum just faintly appeared, but the project
immediately failed to realize. Many students were disappointed because of
the powerlessness of its initiation.

The files on the student club indicate that it was the subtle combination of
grassroots autonomous organization and the rationale of any secret police op-

31 About the programs of Polvax: “Klub K6zl6ny,” MKKE
32 ABTL-S‘L-Z.-M-41071, 40-44. Reports of “Lantos,” 10. March 1980.
33 Piinkosti, “Szepldtelen fogantatas.”
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eration, the disclosing of clandestine activism, that co-produced cultural op-
position in the political police archives. In other instances, like the Fighting
City exhibition that meant to openly provoke the regime, the role of the secret
police was also enormous in collecting what they understood to be evidence
of cultural opposition. In Hungary, where since 1956 the authorities had
feared of undetected intellectuals undermining the political rule of the party
by means of culture, the political police maniacally sought for and discovered
the deeds of a subversive culture.
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Collections of Intellectual Dissent:
Historians and Sociologists in post-1968
Hungary, Romania and Yugoslavia

This chapter discusses two collections in Romania, one which was created in
Yugoslavia and was donated to the Croatian State Archives by its creator in
1993, and two in Hungary. These five collections represent relevant examples
of non-conformism in the fields of sociology and history. The Zoltan Rostas
Oral History Collection and the Alexandru Barnea Photograph Collection
from Romania are relevant because both are private collections which are not
maintained by any institution and thus are typical of the great majority of the
collections of cultural opposition created and preserved in Romania. They
both illustrate how individuals who were directly involved in non-conformist
acts in the past have tried to make sense of their own pasts when interviewed
by the COURAGE researchers. Founded and maintained by the person who
created their content, the collections highlight how endeavors initiated before
1989 as extra-professional interests or hobbies can become socially relevant
after 1989, even in cases in which the respective collections remained in pri-
vate possession. Finally, the two collections suggest that the strategy accord-
ing to which people engaged in activities that could be labeled cultural oppo-
sition in Ceausescu’s Romania was to choose images in order to avoid using
words or, if this was not appropriate, to choose spoken words to avoid using
the written word.

In contrast, the Rudi Supek Personal Papers, a public collection main-
tained by the Croatian State Archives, is relevant because it demonstrates how
intellectual dissent functioned under significantly different conditions in Ti-
to’s Yugoslavia. Dissent academics could maintain their public status to a
much larger extent in Yugoslavia than in the other countries of the Eastern
Bloc, which explains why their collections have become parts of public insti-
tutions and are part of the accessible archival heritage today. The two collec-
tions from Hungary reveal the rather elusive frontiers between official and
oppositional academic expression and ways in which individuals journeyed
between these zones. The Archives of E6tvos Lorand University (ELTE - Bu-
dapest) holds a particularly interesting collection. The collection, which is
now presented as one of the highlights of the contents of the archives and, in
many ways, thus the history of the university, preserves material related to
the activities of the 1969-1970 Communist Youth committee at the faculty. The
history of this archival section at ELTE and adjacent collections like Bakos’
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Gabor Bethlen Foundation provides interesting insights into the roles of the
disciplines of history and sociology in critical thinking in socialist Hungary
and, more specifically, into the social-political room for maneuver between
mainstream and semi-legal public spheres. A second example, Istvan
Kemény’s sociological interview collection in the Voices of the 20th Century
Archives, is relevant because it reveals that there were spaces within which
criticism could emerge in official institutions and also indicates the limits of
these spaces.

These collections epitomize the state of the two academic disciplines (his-
tory and sociology), which, after the field of economics, were the most the-
matically and methodologically affected by the ideological control of the par-
ty state. Implicitly, this chapter explores the rather neglected zone of dissent
within the state-controlled academic institutions and tolerated professional
careers, as compared to the usual approach of analyzing intellectual dissent
expressed in samizdat or tamizdat publications, mostly by individuals who
were active beyond the limits of tolerance. These collections are relevant be-
cause both shed light not only upon the grey zone of tolerated thinking with-
in the frameworks of these two academic disciplines, but also upon the con-
texts in which these limits could be transgressed. In other words, this analysis
captures the dynamics of ideological control under the former communist
regimes and the constant quests of individuals to find the constantly changing
niches that allowed greater liberty of expression.

The year 1968 made a different impact on the construction of dissent cultures
in Yugoslavia, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and Poland on the one hand and
Romania on the other.! Ideas of democratic socialism, critical Marxism and
the experience of a transnational struggle for these ideals were very important
in Yugoslavia. In 1968, the year of the student revolt and the invasion of War-
saw Pact troops into the Czechoslovak Republic, the Praxis (leading Marxist
revisionist journal in Yugoslavia) orientation reached its peak and made the
greatest social impact it ever had. Praxis intellectuals gave their support to
students in 1968 and emphasized the potential of non-institutionalized forms
of action, in particular the need to redefine the role of the intelligentsia in so-
ciety.2 Moreover, the Praxis orientation was largely an inspiration for student
activism in 1968 in Yugoslavia. The first and the most energetic student pro-
tests took place in Belgrade in June, and almost all the Praxis-oriented profes-
sors at the University of Belgrade actively participated in the student move-

1 Klimke, Pekelder and Scharloth, Between Prague Spring and French May.
2 Klasi¢, Jugoslavija i svijet 1968, 72.
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ment.? That year’s Kor¢ula Summer School attracted the highest number of
students, probably because of the famous speakers (Ernst Bloch and Herbert
Marcuse) and the general topic (“Marx and the Revolution”). The topic sym-
bolically matched the student riots and the happenings in Czechoslovakia, the
occupation of which the School unambiguously condemned.* After receiving
information on the aggression against Czechoslovakia, the School cancelled
the official program and signed a protest appeal to the world public on Au-
gust 21. Although this appeal went almost unmentioned in the Yugoslav me-
dia, the French press published it. The world events in 1968 convinced the
Yugoslav authorities that it was necessary to fight more decisively against the
creators of critical thought.” Vladimir Bakari¢, the highest party leader in the
Socialist Republic of Croatia (SRC), even said that their journal “expresses a
modern American anti-communist orientation.”®

1968 was a crucial event for the emerging intellectual dissent in Hungary
as well, for two reasons. First, the shock of the open violent suppression of the
experiment with democratic socialism in Czechoslovakia meant a clear water-
shed for intellectuals with diverse backgrounds, who now realized that social-
ism could not (or no longer) be democratized from within and increasingly
started to see the Soviet Union as an imperialist great power that hindered
democratic reforms in East Central Europe. 1968 was extraordinarily shock-
ing for the generation of Marxist revisionists like Agnes Heller, Gyorgy Mark-
us, and Mihdly Vajda, who had been part of the optimistic transnational
movements of renaissance Marxism in the 1960s. The disappointment which
came with the suppression of the Prague Spring set these intellectuals on a
long road of dissent. First, they openly declared their support for the Czecho-
slovak reform movement in Korc¢ula that summer and, later, they went exile
in the mid-1970s, following repressive acts by the party.” The fall of the Czech-
oslovak reform movement led many others from the younger generation to
seek models of democratization elsewhere. Intellectuals like Janos Kis, Gyorgy
Bencze, and Andras Kovacs started to discover ideas of Western liberalism.
Others, like the poet Sandor Csoori, were more attracted to democratic mod-
els of allegedly authentic peasant societies in Latin America and in the Hun-
garian countryside and, later, also in Transylvania. When the party authori-
ties clamped down on the grassroots democratic movement of students at
ELTE University Budapest in 1969, members of the younger generation also
distanced themselves from official socialism.® Many of them started to believe

3 Ibid., 142.

4 LeSaja, Praksis orijentacija, 340-43.

5 Klasi¢, Jugoslavija i svijet 1968, 73-74.

6 Tbid., 56.

7 Rainer, “Praga — Korcula — Budapest.”

8 Dénes, “Diakmozgalom Budapesten 1969-ben.” See the ELTE student movement collection in
the COURAGE Registry, s.v. “1969 Budapest student movement”, by Pal Zoltan, 2018. Acces-
sed: July 2, 2018. (forthcoming).
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that democratic and solidarity-based societies might exist elsewhere: in Allen-
de’s Chile, in the democratic socialist movements or liberal societies in the
West, or among the provincial and minority cultures in the region. Second,
the experience of 1968 was an important factor that accelerated the process of
establishing linkages between the older generation of 1956ers, like Arpad
Goncz’ and Gyorgy Krasso'?, and the younger generation of 1968ers. The So-
viet military intervention in Czechoslovakia was crucial to convince the
1968ers that their cause was truly similar to that of the 1956ers, with whom,
until then, they had had only sporadic contacts.!!

As compared to other countries in the Soviet bloc, Romania experienced
the events in August 1968 as a moment of celebration, not mourning. The Roma-
nian Communist Party (RCP) and its newly elected leader capitalized politically
from what appeared then to be a straightforward criticism of the Soviet-led in-
vasion of Czechoslovakia. Thus, joining the party became a widely accepted
norm of upward mobility, while the party itself managed to accomplish a new
stage of societal penetration,'? turning the hitherto selective community-build-
ing into a veritable nation-building process.!3> Obviously, such an event had an
overwhelming effect upon the generation which experienced this moment,
paralyzing its non-conformist discourses or activities, which could have ap-
peared pro-Soviet, since the RCP was anti-Soviet, or at least had managed to
cast itself as such. A decade later, criticism of the system of values represented
by the RCP only very slowly and timidly developed. However, these kinds of
manifestations of disagreement emerged mostly from less institutionally con-
trolled individuals, such as the writers who only belonged to the loose organi-
zation of the Writers” Union, which did not require daily professional activity
within its confines. In contrast, the academic milieus at universities and research
institutes represented rather highly constrained professional environments,
from where any dissenting individual was instantly expelled. The limits of tol-
erance in this respect are illustrated by the case of Doina Cornea, the French
lecturer at the Babes—Bolyai University in Cluj/Kolozsvar, who was forced into
early retirement in 1983 for having disseminated among her students a samiz-
dat with self-made translations from an exiled Romanian author.!

9 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Family Collection of Arpéd Goncz’s Heritage”, by Béla Nové, 2018.
Accessed: July 2, 2018. (forthcoming).

10 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Documents of Gyorgy and Miklos Krassé (1956-1989)”, by Zoltan
Pal, 2018. Accessed: September 26, 2018, doi: 10.24389/3747.

11 On this generational dynamic see Apor and Mark, “Mobilising Generation.”

12 Kocka, “Eine durchherrschte Gesellschaft.”

13 Jowitt, Revolutionary Breakthroughs and National Development; D. Petrescu, Explaining the Roma-
nian Revolution of 1989.

14 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Doina Cornea Ad-hoc Collection at CNSAS”, by Cristina Petrescu
and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed: October 6, 2018. COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Doina
Cornea Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and Corneliu Pintilescu, 2018. Accessed:
October 6, 2018.

372


http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n101384
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n8306
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n122650
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n122650
http://courage.btk.mta.hu/courage/individual/n3747

COLLECTIONS OF INTELLECTUAL DISSENT

As far as sociology and history are concerned, the intrusion of the party
state reached levels probably never reached in other countries in the Soviet
bloc. At the same time, the fate of the two academic disciplines in the post-war
period offers an interesting internal comparison. Before the communist take-
over, sociology represented, with only few exceptions, the domain of the
small group of the urban left-oriented intellectuals, while history was the
playground of the liberal and/or nationalist intellectuals. After the communist
takeover, prominent professionals in both disciplines had to endure longer or
shorter terms in prison, which led to the death of quite a number of academ-
ics.!> However, sociology, unlike history, was also ousted from universities
together with all its practitioners, who had to survive by taking different jobs
which required fewer qualifications. Interestingly though, the nationalist turn
of the Romanian communist regime in the 1960s also meant the recuperation
of the largest majority of the sociologists and historians who previously had
been marginalized or even imprisoned. From the realm of the prohibited,
these former academics crossed the borders after the end of the period of po-
litical repression in 1964 into the realm of the tolerated, and some of the most
gifted among them even made it into the realm of supported. This was the
case of sociologist H. H. Stahl, who, after having endured years of ostraciza-
tion, was called on to underpin the reintroduction of sociology into universi-
ties in the mid-1960s,¢ or historian Constantin C. Giurescu, who after having
spent five-years in prison became the key author and disseminator of the Ro-
manian national narrative of the Ceausescu period, conveyed through
mass-produced books and cinematic narratives.!”” While the party state was
co-opting pre-communist professionals, it also gradually reinforced its ideo-
logical control of the very content of academic production. The strategies ap-
plied to the two disciplines were different, however. Sociology came back to
universities only as a separate section of the highly ideological faculty of phi-
losophy, where it became a mere specialty in 1977, when the study of philos-
ophy and history were merged into a unique faculty. Thus, genuine sociolog-
ical research was rather limited in communist Romania.!® In contrast, histori-
cal studies abounded, but their focuses and methods were hardly profession-
al. Scholars who hoped to have their writings published had to be sure their
narratives harmonized with the official national narrative, which was regard-
ed as the only accepted, unique “truth” about the past and thus was part and
parcel of the official documents approved by the Eleventh Congress of the
RCP in 1974. Accordingly, national history was cast not only as a long series
of more than 2000 years of struggles for unity and independence, i.e., ever

15 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Sighet Memorial — Museum Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and
Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2018. Accessed: July 2, 2018.

16 Rostas, Monografia ca utopie.

17 Giurescu, Amintiri.

18 Rostas, “The Second Marginalisation of the Bucharest Sociological School.”
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since the Dacian, pre-Roman times but also as the pre-history of the RCP it-
self. Historians were only called on to add small details to the existing story,
which was meant to forge the national-communist variant of Romanian na-
tional identity."

In Yugoslavia, sociologists and historians worked under varying condi-
tions. Since 1906, there had been a Department of Sociology at the Faculty of
Law in Zagreb, based on the Western European tradition. After the Second
World War, sociology was considered a “bourgeois science,” and the existing
sociology departments in Yugoslavia were abolished or reorganized for polit-
ical reasons. In the 1950s, there were discussions on relationships between
Marxism and sociology and its “western methodology” but the process of
making sociology a recognized academic discipline did finally begin. Begin-
ning in the late 1950s, the sociology departments within the faculties of Phi-
losophy were set up again. The first one was in Belgrade in 1959.% The course
of Sociology of the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences in Zagreb sepa-
rated from the Department of Philosophy and became a department in 1963.

The government put pressure on other branches of the sciences as well,
such as history. Yugoslavian historiography was also exposed to the demands
of the ruling ideology. After the Second World War, it was determined that
historiography should evolve in the Marxist direction (or spirit). The authori-
ties argued that the study of history should focus on the history of the labor
movement, the history of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (LCY),
and the history of the People’s Liberation struggle, and it should promote the
concept of the “brotherhood and unity” of Yugoslav peoples. The last princi-
ple entailed the suppression of studies on interethnic relations, especially,
those between Croats and Serbs.?! Historians reacted differently to these ide-
ological pressures, but most of the ones who were dealing with earlier periods
of history accepted it only nominally. Dogmatic Marxism never gained signif-
icant sway in a methodological sense, especially in Croatian historiography.??
Also, Yugoslav historiography was not homogeneous. Although there was
cooperation between historians and institutions on various federal (Yugoslav)
historiographic projects, within the Yugoslav republics, there were national
historiographies which were concerned primarily with their own (national)
histories.?> Although there was a common “historiographic market” (within
the borders of Yugoslavia), the trend towards the “nationalization” of histori-
ography existed almost from the very beginning of the existence of Socialist
Yugoslavia.?* In the case of Croatian and Serbian historiography from 1945 to

19 C. Petrescu, “Historiography of Nation-Building in Communist Romania.”
20 Bogdanovi¢, Sociologija u Jugoslaviji, 23.

21 Roksandi¢, “Srbi u Hrvatskoj u hrvatskoj i srpskoj historiografiji,” 212.

22 Jankovi¢, Mijenjanje sebe same, 27.

23 Ibid., 16; Najbar-Agici¢, U skladu s marksizmom ili ¢injenicama, 248-63.

24 Jankovi¢, Mijenjanje sebe same.
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1990, a unified concept of history was never established. Instead, different
visions of national histories were produced.?

Some authors consider the isolation of Yugoslav historiographies the
most important consequence of communist rule. Budak sees the causes for
this in political circumstances, “which for a long time did not stimulate con-
tacts with foreign scientists.”?® Croatian, Serbian, and Slovenian historiogra-
phies lost interest in the histories of other peoples and regions, and thus they
came to stress the national character of each and pushed historians towards
nationalism.?”” Unlike sociology, which expanded horizons and sought to be-
come more involved in international exchange, historical science was mov-
ing toward parochialism. While sociology carved out its position and flour-
ished under communism, history remained mostly closed within its existing
frameworks. On the other hand, when the communist system collapsed, and
Yugoslavia with it, history became much more socially relevant than sociol-
ogy. The new nation states needed new national paradigms, which, in turn,
were based on pre-war national mythologies. In this context, history served
as a useful tool.

In Hungary, sociology was institutionalized later inside the official so-
cialist academia. As was the case in Yugoslavia, in the Stalinist 1950s in Hun-
gary sociology was considered a “bourgeois false science.” In fact, the way in
which sociology was institutionalized contained subversive potential. In this
process, a major role was played by Andras Hegedsiis, the former Stalinist
prime minister, who in the wake of 1956 turned to revisionist criticism of offi-
cial socialism. Hegediis became an ardent supporter of sociological research
and social criticism and was instrumental in establishing the Sociological Re-
search Centre at the Institute of Philosophy in Budapest in 1963. As the first
director of the Centre, he succeeded in employing critical Marxist thinkers
ousted from university teaching, most importantly Agnes Heller and Maria
Markus, Gyorgy Markus” wife. Hegediis was intensively interested in West-
ern leftist social criticism, particularly the Frankfurt School and Anglo-Amer-
ican New Left. He established relationships with sociologists and thinkers
such as Charles Wright-Mills, Serge Mallett, Lucien Goldmann, and André
Gorz. He also followed debates about democratic socialism among the Italian
post-Stalinist left, and he had extensive contacts in Italy.?

By the late 1960s, however, the party center also recognized the impor-
tance of sociology, which was connected to a crucial shift in the Cold War
antagonism. Abandoning military and political confrontation, emphasizing
the need for peaceful coexistence and economic and consumerist competition
on the same pitch with capitalist countries, mainstream socialist culture start-

25 Czerwinski, Semiotyka dyskursu historycznego, 292.

26 Budak, “Post-socialist historiography in Croatia since 1990,” 131.
27 Tbid., 130-31.

28 Csizmadia, A demokratikus ellenzék, 28.
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ed to discover the territory of everyday life as the most important remaining
field where the distinction between capitalism and socialism could be plausi-
bly played out. In Hungary, the first broad sociological investigation into var-
ying lifestyles were launched in 1969. In many ways, the research conducted
between 1969 and 1971 was an experiment, as it focused on an agricultural
area of the country to test the limits of shaping lifestyles. The research pro-
gram of the Institute of Sociology of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences
showed a growing concern among intellectuals and members of the party
leadership with the study of lifestyles: the idea on which the research was
based emerged from the rather worrisome acknowledgment of the fact that
lifestyles in the village remained unchanged and traditional in spite of previ-
ous programs the fundamental goals of which had been to usher in transfor-
mations in these traditions. The sociological program was motivated by an
explicit objective of policy making: as the report on the research stressed, so-
ciologists, struck by the resilience of some of the aspects of traditional life-
styles and the apparent ineffectiveness of programs which had been adopted,
sought a better understanding of lifestyles in order to develop more effective
programs to shape them. Lifestyles were considered the deepest essence of
socio-cultural structures and, hence, the most important aspect to take into
account when social programs were designed.?” The interest of the party
center and government administration in sociological knowledge guaranteed
a certain level of safety for sociologists. It also created a chance for critical
views to emerge within the walls of official institutions, and it explains how
people were able to cross the borders separated discourses which were com-
patible with the party’s agendas and discourses which were oppositional.
History functioned under somewhat different conditions in the Hungar-
ian socialist state, but its institutionalization provided similar room for ex-
pressions of dissent. History was crucial for the state and nation building ven-
ture of Hungarian Stalinists in the 1950s, so the discipline enjoyed a high level
of institutional esteem but also suffered profound purges. After 1956, histori-
ans who became critical of official socialism, like Péter Handk (1921-1997),
were ousted from universities. Universities, particularly in the capital, became
highly conservative or, more precisely, loyal to the party line in terms of his-
tory education, and they remained so up until 1989. In contrast, the Institute
of History of the Academy of Sciences, which had no teaching functions,
brought together historians of various orientations. Hanak himself, who had
been part of the 1950s radical establishment, was able to maintain his influ-
ence inside the Institute. Directors Zsigmond Pal Pach (1967-1985) and Gy&r-
gy Ranki (1985-1988), loyal party members but also men who showed profes-
sional solidarity, regularly protected employees of the Institute. The Institute,
thus, became a home for both loyal historians and critical dissident intellectu-

29 Losonczi, “Eletmdd és tarsadalmi valtozasok.”
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als at the same time. Gabor Gyéni or Gabor Klaniczay® of the younger gener-
ation disseminated samizdat publications at the Institute, and Miklds Szabo
even delivered lectures at the flying universities held by the democratic oppo-
sition.

In Romania, in hostile academic environments, a few professionals connected
to the two disciplines tried not to break the rules, but to bend them. The Zoltan
Rostas Collection of oral history interviews and the Alexandru Barnea Collec-
tion of photographs illustrate the limited opportunities in communist Roma-
nia to transcend borders from the clandestine to the institutionalized. Profes-
sionals in the fields of history and sociology engaged in more or less prohibit-
ed activities out of either a kind of social commitment, not so much with the
hope of bringing about any changes, but rather to leave behind testimony for
the next generation, or simply as a hobby. Of these two collections, the Zoltan
Rostés private collection® stands out as something unique in the context of
Romania in the 1980s. It is an extraordinary example of a passion that devel-
oped in the grey zone of tolerance permitted by the regime into a profession
after the fall of the regime. It is ironic that the creator of the collection initiated
his endeavors following a unique opportunity to be exposed to genuine de-
bates among professionals on both sides of the Iron Curtain. This opportunity
was created by the World Congress of Historians in 1980, which Romania or-
ganized to mark the nationalist-communist celebration of the alleged 2050
years of continuous existence on the current territory of the country. This
event was an external stimulus in the foundation of this collection, because it
allowed Zoltan Rostas to benefit from a transfer of professional knowledge
and become familiar with the methods of oral history, which were totally un-
known in Romania. This kind of transnational exchange of ideas was extreme-
ly rare in a country which was as culturally isolated as Romania was after the
so-called July Theses. These “theses” proclaimed in 1971, hampered the free
circulation of professionals to and ideas from the West. One consequence of
their adoption was the gradual emergence of an alternative professional iden-
tity. When he embarked down this unusual path in communist Romania,
however, Rostas did not realize that he was doing something that demanded
courage, but only that he had undertaken an intellectual project that would be
interesting and useful as a way of bringing new material to enrich the docu-
mentary resources for social history. Rostas was also perfectly aware that he

30 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Gabor Klaniczay’s private collection”, by Heléna Hundk, 2018. Ac-
cessed: October 08, 2018.

31 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Zoltan Rostas Oral History Private Collection”, by Cristina Petres-
cu and Cristian Valeriu Pétrasconiu, 2017. Accessed July 2, 2018.
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could not publish the oral history interviews that he intended to carry out,
because the themes that interested him would not suit the official narratives.
At the same time, oral history was not explicitly forbidden, which meant that
his undertaking could be classed as “tolerated” by the regime, at long as it
remained a largely private venture. However, in their content, the oral history
interviews recorded by the owner of the collection in the 1980s conflicted with
the official system of values. Initially, Rostas aimed to capture not only the
societal changes, but also the cultural diversity of Bucharest. His multicultur-
al vision clearly conflicted with the homogenizing vision of the party state.
This collection also stands out because it preserved the memory of the school
of sociology, which was destroyed by the communist regime. Today, the re-
cordings in this collection constitute documents without parallel, since in the
period in question Rostas was the only person who collected these kinds of
testimonies on prohibited or marginalized topics. Reflecting on his own past
activity through the prism of the COURAGE research questions, he empha-
sized how important it was to be able to evaluate the limits of the political
system in order to know the extent of the regime’s tolerance. “What I was
doing when I went to do interviews was my own affair. The regime did not
forbid me, but nor did it encourage me; it was something tolerated. I would
always tell anyone everything about what I was doing. That was my way of
avoiding attracting the attention of the Securitate.” Indeed, there was no sur-
veillance file on Rostas in the Archives of CNSAS, which indicates that he
succeeded in maintaining the clandestine character of his activities until 1989.
His underground activity, however, became extremely important after 1989,
when he made use of his experiences and the collection he had gathered to
contribute decisively towards the institutionalization of oral history in the Ro-
manian academic world and helped further the introduction into his profes-
sion of Western standards. In short, this collection illustrates that even one
non-conformist can make a difference.

In contrast, the Alexandru Barnea Collection of photographs of histori-
cal monuments and entire Bucharest neighborhoods which were about to be
demolished by the Ceausescu regime offers a good example of the most typ-
ical cultural opposition undertaking practiced by historians.*? In part be-
cause they enjoyed very little liberty in their writings, which were supposed
simply to illustrate the 1974 party theses on national history, historians in
Romania tried to capture images of what was about to become of the past
before it was forever gone without trace. If the previous collection needed an
external impetus, this collection was triggered by an internal stimulus: the
implementation of the so-called program of urban systematization. This eu-
phemistic name was used to denote a policy of erasing entire areas of tradi-
tional urban architecture, dominated by villas and historical monuments, in

32 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Alexandru Barnea Photograph Private Collection”, by Cristina Pet-
rescu, and Cristian Valeriu Patrasconiu, 2017. Accessed: October 08, 2018.
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order to provide space for the construction of the communist style of hous-
ing, i.e. large blocks of flats. The Romanian communist regime, which was
increasingly using history to legitimize its authority, was removing any rem-
nant of a historical heritage that did not fit its atheist values, such as the old
churches and monasteries. The demolition of these historical monuments
represented one of the most typical dissident topics in Romania in the 1980s;
it also generated the only collective letter of protest endorsed by historians
and their only resolute action to internationalize this type of criticism of
Ceausescu’s domestic policies.>* Compared to a public protest, the Alexand-
ru Barnea Collection epitomizes what might be called a form of passive re-
sistance towards the policy of homogenizing and systematizing the urban
landscape of Romania, which stopped one step short of a public and open
expression of disagreement with the policy. The passive resistance found
form in the immortalizing on photographic paper or on slides of the historic
monuments about to be destroyed, as illustrated by Alexandru Barnea, a pas-
sionate amateur photographer, who turned his hobby into an act of cultural
opposition. If the critical discourse of dissidents regarding the abusive dem-
olitions served completely to discredit the Ceausescu regime internationally
by the end of the 1980s, the silent action of those who photographed the his-
toric monuments condemned by the regime ensured the preservation of their
memory for future generations. This passive resistance, which was practiced
not only by historians, but also by architects,* was not tolerated by the com-
munist authorities. Areas undergoing demolition could only be photo-
graphed clandestinely, and if the secret police noticed that anyone intended
to photograph an urban area before the bulldozers destroyed, it immediately
took action to prevent this. It, thus, telling that the Securitate opened and
kept a surveillance file on Alexandru Barnea. However, summing up his atti-
tude towards the communist regime, Barnea says, “I was somewhere on the
edge of the system, and didn’t stand out very much either one way or the
other. I could see what was happening, I could see that it was bad, that what
the people of the regime were doing was harmful, and my photographs are a
manner of speaking about the truth of that period.” In contrast to the Zoltan
Rostas Collection, the Alexandru Barnea Collection did not have a huge so-
cial impact; the only public role it played came with the publication, after
1989, of an article presenting the clandestine photographs taken in the 1980s.
The relevance of the collection, however, resides not in its public impact, but
in the typicality of its topic. The concern for preserving images of the vanish-
ing historical heritage in Romania in the late 1980s, whether through photo-

33 Giurescu, The Razing of Romania’s Past.
34 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Andrei Pandele Photograph Private Collection”, by Cristian Valeriu
Patrdasconiu and Cristina Petrescu, 2018, Accessed: October 6, 2018.
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graphs or by other means (for instance paintings)®, is comparable in magni-
tude only to the concern in Hungary for the rights of members of the Hun-
garian minority communities in the surrounding countries in this period.

Opportunities for the expression of dissent were different in socialist Yu-
goslavia. For critical sociologists or historians, it was possible to remain in
official institutions. This made it easier for them to move between the zones of
conformism and dissent. This condition, in turn, was connected to their
neo-Marxist intellectual background and social networks. The rise and fall of
neo-Marxist intellectual dissent in Yugoslavia can be observed through some
fascinating collections, including the Rudi Supek Personal Papers, a public
collection maintained by the Croatian State Archives. Croatian sociologist
Rudi Supek (1913-1993) systematically collected his private archive, which
was supplemented by his heirs after his death in 1992. They finally donated
the archive to the CSA in 2005. The collection offers numerous insights into
many aspects of Supek’s productive academic career, as well as his criticism
of the social system. The fund was never hidden from the Communist author-
ities, nor was it censored, and today it is very well preserved and accessible to
the public. It shows how sociology in Yugoslavia evolved from a discipline
almost entirely dependent on the ruling communist regime in the direction of
cultural opposition. This collection shows that there were opportunities to
express dissent without breaking the law and even some opportunities to use
the official infrastructure to voice disagreement. It also shows the limits of this
kind of dissent and the transition between resistance and conformism. Su-
pek’s collection offers a revealing illustration of the specificity of the relation-
ship between the Yugoslav authorities and the group of intellectuals gathered
around the critically oriented journal Praxis. The State funded their journal
and their Summer School in Korcula, but at the same time, they were criti-
cized by the communist political leaders.

Rudi Supek was the primary initiator and the President of the School,
which was held every summer until 1974. Originally conceived of as an aca-
demic lesson, the School soon became an international event which held open
critical discussions on a different subject each year. It was an international
gathering of philosophers and sociologists from all over the world. They ad-
vocated a neo-Marxist approach to philosophy and sociology. Soon, this
group was called praksisovci, meaning Praxis intellectuals, and their approach
was dubbed Praksis Orientation.3® The starting point of the Praxis Orientation

35 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Gheorghe Leahu Private Collection”, by Cristina Petrescu and
Corneliu Pintilescu, 2017. Accessed July 2, 2018.

36 In LeSaja’s book, the term praksisovci is defined as “thinkers of the Praksis Orientation” and is
translated as Praxis Thinkers. LeSaja, Praksis orijentacija, 246. We prefer and use the term “Pra-
xis intellectuals.”
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was Marx’s contention concerning the importance of the “ruthless criticism of
all that exists.”%”

The editorial of Praxis and the directors of the Korcula Summer School
continued to publish their journal and to hold their summer meetings until
the mid-1970s. They were always careful not to cross the limits, bearing in
mind that they still lived and worked in a society in which the Communist
Party had absolute power. They focused their criticism on different aberra-
tions in society, mostly blaming “bureaucratic elements” and rarely address-
ing the authorities directly. Furthermore, there were some differences be-
tween the Praxis group in Zagreb and the Praxis group in Belgrade. While
almost all Belgrade university professors participated in student demonstra-
tions in 1968, only three university professors in Zagreb (Gajo Petrovi¢, Milan
Kangrga, and Mladen Caladarevi¢) showed a significant interest in the stu-
dent movement. The rest remained passive. Rudi Supek said he was sick at
the time. It is difficult to grasp the real reasons for the passiveness of the Za-
greb intellectuals. Klasi¢ suggests that the reasons could include opportun-
ism, conformism, lack of civic courage, and the fear that support for students
would endanger the existence of the Praxis journal and the Kor¢ula Summer
School.®

Nevertheless, the final act against the Praxis intellectuals began in 1973,
when the official party newspaper Komunist characterized their School as a
form of “political opposition” and “the philosophy outside the Party,” allud-
ing to the open character of the School and the participation of intellectuals
from abroad. Although Supek responded in a letter addressed to the Komunist
journal defending the principle of “free discussion among various people
who had different opinions,”? the School could no longer receive any fund-
ing, neither from political nor from academic institutions, so the 1974 session
was the last one. At the same time, the editors of Praxis were accused of being
as revisionists who had abandoned Marxism in favor of subjectivist philoso-
phy. The authorities denied further financing for the journal, and although
they did not officially ban the journal, printshops were instructed not to ac-
cept further issues from Praxis, which prevented the editors to continue with
publishing.4

37 LeSaja, Praksis orijentacija, 246. On the other hand, a philosopher Neven Sesardi¢ believes that
the Praxis orientation does not represent a radical critique of the political system because the
idea of the “ruthless criticism of all that exists” was formulated first by Josip Broz Tito at the
8 congress of LCY in 1964. Sesardi¢, Iz analiticke perspektive, 228.

38 Klasi¢, Jugoslavija i svijet 1968, 208-13.

39 Letter from Rudi Supek to Milan Rakas, editor-in-chief of Komunist, 9 October 1973. In
COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Rudi Supek Personal Papers”, by Josip Mihaljevi¢, 2017. Accessed:
July 2, 2018.

40 COURAGE Registry, s.v. “Letter from the Joza Rozankovi¢ printing press addressed to the
Praxis editorial board, notifying them of the cancellation of printing services, March 19, 1975.
”, by Josip Mihaljevi¢, 2017. Accessed: September 26, 2018. For more on self-managing censor-
ship see the chapter on censorship in the Handbook.
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The case of the Praxis intellectuals shows that critical thinking could
emerge within the institutions, even within institutions that were ideological-
ly important to the authorities. The Praxis phenomenon only appeared within
the discipline which was considered “maidservant of ideology.” Praxis Intel-
lectuals primarily gathered in the Department of Sociology and the Depart-
ment of Philosophy of the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences in Za-
greb. So, sociologist Rudi Supek’s collection also offers vivid insights into the
development of sociology as an academic discipline. At the beginning of com-
munist rule in Yugoslavia, education, the arts, and the sciences were subject-
ed to ideological demands, and most of the professors from the social sciences
were members of the Communist Party. The Party appointed loyal or accept-
able cadres at the universities and the institutes that were important from the
perspective of communist ideology, so the interpretations of society and his-
tory were burdened with ideological mystifications.*! Supek, however, was
not a mere implementer of party directives, but also a first-class scholar.
Though he was a Marxist and Communist in his youth, he never became a
member of the CPY. At the end of 1939, he went to Paris, where he studied
psychology and became a member of the Communist Party of France (CPF)
and a member of the French resistance during the Second World War. In 1942,
he was arrested in Paris, and in 1944 he was held in Buchenwald, the infamous
Nazi concentration camp. After the war, he continued his education in Paris,
where he completed his PhD in psychology at the Sorbonne in 1952. In 1948,
after the proclamation of the Informbiro Resolution against Yugoslavia, the
leadership of the CPF asked Supek to attack Josip Broz Tito and the Yugoslav
leadership publicly. He refused, and he withdrew from the CPF and returned
to Yugoslavia in 1950. He worked as an academic researcher at several insti-
tutions, leaving a distinctive mark on the Faculty of Humanities and Social
Sc