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In At of a4 " <
) ' 1968, The Urechomlovak Communist Party

CINSY under a)
k ) exandex Dubtek vtompleted the Action Program,

& document that vagquely Cutlined a program tor

lemocratizatia
‘ on that Promised the citizens of Czechoslovakia

the right to Participate in the political decision-making

PIOCESS. as well as freedom Of the press, decentralization
of the overly bureaucratic €Conomy, and a free cultural
sphere where criticism of the government's policies would be
encouraged. Dub¥ek ang his regime attempted the fusion of
democratic, Political ang cultural spheres with a socialist
economic system: "Socialism with a human face." Opinion

polls of the time indicated that Dub¥ek commanded the

popularity unheard of for any national leader.: Only five
months after the Publication of the Action Program, on
August 27, the Warsaw Pact nations invaded the country in
order to put a stop to the lnovement. By 1969, all of the
reforms of this "Prague Spring" had disappeared.

One of the most important forces in initiating the
Prague Spring was the Czechoslovak Writers' Union.

Originally meant to be the cultural arm of the party's

lradio Free Europe; Audience and Public Opinion Research (Munich,
September, 1968), 1.



propaganda machine, the Union was somewhat successful in

resisting repeated attempts by Antonin Novotn§'s hard-line

regime to infiltrate and control it. The party line called

for writers to ingpire the nation in the building of a new

socialist society. According to Dusan Hamsik, former editor

of the Union's weekly, Literdrni noviny, that line meant
participating in "a harmonious chorus in which each voice
sang its own part strictly as the choirmaster indicated."?
The politicization of the cultural sphere was successful but
not in the way that the regime would have liked. The

suppression of creative freedom through censorship,

intimidation, and other means had the effect of

consolidating opposition to the regime within the Union.

In totalitarian regimes, the government tries to

monopolize of the power to produce knowledge. The
"knowledge" referred to here is not necessarily truth, or
scientific knowledge, however it may present itself as such.
This knowledge is a type of "social knowledge," or, in other
words, what is commonly held as truths and beliefs about the
surrounding world. This knowledge is intimately linked with
power, political or otherwise. The Czechoslovak Communist

Party wished to control the production of this knowledge
through what Antonin J. Liehm, one of the principal

reformers in the Writer's Union at the time of the Prague

2pusan Hamsik, Writers Against Rulers (New York, 1971), 32.



Sprin '
F 9. calls "transmission belts."' ‘These transmission

belts w ;
eére the insticutiong like labor unions, student

organiza
tions, farmerg: unions, and artistic unions that the

regim .
gime constructed in order to control society. The

Czech
oslovak Writers' Union was meant to be one of these

tran i
smission belts, as the regime wished to use the talents

of the writers andg intellectuals in the production of a

certain type of social knowledge, or "truth," about the

o o .
nation's political, social, and economic situation. Through

this production of knowledge, the party would be able to

ensure the survival of its power and dominance over

Czechoslovak society.
In the early years of the communist regime in

the party was fairly successful in

Czechoslovakia,
The Union was given some

controlling the Writers' Union.

degree of power and autonomy so that it would be able to
function effectively in its role as a transmission belt of

the regime's ideology. It controlled popular magazines and

journals, published its members' work for profit, and

Its power, however, was

controlled a large financial base.
eventually turned against the regime, as the Union's

as well as other sectors of society, began to

members,
spread a social knowledge that challenged the survival of

the regime. This "knowledge" claimed that the current
system of government was insufficient and had to be reformed

3antonin J. Liehm in Vladimir V. Kusin's The Czechoslovak Reform
Movement,; 1968 {(Santa Barbara, 1973), 72-73.



masses, their y
o
A rks were Widely reaq by the country's
eéducated clasge
s.
It muse be remembered that the nation was

ruled by a small e)jce

those in the governm "nre deatn, since ne 7 many of
. | €nt around him could be implicated in

F e man? atrocities of the Stalinist beriod. The government
ilncreasingly relied on Censorship and suppression because it
no longer was willing to usge the more brutal methods used
under Stalin, in order to hide the fact that the current
regime was responsible for the blood that had been spilled
in the fifties. The regime also tried to hide the desperate
economic situation of the early sixties from the population.
Anything that exposed the current situation in any way was
considered a danger to the safety of the state. This
suppression caused increasing resentment and consolidated
the regime's opponents.

the Writers' Union was

As Antonin J. Liehm contends,

the only institution within the party's power "pyramid" that
was able to oppose the regime openly. The party's attempts

to break the solidarity of the Union's members failed.® As

41,iehm in The Czechoslovak Reform Movement,



the re
®q ime *Ncounteredq an embarrassing eituation

ae iU IDCYeasingly Needed the 8ervices of the

intelligentsia, including the writers, but was not willing

to entertain the ideas of reform that Proliferated among

this group. The new power thar the intellectuals gained as

a result of the regimerg reliance on them eventually brought
Novotny and his supporters down . s

The culmination of nineteen years of this situation in
the cultural sphere finally came in gupe of 1967, with the
Fourth Writers' Congress. Leading writers and cultural
figures such as Ludvik Vaculik, Milan Kundera, vaclav Havel,
and Karel Kosik, openly dencunced the policies of the
current regime and called for morai, political, and social
reform. The dissenting speeches were harshly criticized by
the party representatives who attended the congress, and the
party took action against the writers and their Union. 1In
conjunction with other events at this time in
Czechoslovakia, the incident with the writers became sort of
an international embarrassment for Novotny. By this time he
was already losing hig legitimacy in other sectors of
society because of the nation's ailing economy and the
regime's slow pace of de-Stalinization. The mounting

opposition and the inability of the government to solve the

country's problems gave the impression to the Soviet Union

5H. Gordon Skilling, Czechoslovakia's Interrupted Revolution (Princeton,
1876}, 132.



lasted until August,

invaded. After Novotng‘

The Union Published political

journals nd i
3 » and its members SPoke at workers' meetings. The

mMOSt 1mportant Political act of the Union, however, was the

publication of the Two Thousang Words, on June 27, 196s8.
This manifesto called for 3 more humanistic form of
soclalism and ig Considered one of the major reasons for the

Soviet invasion in August. It went so0 far from the old

party line that even Dub¥ek was forced to distance himself
from it in order to aPpease party moderates and the Soviets .
The Czechoslovak Writers' Union became one of the most
influential forces in Czechoslovakia during the Prague
Spring. The cultural policies of the Novotny regime
politicized the Writers' Union as a force of opposition,
rather than transforming it into a party apparatus as was
intended. The Union was instrumental in bringing down the
regime because it could spread the "knowledge" of reform
despite the wishes of the Party. The Union was granted a

certain amount of power by the regime. This power, however,

was turned back upon the regime and contributed to its

downfall.



The Triumpn

Of the Communige g

In September of 1935
I
capitulated to Hitler:

Czech Sudetenlang

he Benes government, contributing

to the Communise party's Popularity after the war,

During the war Years, resistance ip the former

Czechoslovak lands was minimal. he Nazis were particularly

cruel there, at ocne point €Xecuting 23, 009 people after the

SESESEITRESh of ‘the Reichsprotector (a sort of governor) ,

Reinhard Heydrich.6¢ The CPCS at the outset of the war was

the only legal communist PAarty in any East European nation
and was a fairly strong political force. Tt was the only
organized institution that was able Lo carry out effective
resistance to the Nazi Ooccupation because of its traditional
emphasis on discipline and its strong ties to Moscow. The

high point for Czechoslovakia during the war was the Slovak

Uprising in 1944, when the forces of the communist-

®E. Garrison Walters, The Other Europe (New York, 1588), 283.



Contr01led Slovak Nationaj Counci)
were

‘ SBuccesgfy]
recapturing large parts of the count .
ry.

pack however,
into the hills.?

Because Czechoslovakia had not willfully joined th
e

Axis powers at the outset of the war, the Soviet Uni a
: nion did

not behave toward it as 3 defeated nation in the post
St-war
period. The Czechoslovak peocple looked toward the Soviet

Union and Stalin as liberators of their land. The cpes

enjoyed considerable popularity because of its association

with the Soviet Union, the Slovak Uprising, and its

opposition to the Western bourgeois democracies that had

sacrificed Czechoslovakia at Munich. Its membership in 1945

was over one-million, and in May 1946, it won more than any
other party with 38% of the vote.® But as the war receded
further into the past, the party began to lose its support.
The new system that was being imposed by the the Soviet
contrlled party went against the the democratic tradition
that had developed during the inter-war period. As a
result, the CPCS resorted to the traditional communist
"salami tactics," of takeover. The party infiltrated trade
unions, professional organizations, and other political

parties, and then "sliced off" the more right wing factions

into a
Of these organizations. The party also entered int

i iz 1l ©F
"National Front" with other parties, selzing contro

T —

7Walters, 283.
Ule, 116-117.
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state apparatuses such ag the police

the ministry of the
interior, and the government bureaucrg

CY¥. The Communists
then forced president Bepew LO issue an or

der for Oone-party
Under the Juise of the National
rront, the CPCS controlleg the nation.

rule in February 1948,

Party leader Klement

Gottwald assumed the presidency, ang a new constitution was

ratified in May 1948. The CPCS then swelleqd to 2.5 million

members in March of that same year.® Many writers,
intellectuals, and other members of the intelligentsia
supported the coup, looking forward to the coming socialist

utopia .

Ule, 118-119.
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The Stalinization of Culture

Gottwald had convinced Stalin during the war that
a

gradual pace of socialization would be appropriate for a
nation like Czechoslovakia that hag enjoyed a tradition of
real parliamentary democracy in the inter-war period. After
the Italian and French communist parties had failed to
become part of their respective govermments, Stalin became
impatient and formed the Cominform (Communist Information
Bureau). The Cominform's purpose was to integrate the
various Soviet block parties under one ideoclogical and
administrative head.l® Under the leadership of the
Cominform, Czechoslovak society was to be reorganized on the

Soviet model with little regard for its native structure and

traditions.
according to Antonin J. Liehm, the

and all

As mentioned before,

i ' odel
regime erected a power pyramid on the Soviet m ;
issi belts of

of its institutions were meant to be transmission
ansmission belts took the form

the regime's orders. These i o
farmers,

students,
of unions for interest groups such as

The Minister of Culture, vaclav

workers, and artists. |
of the CPCS proclalmed the

Kopecky, at the 9th congress

d the cultural sphere when he said,

Tegime's attitude towar
of the Prague Spring

riglins
10vladimir V. Kugin, The Intellectual orig

(Cambridge, 1971), 8-10-
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«The new llLerary and artistjc Production j
18 an importan
t

. . :I

¥ Sl

union was meant to play the role of the regime's ideological
Ologica

transmission belt . 12

Strict control was initially enforced in the cultural
sphere. The state had a monopoly on all publishing,
nationalized the film and théater industries, and retained
strict censorship standards on all magazines, journals, and
newspapers through the party's ideological department.

Wworks of writers such as Jaroslav Ha¥ek, who wrote The Good
Soldier Schweik, Franz Kafka, and others that did not seem
to support the ideological position of the party, were
denounced as "bourgeois," and banned. Only strict adherence

to the theory of "Socialist Realism" in the arts and

literature was tolerated. The proceedings of the First

Writers' Congress in 1946 exemplify this atmosphere, where

Poet Frantisek Halas declared in his speech, "The First

great task of literature and its creators is to show the

moral greatness of socialism and its side to fight for the

coming justice."?® Another poet, Jaroslav seifert, closed

the wverse, "You, who are

his work, "Song of Freedom" with

21 Ferment and Dissent in

Czechoslovakia (Washington, 1969) . Movement: 1968 (Santa
“antons ; ; czechoslovak Reform
nin J. Liehm in The 72.

o in
dimir V. Kusbl1 .
Communist an

90) ! 70'

Barbara, 1973), ed, by via d Ex-Communist

“Peter Hruby, Daydreams and Nﬁghtmafif;lg
Litaature; 19u7-1987 [(New JOrk
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Older' change the world; be in good health

n S our President,
saltny, grea talin. " .
pe R Resistance to the regime was

minimal during the f£irst years of the new Tepublic b
ecause
many believed that they were taking part in a humanisti
ic

movement that would soon bring the triumph of the working

classes over capitalism. Even so, resistance to the regime

was not be tolerated and was dealt with through
jmprisonment, OY in some cases, execution under the
accusation of "bourgeois nationalism.®

The preconditions for future resistance were already
contained within the structure of the Writers' Union. It
was given a large Literary Fund that was initially intended
as a monetary incentive for the writers to support the
regime. The fund instead became shield against the
pressures of conformity, and was used to support those
members who might f£all into disfavor in the party's eyes.
The Union ran its own publishing house, published its owm
journals, and sold its members' works abroad as well as
home, reaping considerable profits for itself and the
government. It was alsc given its own administrative and
governmental structure, modeled on the party's, with a

central committee, presidium, & secretariat, and a control

commission run solely by writers who were members of the

party.1s

—_—

14
15Hrub’!. Daydreems and Nightmares, 79 ent, 69-
Liehm, ip The Czechoslovak Reform Movem '



It became the only

of Mounting ap
ffensive against the Powerful party 1,
o

adership. por tpig
eason, the regime attempted to Strip the Union of
r

SOme of
its influence through Ccensorship,

threat:s, infiltration, and

financial pressure, but with only limiteqg success.
1711

These
tempts would further polarize relations between the top
atte

of
he pyramid, the party Central Committee, and the Writers:
the p ’

Union.

73.
vement,
slovak Reform Mo
“*Liehm, in The Czecho
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The Thay of 195¢

Between 1948 and
1953, the Gottwalqg regime folj
Ollowed the

1ead of the Soviet Union ang Joseph Stalin j
| in its polic
ing. It elimi ' '
naking minated its opponents through threat
ats, police

suppression, lmprisonment, and executiong A
: 8 was noted

earlier, Czechoslovak prisons ang Concentration ¢ h
amps housed

over 100,000 political prisoners during the 1950's. T
- =

cominform used Tito's deviation from the Soviet economic
model as an excuse to tighten the Soviet Union's grip on the
nations of Eastern Europe.'?” As noted earlier, in 1951,
CPCS secretary general Rudolf Slansky, and eleven others
were hanged as "Titoists," after they were forced to recite
their own confessions in the courtroom. These trials and
other atrocities of the period would later reflect on the

Novotny regime, when he and other officials would be

implicated in them.

In 1953 both Stalin and Gottwald died. Novotny took

over the leadership of the CPCS rather painlessly and

i i ious regime.
continued the same Stalinist line as the previou g
' rt the Soviet
Khrushchev, Stalin's successor. tried to sta
56, at the CPSU
party on a more revisionist course. In 1956.

hchev denounced th
inist era, and calle

e hard-line

20th Party Congress, Knrus

4 for

policies and represS

al Trials," grudies in
102.

he Politic
’Karel Kaplan, "Thoughts About; Of-;l 5, ppril 1969

Comparative Communl s,



le

however, there was a call for a ¥a

of the Stalinist period, and an investigation into the

political trials of the fifties,

Some Of the liberal forces in Czechoslovakis that had

been unleashed by Khrushchev's criticism of Stalin were

represented in the Second Czechoslovak Writers' Congress of

April 1956. The proceedings of thig Congress escaped the

intentions of its organizers, and followed a much different

course than the First Congress. Jaroslav sSeifert took up a
much different stance this time than at the previous
Congress. He complained that "a man presided over Czech
literature who did not even know Czech." This same official
had ordered the confiscation and destruction of many books.

Seifert advised-:

May we truly be the conscience of our own people.
Believe me, I am afraid we have not been that for
Qquite a few years; we have not been the conscience
©f the masses, the conscience of millions; we have
not even been the conscience of ourselves . . . If

Somebody else keeps silent about the truth, it can

i i ilent
be a tactical manoeuvre. If a writer 1s s

about the truth, he is lying.*?

- rosiav Seifert (New York,
George Gibian, ed. The Selected Poetry of Ja
1986), 8-9.
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Mfatko also spoke out against Censorship and expressed
concern over the atmosphere of terror that existed in the
country. The writersg €ven succeeded in electing a liberal
Union presidium.

Students followed the lead of the writers and turned
the traditional May Day Majales Festival into an anti-
government protest, calling for increased political liberty,
abolition of censorship, and the freedom to travel abroad.
The protest was brutally suppressed by the police.?s

The thaw of 1956 did not last long, as events in other
parts of the Eastern Bloc prompted the Czechoslovak
government to put a stop to the liberalization movement.
1956 had seen an attempted uprising in Poland, and a
revolution in Hungary that was stopped by the Soviet Red
Army. Novotny and his regime wanted no part in any

liberalization course that would compromise their power and

cause the intervention of the Soviet Union. At a national

party conference in June, Novotny harangued the writers for

their "attacks against our people's democratic system," and

their display of wynprincipled liberalism. "2 The

proceedings of the Congress were not published, and the

press launched vigorous attacks against the writers.

Frantisek Hrubin was eventually forced to renounce his

(New York, 1980), 66.

1®Hruby, Fools and Hexros O e rment, 22.

>%Whelan, Agpects of Intellectua
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speech to the Congressg in fro
nt of a wrj
lterg:!

session in 1957,

regime. Even as late as 1959, a8 proof that the party had
rty ha

not recovered from the blow, orthogoy Communist Ladislav

Stoll addressed the All-State Writersg: Conference with a

speech entitled "To Make angd End to the Tradition of the
spirit of the Second Writers: Congress." At this same
conference, the pro-regime poet Pavel Kohout, criticized
Seifert for his unorthodox political views, 22

In the late fifties, the regime also attacked the
financial well-being of the writers in order to induce
conformity. A popular anecdote in the literary community at
this time was an alleged conversation between Novotny and
Khrushchev. Khrushchev supposedly inquired about the
Czechoslovak government's inability to silence the writers'

criticisms. He asked, "After all, they are like a sparrow

in the palm of your hand. And what do you do when you catch

a bird in your hand?"' Novotny replied:

You hold the sparrow by his legs and you pull out

. e
all of his feathers, one at a time. When he
and what happens?

bare, you open your hand -- . |
. e the bird is shivering

Your palm is nice and warm,

zlwhElanr Aspects of Intellectual Ferment, 22.

22
Hruby, Daydreams and Nightmares, 123
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. the ¢ ldl '
T o he'll be only too glag Lo snuggle up

to you.?3

The government followed thig polic
Y and began to i
mpose a

heavy tax on the writer's workg 2

after the thaw of 1956, the Party's attempt to crack

down on the liberalization push was Somewhat successful in
silencing criticism, especially through its pressure on the
writers' Union. The regime could no longer use the brutal
force that it once had used, however, because it had to
pander to the Kremlin's line of de-Stalinization. The
regime slowly began to lose its legitimacy during the late
fifties and early sixties, as a result of its resistance to
de-Stalinization, and the worsening economic situation in
the country. The regime could no longer tolerate the true
situation of the nation being exposed to the population.

Novotny and his government increasingly used censorship and

economic coercion to silence the Writer's Union, only

causing a widening of the rift between the party leadership

and the writers. Despite the government's policies, or more

likely, as a result of them, criticism increased and finally

exploded in the mid-sixties. The regime was forced to

capitulate to calls for reform to a certain dedree,

therefore further weakening its control and legitimacy.

t, 74 .
23Liehm in The Czechoslovak Reform Movemen

#Ibid,, 15.
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= ; .
The Contrlbutlon of Liter&rny noviny

Wri [
The Writers' Union began O publish itg own jo 1
urna n

1952. The name of thig journal wag Literdrns noviny

(Literary News). Like the Union, the journal was get y
P

with what appeared to be an autonomous structyre. The
editorial board, which oversaw general matters such as the
ideological direction of the journal, and the staff itself
were composed mainly of Union members, although their was no
specific regulation regarding this. The contributors to the
journal also needed not be Union members. The Party kept a
de facto control over the journal and the Union through
intimidation and covert manipulation.

This behind the scenes control failed in the long run
as Literdrni noviny gained in popularity and the Union
achieved a certain amount of financial independence. From
1956 to its official dissolution in 1969, the journal's

circulation, which was usual lower than its actual demand,

averaged about 130,000, and often reached 300,000. By

comparison the nation's largest daily had a circulation of

only 900, 000.25
Ever since the slow cultural thaw that had been

initiated in 1956, the Union began to reap rather large
profits from the sale of previously banned works. With its
i easingl
growing Literary Fund it was able to become incr gly
T3 i kia: A
**Rudolf Perina, Intellectuals and pol_:'tzcal Chaggio.:f; C‘zles"c:;o—sllg?;a
History of Literarni Noviny and its Contribu ;
{Columbia, 1977). 5-6.
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intellectual community j
1 nity in 9eneral, rather tha
N merely being

an ideological transmisgion belt of the
Party. 1In 1963,

sef Rybék, a c :
Jo = cnservative Party supporter left th
' e post

with a prominent reformer Milan Jungmann While th
X e e Party

did not endorse this move, it let him act as the editor f
or

two years without official confirmation, This replacement

of the old-guard with the younger more reform-minded writers
is typical of the Union in general. 1In a random sample of
issues of Literidrni noviny from 1956 to 1965, Rudolf Perina
has noted a 75% turnover of contributors. 26 Many of the new
contributors had come of age during the war and the ensuing
revolution in 1948 and had actively supported the regime
during its first few years. These same writers, such as

Milan Kundera, Eduard Goldsticker, and Ludvik Vaculik would

help to destroy that same regime in 1968.
As Literdrni noviny became more progressive, or

reformist, during the late fifties and early sixties, it

increasingly came under fire from the Party. Starting in

late 1963, the journal was suddenly the victim of attacks

from Rudé Privo and other Party publications for

"unprincipled liberalism" among other Marxist cliches.?’” At
a December meeting of the party's Central Committee the

Union was heavily criticized. The committee produced a

i -200.
26Perina, Intellectuals and political Change, 1939

2 .
"Ibid,, 201.
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greater Tesponsibility® or face

: eased censorship.2s i
— p The Party liveg Up to its word as

the censors altered or confiscated 124 documents in 19ga
4, as

opposed to only 25 times ip 1963, 28

The Party's intimidation failed, however, and the

intellectuals and writers continued to contribute more and
more bold criticisms and calls for reform. Some of the most
provocative and influential contributors were Petr Karvas,
Antonin J. Liehm, Ivan Svitak, Milan Kundera, Karel Kosik,
Ladislav MMa¥ko, among many others. Their articles ranged
from topics such as de-Stalinization, economic ge-
centralization, repudiations of "socialist realism in the
arts and letters, to the humanization of Marxist philosophy.

In 1967 a new censorship law was passed that officially

was to regulate the actions of the censors. But the

Publishing Board again mutilated Literdrni povinmy, this time

on 141 occasions.3® The campaign of official criticism

against the journal was renewed. The journal and its

contributors became even more bold in their criticisms. In
One article during a that year, Antonin J. Liehm called for
the formulation of "positive socialist altermatives," to the

- 02.
28Perinr:l, Intellectuals and Political Change, 2

29Ham51k, Writers Against Rulers, 141.

Ibid,



criticized the
cCO
UnNtry's lack of "eivil
Courage, 131

The writers
wer
is call as
they

planned for the F
ourth Writers: Congres
S. The Con
gress

finally opened up on
pushed back by th e e e Fepeatediy bed
e | € authorities. The Party leadershi eing
- €enl lgnorant to the potential of all fs b
g ering of dissatisfied intellectuals, and tz:;nj‘:
id their

best to reduce the event's impact

—_—

31
Peri
ina, Intellectuals and Pol

itical Change, 230-232.
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Writers Push for Reform

The late fifti :
ties ang €arly sixties in Czechoslovakia

were characterized by g Cultural awakening. The period

wvitnessed EHe Febirth of sociology, history, philosophy and

political science outside of Sterile Marxist ideology.3?

Many philosophers, writers and social scientists questioned

F

the policies of the regime and conceptualized new political
social, and cultural models. Some of the Union's members
contributed to the discussion and were instrumental in the
reform movement that would bear fruit in 1968. The most
important and well known reformers in the union that would
challenge the regime in '67 and '68, were Karel Kosik,
Vaclav Havel, Ivan Svitdk, Milan Kundera, and Ludvik
Vaculik. An examination of all of the works of these men
would be a large research project in itself, but a brief
discussion of some of their ideas will contribute to a
greater understanding of their actions and the actions of

the Writers' Union of which they were members.

1 Jution
*2H. Gordon Skilling, Czechoslo—wakza's Interrupted Revolu
(Princeton, 1976), 90-133.
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socialism than the existing one. One of the most j
important

philosophers that dealt with this problem was Karel K
e osik.

His prominence in the Prague Spring is demonstrated by hj
is

election to Party Presidium at the Fourteenth Congressjust

after the Soviet Invasion of August 1968

Kosik was a philosophy professor at Charles University
in Prague. During the fifties he served the regime by
merely regurgitating the party line. an example may be
found in a review in 1950 of a new edition of Engels' The

German Peasant War. Kosik states:

Peasant uprisings can lead to success only
when -- teaches comrade Stalin -- they are linked

to workers uprisings and if the workers direct the

peasant uprisings . Bourgeois thickheaded

persons cannot explain medieval religious
struggles otherwise than as nonsensical quarrels

about interpretation of the Bible and wrangling of
scholastic theologians S

In 1954 he slandered one of Czechoslovakia's fathers of
i GE1Eic-

democraCY, Thomas Masaryk, for assuming " a par

ician . in order

opportunist pose, of a bourgeois polit

33
Hxuby, rools and Heros 188.
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gtalinist system.
puring the late 19501
rhe regime.

1948 contained within it 3 concept of man that
at was

denigrating to humanity ang irreconcilable with reality

The official Man was "Homo economicus a manipulatable

unit . . . . Dblind to the needs of others, unthinking
f

unfeeling, prone to demoralization. The system produced

and reproduced these people because it needed them for its
survival. The system did not account for "the grotesque,
the tragic, the absurd, death, laughter, conscience
moral responsibility, and other human phenomena." Under the
present system man was an cbject that was manipulated for
the end of production.3® Man therefore becomes alienated in
the absurd world of his own political, economic, and
bureaucratic creations.

The theme of alienation and the absurdity of the human
condition is a pervasive one in modern Czechoslovak culture.

One of the most influential writers on these themes in Czech

cultural history was Franz Kafka, who was rehabilitated by

the Novotn§ regime in 1963. Many of the philosophers and

intellectuals of the sixties in Czechoslovakia saw Kafka as

24Hruby, Fools and Heros, 189. (New York,
®Karel Kosik in Antonin J. Liehm

1971), 398-399, 404.

s The Politics of Culture
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gort of prophet of the alienation and absurdity
Tr | . thﬂt
1C communism and i
auc a Capltalism W a
rat ould bring They spaw
.

chemselves in the same predicament ag his charact
ers. kKoeik

nimself wrote that Kafka's worig i

. The world of the absurdity of human

: thought
and action, of human dreams, a worlg oF & g

monstrous and unintelligible labyrinth a world of
human powerlessness in the network of the

bureaucratic machines, mechanisms and reified
creations.3¢

Kosik saw a way out of this predicament, however,
through a new definition of man. 1In his Dialectics of the
Concrete, he sees man as being defined by his concrete
actions and practices. This concept of "practices” goes
beyond the traditional Marxist definition of practices,
where human action is seen only in the context of
production, class interest and struggle, or in the interest

of the party leadership. According to Kosik:

In addition to the element of work, practice also

comprehends an existential element. It manifests

itself not only in man's objective activity

whereby he transforms nature and he imparts human
o in the

value to natural materials, but als
the molding of

formation of the human personality,

the human subject wherein existential elements
] C.

such as dread, disgust, J9Y: laughter, hope, et

36
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enter into play, not ag Passive

' . "experience,' but
as ingredients in the Struggle ¢

or recognition ..
i.e., the process of tpe realizip

9 of humap
freedom.?7

man must create himself througn independent ang free action

rThrough action, man realizes hig freedom.

But this action
;s more than mere productive activity.
1

Kosik'sg "practicen
also encompasses uniquely human éxXperience such as simple

Through acceptance of the Party's orthodox view of

practice, the individual suppresses his Own reason and
conscience in the hopes of a better socialist society

somewhere in the future. *Existential elements" are not

recognized under the system because they do not serve the
interests of the future that the system looks forward to.

Humanity is ironically repressed and enslaved for the hope

of freedom.

To 'live in the future' and to 'anticipate events'
in a certain sense means denial of life: th?
individual does not live in the presenc.:e [sic] but
in the future because he negates what 1s al'.ld
anticipates what is not, his 1i?e h;a:gpens in
futility, i.e. in non-authenticity.

g of
't ‘ll in Prablejns
Peter Lugg, Philosophy in Search of3 GReall Y
Communism, July -October 1969, .
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n becomes alienategd

g, ma no
™Y t only from the
4 soCietY' but also from hig s < Qovernmen:
e : ue self. pyrep v
-officlal man of The Party ig inclined ¢ SImore, the
oward pra
Cticeg

chat are morally reprehensible to him f
. Or the ¢
ocialism. This contributed to an atmg h uture of
Sphere whe
r'e

acrOCities could be committed by party memb
embers in th
e name

of gocialism during the fifties.

vaclav Havel

The intellectual consciousness in Czechosl ' i
this period is exemplified by the popularity ofozzzla e
jiterature of Sartre, Camus, Kafka, and Ionesco. One of the
most popular young literary figures in the country at this
time was VAclav Havel, with his absurdist plays, The
Memorandum, and The Garden Party, his most important works

of this period. In regard to the theme of these two works,

avel said in an interview in 1968, that alienation of the

modern individual

er-increasing tension
technical approaches to
nd the real needs and

originates in the ev
between the scientific and
reality on the one hand, a
possibilities of human indiv

We possess more and more data

iduality on the other.
about man, about
he picture of the

society, about ourselves, yet t
ledge gives us 1S

world which this scientific know

less and less applicable to Our own lives.



| | The speech
was later printed in part ip g Czech literary

magazine and
discussed the subject which he called "evasive thinking.»

In the speech, Havel mentioned ap €vent in Prague when a

window ledge fell from a building, killing a woman. Soon

afterward an article appeared a major paper that commented

on the public outcry that followed the event. The author

stated that one should be thankful that at the present time
one had the right to criticize such a lack of foresight by
the proper authorities. He then went on to praise all of
the progress that had occurred toward the goal of socialism
in Czechoslovakia. The author then implied that there was
often too much criticism of the present system, and too much

' 40
attention paid to unimportant matters.

. - E
Havel used this illustration to explain what he mean

o of
by the "evasive thinking" that had become, £he BEAtUS G

, roblem of window
his society. The issue at hand, the p

by "false
ledges falling on people, had been clouded by
e

39\7&015“: Havel in Liehm's Th€ Politz
40 (London,
Vaclav Havel, Open Letters,

cs of Culture, 384.
1991} ' 10-11.
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contextualization. "4l mqpe '
immediate problem was

u 1 '
a context that renders it meaning] put within
ess,

In this mode of

ht, "th '
thoug e false testimony ang forged documents of th
e

show trials" of the Stalinist era were explained to b
e

ncreated by the atmosphere of the cylt of personality,®

instead of by real individuals. oOne would say that a

hydroelectric dam was built by "the atmosphere of enthusiasm
for building" instead of by the workers on the project.%?
The individual person or specific issue gets lost in this
linguistic ritual of "false contextualization" and the
proper foci of problems are never addressed. In this sense,
the human becomes linguistically alienated from the focus of

political discussion.

For Havel, as well as Kosik, the way out of alienation

was through concrete action. Actions are seen for their

concrete positive or negative effects in the liberation of

the individual from his alienation, not as "Marxist, " or

"bourgeois" acts.®

Ivan Sviték

Ivan Sviték, also played a

philosopher and activist,

. £
pivotal role in the prague spring. EVeR though he was not &
union, he dealt closely with other

member of the Writers' .
also published in the Union's

members of the union and was

‘lgavel, Open Letters:
%2Havel, Open Letters:
$34avel in Liehm's 7h€

15-16.

politics © re, 390-391.

£ cultu
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journals. Like Kosik, svitgk
s paBt was tain .
ted with

mi i :
of Economic Sciences in Prague. Being attacked by the party

central Committee for lacking discipline in 1956, he set out
to prove his loyalty to the regime through a series of anti-
religious articles. 1In 1964 he again came under attack by
the Central Committee for a study on the tasks of philosophy
that he had attempted to publish. The Committee reviewed
the article and decided to expel him from the Institute of

philosophy and the Party, citing the following passage:

A philosopher shouldn't be a household servant, a
drudge of concocted laws, and a qualified clown
who professes the spirit and depth of science
where only yawns an abyss of spiritlessness.®

From this point onward, Svitdk would become one of the most

radical critics of the Novotny regime and bureaucratic
socialism in general.
Svitak was highly suspicious of the ability of the

party to push reform in the direction of democracy. His
cynicism was shared by many others because of the party's

e
dismal record of pseudo-reform. He expressed extrem

party apparatus and wished that the

dissatisfaction with the
ia could dispense of it

working class and the jntelligents

altogether.

4
*Hruby, Fools and Heros,20l.
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Apparatchiks have become accusto
the people, the working class anpg the

int?lligentsia, like children, ag objects to b
manlp?lated. They have been ang still are )
managing our work, our ideas,

med to treating

our confidence and
our money badly . . . We know all about them, and
we say -- 'Enoughi'4s ’

In the state that Svitsk envisioned, the communist
party would not assume the dictatorial role that it
currently did. The state would be ruled in by a Western
style parliament, with the full participation of the

population.

The path of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia
to power and towards the leading role in this
country can only lead through a properly elected
parliament . . . Elections as an expression of the
secret will of the electors will cleanse the
Communist party of its obsession with the idea
that the future of the state and of socialism

depends on the Party alone.*®
The most pressing problem today is to replace

totalitarian dictatorship TO solv? Fhfs
it requires the real possibility of
rat least as extensive as

-

problem
human and civil rights

echnicians of the
and Andrew Ritchie's

arT
‘ the Workers an
“Ivan svitak, "Open Letter =0 & -~ = " Alex Pravda,

Doubrava Mine," in Andrew 3 178-179.
Czechoglovakia, (London, 197 hésjovakia;27
“®Svitsk, "what Words Can Do, " Czec

g-281.
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shiose ek 'tle bourgeois-democrat i
Czechoslovakia . 147

Needless to Say, these ideas shocked may of the old-

guard communists, and Party apparatchiks, Svitdk was

advocating a political system much like that of the Western
"bourgeois" democracies, where the citizenry would be

allowed to choose the type of leaders that they wished,

Communist or otherwise. To members of the Party leadership
this seemed reactionary.

Another reason for the Party's suspicion of Svitik was
that his analyses were more politically pertinent than the
abstract theorizing of Kosik. Svitdk also took a more
activist stance than many other intellectuals. In 1968 he
was invited to attend a workers' meeting at the Doubrava
Mine where he talked with the delegates for eight hours. As
a result of the meeting, the Mine's conservative

representative was not reelected to represent the miners at

the Fourteenth Party Congress. On April 2 of that same year

an article of his appeared in a journal calling for an

investigation into the death of Jan Masaryk,

Czechoslovakia's great democratic leader. The article

supplied evidence that implied that the Czech Security had
collaborated with the Soviet secret police in murdering

Masaryk.

rg and Technicians . . .
‘7Svitdk, "Open Letter to the Worke

Czechoslovakia, 180.
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for fear that

the Soviets might intervene. This situation intensified as

EHE RopeieEion. End especially the intelligentsia pushed

for greater reform, and the Party leadership became more

resistant.
Milan Kundera

Of all of the writers associated with the Prague
Spring, the most widely read is probably the novelist Milan
Kundera. He is known for his ironic and erotic novels, The
Joke, Life is Elsewhere, and more recently, The Unbearable
Lightness of Being. Although Kundera denies that he is a
political writer, his works have definite implications for

the political realm, especially with respect to the

individuals relation to it. Aside from his literary work,

he was also a politically active member of the Writers'

Union. He contributed many article to Czech journals,

including Liter&rni Noviny. He also initiated the stormy

session of the Fourth Writers' Congress in June of 1968.

At the age of fourteerl Kundera began to write poetry.

i Brn

In 1948, at the age of nineteen he 1eft his hometown of o
use his talent in

i to
to study Film in Prague. He wished
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Like many other
ommunist Party with

a youthful zeal to Participate ip the genesi £
1s of a new

scriptwriter left Something to be desired, so he took
; € took up

poetry again.

Kundera's first book was entitled "Man the vast
Garden, " and was a collection of love poems. It was
criticized for being concerned with individual love, instead
of portraying people as workers in the collective joy of
socialism. He was kicked out of the party for this
transgression.

In 1956 he published a lengthy poem dedicated to the
country's communist hero, Julius Fucik, who supposedly
resisted conceding information to Nazi torturers during the
War. He was readmitted to the party for his efforts. From
then on, however, he was continually criticized by the Party

for his poetry, and later on for his novels.

Late in the fifties and early sixties, Kundera devoted

himself first to literary criticism, and then to drama. He

also did extensive translation of foreign works. His first

novel, The Joke, was published in 1967. The book exposed

the absurdities of (zechoslovak 1ife since 1948, and was an

. s o ] with the dream of
expression of Kundera's disillusionment

communism.

137

o i i politics of Culture,
“Milan Kundera, interview 1n Leihm's The
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courses on revolutionary Strategies. The note reads

Optimism is the opium of the people!
The healthy atmosphere stinks!
Long live Trotsky!

Ludvikas

Ludvik is found guilty of anti-state activities by a student
court and sent to work in coal mines for seven years.
Hardened by his sentence, Ludvik devises a plan to avenge
himself through sadistically seducing the wife of a former
friend who had betrayed him during his time as a student.
The plan fails because the woman enjoys the humiliating

treatment. Ludvik is a product of a regime and a society

that has no sense of humor. Kundera has remarked about the

Stalinist period in his country:

The period we are discussing had no sense of
humor, but unwittingly it produced some marvelous
paradoxes. In art, the official doctrine was
realism. But it was forbidden to speak of the

The cult of youth was publicly celebrated,

real.
outh was frustrated

but our enjoyment of our ¥y .
Official slogans were full of joy, yet we didn't

4 o
dare to even play the slightest prank.?

114 : i g Laughable Loves. (New
49Phlllp Roth, introduction to Milan Kundera

York, 1974), x-xiii.
£ G 41.
50Kt.mc;ier»a, in Liehm's The Politics of culture,l
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similarly, according to Kundera, socialism, a doctrine that
is based on the elevation and liberation of humanity,
subverted humanistic values. The regime utilized cruelty,
repression, denunciation, and intimidation in the service of
its supposed humanistic goals.s1

Ludvik's attempt at revenge reveals another aspect of
Kundera's work that pertains to his analysis of Stalinism.
His characters often take pPleasure in humiliating and
abusing women sexually, and discover the dichotomy between
physical pleasure and love. These themes were first
explored in his collection of short stories, Laughable
Loves, and then developed more fully in The Joke and his
later works. Like the system that he criticizes, people are
also capable of extreme cruelty and sadism. His cynical

view of humanity and its paradoxes was no doubt influenced

by his disillusionment with the dream of his younger years

and the society around him.

At the time of the Prague Spring Kundera also

entertained a nationalist attitude concerning the role of

Czech culture in the world. In August of 1968, Kundera

published an article in iterdrni Noviny entitled, "The

which criticized the Soviet Union's

Small and the Big"
constant interference in czechoslovak affairs. After the
era praised the czechs for proof of

Soviet invasion, Kund

1 re, 141.
*lKundera, in Liehm's ZThe politics of Cultu



SUPEriority over the Russians through their non-violent,

passive resistance.

Czech patriotism does not have its roots in
fanaticism but in Criticism; that is what I find
imposing in my nation, that is why I love it

This criticism which underpinned the whole of the
Czechoslovak Spring and which was able to
withstand the attacks of lies and irrationality in
the Fall, is not the property of just an elite; it
has proved to be the greatest virtue of the whole
nation.S2

39

Also in an interview in 1967, Kundera discussed the problem

of the realization and preservation of Czech culture. With

regard to the twentieth century trend of greater integration

of cultures through electronic communication he declared:

All small nations are threatened by this
integrationist trend, and they can defend
themselves only by the intensity of their own
culture . . . and nothing else . . . Under these
circumstances, ideological snoopers or political
bigots who try to prevent our current cultural
expansion jeopardize our Vvery future as a European

nation.53

Kundera

thrust of the Prague Spring.

1 6.
szﬂmb}’; Daydreams and Nightmares, 24

-150.
S'Kundera, in The Politics of Culture, 123

's thought and writing seem to epitomize the

Like many other intellectuals
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and writers of thisg Period in Czechoslovakia, he originally
supported the regime and believed in the Party's plan for
the forging of a new society. He became disillusioned with
the party, and in Kundera's case, with humanity in general.
By 1968, he was so disturbed by the condition of his nation
that he resolved to declare war on the regime that he once
supported. He wished to overturn the situation of Soviet
hegemony in Czechoslovak life and to destroy the system that

was the product of this dominance.

Ludvik Vaculik

Ludvik Vaculik was perhaps the most outspoken and

courageous writer involved in the Prague Spring. His work

amounts to a complete and outright rejection of the

leadership of the Party and the state. His novels are

highly biographical, and concerned with the social

degeneration brought on by Stalinism. During the Writers'

Congress he proclaimed that socialism in Czechoslovakia had

not succeeded in solving even a single problem in society.
Por his accusation he was deprived of his party membership

and accused of anarchism. After the fall of Novotny his
party membership was restored. During the brief period of
cultural freedom, he wrote many articles and also created
Thousand Words manifesto that was one of the

the famous Two

pretexts for the soviet invasion of August 1968.
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Vaculi ,
k worked as an apprentice in a shoe factory
ing th
during € war and afterward he moved to Prague to continue

his studies. While still working at the factory he joined

the Communist Party because, "It was supported by

literature, by theory, and it presented an extensive
program, whereas the other parties defined themselves only
in a negative sense."5 He soon lost faith in the Party.

"I had imagined that we were about to begin the struggle for
decency and nobility, that we would hold philosophical
discussions like Stalin and party intellectuals, when in
reality here we were dealing with mundane matters, and not
very justly at that."55 He taught for a few years, served
in the military, worked in the editorial offices of Rudé
pravo, and then ended up with a radio show after 1959. 1In
1963 his first novel, An Animated House, was published after
much reluctance from the authorities. While the book did

criticize some aspects of Party life and the current

situation of the nation, it did not constitute a direct

threat to the Party or the state in the view of the censors.
In 1965 vVaculik joined the editorial board of Literdarni
e was able to enter into in the growing

noviny where h

dissent and publish some of his articles. His second and

best known novel, The Axe, was published in 1966. The novel

is about a journalist, which no doubt represents Vaculik,

increasingly dispirited with the society around

who grows

541 udvik Vaculik in Liehm's The politics of Culture, 190.

551bid,



young girl who commits Suicide afrer she is rejected by a
university on political grounds. per father protests and is
subsequently forced into a menta) institution. 1In imaginary
conversations with his father, who was an ardent Communist,
the journalist comes to the conclusion that the political
situation must change. He can no longer stand idol while
the regime destroys the culture and spirit of his people.5¢
As can be imagined, The Axe was published with much
reluctance, but it had appeared at a time of a brief
relaxation in cultural policy. Later in 1967, in an

interview, Vaculik, with regard to The Axe, and his works in

general:

If literature, or art in general, is supposed to
that means it leads them to act.
In the

This is

liberate people,
And action is essential for health.
political and social spheres (sic).
accepted as far as intimate, personal morality is

concerned. Why shouldn't the same apply in a much

broader sphere?®’

Vaculik strove hard to stir his people into action

during 1968. As will be described in a later section, he
gime at the Fourth Writers' Congress

openly criticized the re
in June of 1968 for which he was expelled from the Party.

His most famous contribution was the The Two Thousand Words

1 -283.
SGHr“bYr Daydreams and Nightmares, 2811§§

57Vaculfik in The Politics of Culture,
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6o LRS00 BelienEfke, Artists, ang Everyone I'h
. The

ifesto, whi .
man ich was Signed by many prominent public figures

d g
condemned the erosion of democracy and itg replacement with
party hegemony since 1948,

After the war People had great confidence in the
Communist Party, but 1t gradually preferred to
have official PoOsitions instead of the peoples'

trust, until it hag only official positions and
nothing else.5s

The document called for the continuance of the struggle
against the conservative elements of the Party and society,
but it also noted that care should be taken that these
actions be performed legally. Probably as assurance to the
Soviets and the party leadership, Vaculik also expressed the
need for the process of democratization to occur under the

infiluence of the Party, and the need to maintain a positive

relationship with Moscow.

The recent apprehension is the result of the

possibility that foreign forces may intervene in

our internal development. Face to face with these

superior forces, the only thing we can do is to
hold our own and not indulge in any provocation
We must assure our allies that we will
friendship, and trade

observe our alliance,

agreements. >°

ni Pluralism, 126.
*8Two Thousand Words, in Gale StOk?si kee” Sjai;?;zﬁ tf30. '
%9Two Thousand Words, in From Stalinism to i ’



The Party rejected the document as 3 call for a western
style bourgeois-democracy, ang the Soviets cited the
document as evidence that Dubcek had lost control of the
nation.

After the normalization of Czechoslovakia, Vaculik was
again deprived of his membership in the Party. He and his
family were subject to strict police surveillance, and were
often publicly humiliated in the media. He continued to be
active in resisting the regime and publishing works in the

West. He was also responsible for preserving non-official

Czech literature through his clandestine publishing and

distribution network.

In the works of all of the above writers one can point

to some general trends. First and foremost, these writers

exemplify the dissatisfaction of many people in

Czechoslovakia with the political alienation that the

totalitarian regime produced. They were all, with the

exception of Havel, enthusiastic supporters of the utopian

dream of socialism in their youth. Over the years they
abandoned the idealism of their youth and began to think
something which the Party had no interest

more critically,
f the bureaucratic management

in. They called for the end O
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e 1n.czec?OSlovak affairs. while this is spelled out
more plainly in the work of Kundera, it is implicit in the
work of the others. The desire of Kosik to reinterpret
Marxism was a de facto Tenunciation of the official dogma,
which was handed down to the Czechoslovak Party from the
Soviet Communist Party. Havel's critique of bureaucracy and
its mind-set can also be interpreted as a desire to
overthrow the system which was imposed upon Czech society
from the Soviet Union. In the same light, Svitak's and
vaculik's desire to replace the current regime with an
idealistic social democratic society was also a desire to
subvert Soviet hegemony, as the current system was a product
of this.

Another common denominator that demonstrates something

about the ethnic situation in Czechoslovakia is that all of

the writers discussed in this section are Czechs, and not

The Slovak writers were generally more

and the leading positions in

Slovaks.

conservative than the Czechs,

the Czechoslovak Writers' Union, as is the case with the

were held by Czechs.

it was the Slovak Party which was

Party as a whole, ASs we will see in
the following chapter,

instrumental in dislodging Novotny and his supporters. The
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h writer
crec 8, the Slovak Party, and other groups were able
ro find a common interest ip toppling the regi
me.
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- .
he Fourth Writerg: Congress

The proceedin
98 of the Fourtp Writers' Congress in 1967

ented a i
repres N exXplosion of the Cultural fermentation that
had continued since the fifties under the Novotn§ regime

The Congress produced a schism between the Writers' Union

and the party leadership at 3 time when a growing reform

faction of the Party was working toward a loosening of the

party's hegemony in every sector of society, especially in

the economic sphere. The confrontation between the Party

and the Writers' Union would be a test case for this de-
centralization. The Congress, in conjunction with other
events during the Autumn of 1967, did much to discredit
Novotny in the eyes of many party members, and especially in
the opinion of Moscow. His response to the growing desire
for reform and to the dissident writers made apparent the
resistance of the Party's leadership to any change. The
reformers, who had gained much power in the party and were
joined by the Slovak Communist Party. Together they were
forced to discontinue Novotny's rule in the interest of de-
stabilizing the hegemony of the Prague leadership.

As part of the attempt tO bring the writers,

journalists and intellectuals under closer control, a

censorship law was enacted in 1967 that merely legalized

what the party had been doing since 1948 in the cultural

sphere. Any published material was subject to editorial

review by the party's wcentral Publications Board." The law
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forced many writers ang Journalistg to compromise their
style and artistic integrity ip order to ensure that thei
manuscripts could be Publisheqd. -

On June 26 1967, the eve of the Fourth Writers'
congress, a meeting of the Communist members of the Union
was held according to standarg Procedure. At these meetings
the Party leadership usually dictated the tone and direction
that the Congress should take. The meeting was chaired by
F. Havli¥ek, who a few days earlier had published an article
warning about the recent criticisms of party policy and
ideoclogical deviations that appeared in the Union's
journals.

The meeting was opened up by a speech by the number two

man in the party, Jiri Hendrych. He, like Havli¥ek in his

articles, scolded the Union for the recent "open attacks on
the Party" that had appeared in the Union's journals.®°
Specifically he mentioned the recent symposium held by four
writers of Literdrni noviny questioning the government's
support of the Arab side in the recent Arab-Israeli War.
Hendrych's speech was a de facto ultimatum for the writers
to shape up or face disciplinary measures from the Party.
He implied a conspiracy by the group of writers and editors
of Literdrni noviny, and commented that the party censors

should be thanked for PrOteCting the nation against the

attacks on party policy that the jourmal had attempted to

pPublish.

S°A. French, Czech Writers and politics, (New York, 1982), 251.
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edia .
Imm tely follow1n9 Hendrych wag a Union member named

w ¥ ¢
sotola, whose speech was ip direct contrast to Hendrych's

sotola described some of the 8ituations in which the party's

censorship had been particularly damaging in the Field of
journalism. He expressed the anger and frustration
experienced by many other members of the Union. He exposed
numerous examples where the writers in question could not be
considered anti-socialist by any stretch of the imagination,
but were still suppressed, even though the party supposedly
regarded criticism as "the motive force of society. nsl
Arnold Lustig, one of the contributors to the symposium
on the Arab-Israeli conflict, then rose to speak. He
explained that he had been concerned by the tone that the
party daily, Rudé Prdvo, had taken in its discussion of the
war. The official line in Czechoslovakia was so fanatically
anti-Israeli that many were embarrassed by obvious
comparisons to the Nazi anti-semitic propaganda of the
occupation years. Lustig went on to say that he had
purposefully tried to publish the controversial article so
that it would be confiscated by the authorities and read by

the most important members of the party elite, as he had no

other channel to express his concern. Hendrych's speech was

evidence that the strategy had worked. Lustig's speech

illustrated the gap that had opened up between the party

leadership and the writers.

*Hamsik, Writers Against Rulers. 39.



50

The meetin : ,
9 ended inp a dlSCUSSiOn of the list of

Lttee. i
committeée. A Union member who Was known to have close

wi
contacts with the party 1eadership requested that the names

of three writers, Milan Jungmann, Ivap Klima and Ludvik

vaculik, all known to be associated with Literdrns noviny,

be struck from the list of candidates. Discussion and

debate carried on late into the night until a secret ballot
resulted in the dropping of only one candidate, Ivan Skala.
skala was the was a member of the Party Central Committee,
the National Assembly, an editor of Ruds Privo, and a
supporter of the party leadership. The writers had refused
to comply with Hendrych's and the Party's wishes.

Thus, hope that a compromise between the regime and the
Union would be reached at the Congress had been dashed even
before it opened. It was clear that the writers would no
longer sacrifice the integrity of their work by giving
concessions to the party leadership, but would now enter
into complete opposition and open conflict with the regime.

The Congress opened the next day, June 27, with a
welcome speech by Union veteran, who was then followed by

Milan Kundera. Kundera presented the Draft Statement of the

Writers' Uniom, which, according to tradition, was to be

passed by the Union with no discussion or revision of its

contents. The document was not controversial, as it only

generally described the role of writers in the modern

socialist world. Kundera, however, took issUe With ‘the
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had atten
discussion of the document Pted to open up

something r
" are at 1 '
meetings. official

In ordinary circumstances,
ndrych's '
Hendry Speech would have extinguisheqg any dissent that

who in his early years was extremely orthodox in following

the regime, but like lany other intellectuals soon became

disillusioned by it. He went on to describe the Situation

of a small country surrounded by large hostile nations. He
implied a parallel between Czechoslovakia in 1939 andg Israel
in 1968. He commented on how unfortunate it would have been
if Czechoslovakia had attacked Germany as a defensive
Mmeasure and then called an aggressor by the international
Community. He asked why the censors had confiscated all

Material that did not support the party's assertion that

Israel was the aggressor. This confiscation was especially



which wag in

contradiction with tne Party's contention tp t writ
a wr erg

should be overtly politica) for the sake of the advancement

of society towards communigm, Kohout went on to criticize

censorship as the cause Of the nation's general political

apathy.
Another writer who hag Contributed to the symposium on

the Arab-Israelil War, Alexander Kliment, came to the podium

next. He asked for a motion to ensure freedom of speech and
press, and to declare censorship unconstitutional, because
it was an embarrassment to the writers that they had to rely
on foreign sources for information about world events. He
recalled the lack coverage of a letter from Alexander
Solzhenitsyn to the Soviet Writers! Union, which had
expressed much of the same concerns about censorship and
cultural policy that been raised by Czechoslovak writers.

At that point Pavel Kohout rose with a copy of the letter,
made his way to the podium after a vote on a motion to read
it. While Kohout read the letter, which had not even been
read before the Soviet Congress, Hendrych and his assistants

walked out. On the way out he passed Kundera, Lustig, and

Jan Prochdzka, another novelist, and said, "You've lost the

lot now. The lottns2

After the lunch break a speech by a Slovak poet Laco

Novomesky was read before the Congress. It also dealt with

®2French, Czech Writers and Politics, 25%.
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the issues of state culty
mon

Y an 4
che afternoon Progresseg d Censorship. as

Some
Speakers tried to reconcile

€rship ang the Union, ang

inconsistency of the party leadership in instituting

cultural policy and questioned the Very right of the party

to create such policy.

The constant debacles which socialist cultural
policy has suffered in the Past and continues to
undergo to this day, have finally convinced many
people that socialism is incapable of solving
cultural problems, and this in turn has resulted
in an idealization of the cultural life in the
West . . . This naturally . . . discredits
socialism by revealing it as incapable of solving
a problem as old as humanity itself .52

Liehm's speech amounted to an open attack on the leading
role of the Party in the affairs of culture, and was

particularly distasteful to the leadership.

Playwright, Ivan Klima, later that day, sarcastically

remarked in his speech that the authorities possessed an

®3French Czech Writers and Politics, 256.
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~gbsurd sense of humor,u
censorship laws in 1967,

restoration of freedom of the presg under the Hapsbur
g9

64
Monarchy . Vaclav Havel criticized the y

nion for it being
a mere "transmission beltn

for the Program of the party
leadership. Karel Kosik read from a letter that the Czech

hero Jan Hus had writtep from prison after he was sentenced
to death by the Council of Constance in 1415,

A certain theologian said to me that for me
everything is good ang permitted,

if only 1
submit to the Council,

and he added, 'If the
Council declared that You have only one eye,

although in fact you have two, it would be your

duty to agree with the council that it was so.:

1 answered him, 'And if the whole world told me

the same, I, pPoOssessing reason, would not be able
to acknowledge it without my conscience being
repelled. '6°

Kosik then went on to say that one who defies his own reason
in submission to authority also betrays his conscience. The
parallel with the present situation was obvious.

The second day of the Congress ended with a speech that
the authorities considered the most damaging. The novelist
Ludvik vaculik's address was perceived as a direct and open

- * n
attack on the Novotny regime. He remarked that a natio

i 6.
“French, Ceach Wilters &ud POIN':ICSé fS:i_n Czechoslovakia, 26.
®*Karel Kosik, "Reason and Conscience,



kind.
Problem of Political

czechoslovak Society, wher
€ the creativy
€, the witty, the

the i i
decent, € industrious apg the conscientious had all been

crushed by the advocates of power

Every cultural achievement, in fact everything

worth-while that our beople have done, including

every good piece of manufacture, every good
building and every good application of thought in
our laboratories, studies Or institutes -- all
this has been in spite of the behavior of our
governing circles for yYeéars past, rather than
because of it .&7

Vaculik had not abandoned socialism, as he would be accused
of doing later, but instead openly criticized the regime
that had caused political, economic, social and cultural
stagnation in Czechoslovakia since World War II.

Before the Congress opened on the third and final day,

another meeting for the communist members of the Union was

*¢Ludvik Vaculik, Speech to the Fourth Writers' Congress, printed in

Hamsik's Writers against Rulers, 182-183.

$71bid., 192.
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held. Hendrych did not waste any .y
Mme ,

of being an anarchist,

Vaculik took the floor and
explained that during Previous day at the Congress he

uchallenged [himself] tq SaYy the plain truth about
everything . . . . n6s

Vaculik askeqg Hendrych to substantiate
his accusations.

Hendrych answered that Vaculik had no
right to criticize the nation, and that his speech was full

of "arrogance", was "ridiculous," ang "all anarchism. vss
This resulted in a brief shouting match during which

Vaculik had to be calmed be some Of his colleagues.

The new list of candidates was then read. Eleven out

of thirty of the writers that were previously agreed upon

were deleted from the list. Other writers that were stil]l

on the list began to ask to also have their names removed,

including Eduard Goldstiicker and Milan Kundera. Since

Hendrych did not want to be associated with forcing the

dissolution of the Writers' Union, he was forced to

**Hamsik, Writers Against Rulers, 67.
*Ibid., es
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capitulate, and offereg ad revigeg list

Vacu:l.ik: Havel' Klima,

This was
deemed less objectionabie by the delegates at the meeting,
and was accepted accordingly.

approved by the whole body.

The close of the Congregg by no means closeq the gap
that had opened up between the pParty leadership and the
writers' Union. The Party Subsequently tried to prevent
widespread publicity of the Proceedings of the Congress.
The efforts failed, however, when other events brought the
situation in Czechoslovakia into the international

spotlight.
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f reporting on its

- In the past the
transcripts of congresses had been
epr

entirety, even if things hag Not gone as th

. editor of
Union, kultural zivot,

had received an assurance that all of the speeches could be

published with corresponding rebuttals. Shortly after the

Congress, at meeting in the Ideoclogy Department. the

because the party had decided to open disciplinary hearings
against them. The speeches by Havel and Kliment were also
to be withheld due to their "anti-state" tones, and the
Publishing Board objected to parts of many of the other
speeches.

The editors of Literdrni noviny decided not to publish
the speeches at all, as the cuts that were proposed in the

account of the congress would have to be approved by the

Union as a whole. This was impossible since the Union at

this time virtually had no leadership because the list of
candidates for the Union's Central Committee was pending

approval by the party, and an interim Committee had been

declared illegal by the pParty's Central Committes.
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journals. Some
members of the boarg,

i L]
ncluding Kundera ang Hamsik, met

with the Central Publishing Boarg After h
. ours of

negotiation and much compromise on the part of both th
e

iters ic] .
writers and the officials, a fipa) draft of the transcript

was agreed upon. sShortly after the meeting

however,

Hamsik received a phone call from a representative of the
pParty Central Committee stating that the compromise was

unacceptable, and the original requests of the censors

should be upheld. Thus, the next issue of Literdrni noviny

was strangely silent concerning the Fourth Writers
Congress. The only aspects of the congress that were
printed were two non-controversial speeches, Hendrych's
address and the Draft Statement. This no doubt caused
suspicion among the journal's readers, many of whom became
aware of the events of the Congress through word of mouth
or through hints in the official condemmation of it
expressed in the Party's press. Later, the editorial board
would come under fire for an alleged anti-state conspiracy
for remaining silent regarding the Congress.

Tt is difficult to imaging that the ravings of a few

utopian intellectuals could pring down a totalitarian

state. It is equally doubtful that the events of the
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writers' Congress,
the Union's

Wbhers, would i
N o have hag any significane effect on the

itical pow
politd PEMEL Dase Bt Ehe NOVOLDg regime except that the

i was al 3 5
regime ready in 3 Crisis Situation AS was mentioned
" ne

, NEews
pefore, n of the evenrs of the Congrese spread rapidly

py word of mouth., Eventually, in the autumn of the s
ame
year, the full texts of the Speeches at the Congress were

printed 1in the emigré journa] Svedectvi, and many of the

speeches were also reprinted in the Western press. These
revelations of the cultural and political situation in
Czechoslovakia were the root of much embarrassment for the
party. The official image of civic harmony under socialism
was quickly losing its legitimacy. The Soviet Union also
kept a watchful eye on the growing dissent in
Czechoslovakia, as Brezhnev and the Soviet Communist Party
began to question the ability of Novotny to maintain order
within his party and state.

Another blow to the regime was the fact that a few days
after the Writers' Congress a political trial was
commencing. The defendants were Jan Bene¥, a writer, Karel
zame¥ek, a screen writer, and the editor of Svedectvi,
in absentia. The case was widely publicized.

Pavel Tigrid,

It was covered in The London Times, the New York Times, Le

Monde, and the Frankfurter Allgemeiner Zeitung. A

representative of Amnesty International also arrived to

scrutinize the proceedings. The temporal proximity of this

trial and the Writers Congress gave the appearance that
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maintain order.

In August, an internationally kno
padislav Mfa¥ko, defecteg Lo Israel. 7pe incident
. ent was a

shock in Czechoslovakjia because Mnacke had ci1
ad close

Foreign press and television also capitalized on this
incident.

Yet another embarrassing incident for the Party
leadership was a letter that appeared in the Western press
in early September. The letter, which was later determined
to be a fraud, was entitled "Manifesto of the Czechoslovak
Writers to the World Public." It was allegedly signed by
183 writers, 69 artists, 21 television and film people, and
56 scientists and other intellectuals. The document
criticized the repressive policies of the Prague regime,
and emphasized the socialist solidarity of the dissident
intellectuals.’® The leadership in Prague denied the
validity of the letter, but Literdrni noviny refused to
address the issue because it was still unable to reproduce
the opinions of its own writers from the Congress. This

was the cause of much anger from the party leadership.

"°French, Czech Writers and Politics, 264.
"‘French, Czech Wrters and Politics, 267.
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jiSCuss how the ] id wri

noviny should be dealt witp, It was det
ermined that the

i and its 4
gpean Journal were Coming under the ¢ trol
ontrol of a

subversive anti-communist minority. pe out
' come of the

meeting was that Vaculix Liehm
' » and Klima were e
Xpelled

from the Party, and Litergrny 0oviny was taken out of th
ut of the

Ministry of Culture. The Justification for the Party's
appropriation of the journal was that it editors had
neglected to apply for a new license under g3 recently
passed law.

On October 6, the Ideoclogical Department held a meeting
of the Communist members of the Union Lo discuss its new
relationship with them. Hendrych's address to the meeting
was more mild this time. He expressed the Party's
willingness to reconcile the differences between it and the
Union, if the Union silenced its dissent. The speech,
however, was not well received. Kohout and Goldstilcker
rose to refute Hendrych's claims and to criticize the
Party's policies. They were joined by some of the Slovak

writers who had previously been more cautious in their

criticism. Extraordinarily, a representative from the

journal of the Union of Slovak Writers, Kultural zivot,

most likely with the complicity of his superiors, offered

the Czech writers space in his journal. Thus, the

leadership's strategy to silence the Czech writers was an



utter failure. The moye by

beginning of .
the g ) & Closing of the ranks of a——
» i = l
anti-Novotny factions jp the party erent

iters hag taken 3z decisive step in coming
to the aid of the Czech citers

and the Slovak Communist
party NOW came to aid of itsg own writers

The Slovak Party
possessed an intense interest with reducing the influence

of the power center in Prague. The Slovaks had long

perceived that their interests had been subordinated to

those of the Czechs. Novotny and other Czech leaders had

cpenly expressed their dislike for the Slovaks aiso.
Furthermore, the Slovak party contained many economic and
technical experts, such as the reformer Ota Sik, who
advocated a decentralization of industrial controls. The
slovak Party met with the Slovak writers for a preparatory
session two weeks before the Czechoslovak Communist Party
Central Committee meeting to be held on the eve cf the
anniversary of the Bolshevik revolution on October 30.
The tone of the meeting was vastly different from the
meeting between the Czech writers and their party. The

Slovak Party promiged its writers that it would not

i ue. The
intervene in their affairs as had been done in Prag

wr e ressed t',tl.e:‘LI dl‘ sapproval ot
iters on the Other hand ' XP
r

] on their
the repression that the Czechs were performing

: ' i strated a
colleagues in Prague. ThiS meeting illu

i 1ovak Party tO
willingness of the glovak Writers and the S

the
i Two weeks later
support the dissident Cczech writers.
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vak party delegation, unger the leaderg
slo

hip of Alexander
pcek, would travel to the Central ¢q it
pu ’ i

Cee meeting ang
ceeded in toppling the Novotnyg regime .
c

su

as forces within Cze0hoslovakia Were mobilizi

form, Novotny looked to Moscow for an endorseme
re

To his dismay,

Lo thisg endorsement was not forthcoming.
rule-

Novotny lead a delegation to Moscoy for the anniversary of
rhe Bolshevik revolution with the hope of Speaking
ersonally with Brezhnev. The OPPOrtunity never arose, but
EreZhneV did agree to visit Czechoslovakia in early
pecember. During his visit he spoke with various Party
jeaders including Dub¥ek . Before the Party Presidium,
rather than saving Novotny with an endorsement, he
indicated that he did not want to get involved with what he
considered a Czechoslovak internal affair. At this time
the CPSU had its own difficult problems to contend with,
but their is little doubt that Brezhnev and the CPSU
perceived that Novotny was no longer able to maintain order
and discipline in his Party. Brezhnev's indifference to

i hose
the situation no doubt gave the green light for t

i rship.
interested in overthrowing the Prague leade P
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From Spring to g er 15
€8

anuary 5, 196 ¥
- v 8 Novotny wag deprived of
Of his posi
tion

b First Secr

he Part etary by the C

a B Coﬂﬂllittee bu
! t

retained the office of president for tpe next
Xt few month
5.

ove effectively removed all
Power from hj
1s hands. 1In

rhis ©
nis place, the Slovak apparatchik, Alexander Dub¥
ublek was
: ly elected by the C
unanlmous eéntral Committ
ee. Dub¥ek was

seleCted because of his sober and uninspiring r
ecord. No

one expected the political situation to change much
. cn, as many
siewed the change in leadership as only an attempt t
‘ ‘ O merely
replace the discredited Novotny, and continue the
same

policies. As a precedent for this Czechoslovaks could look
00,

pack to poland in 1956 when Vladislav Gomulka was brought t
o

power on a wave of popular unrest.

pack on his promises of reform, and "normalized" the country

Gomulka eventually went

again.

with Novotny out, the reformers within the Party could

now voice their concerns. Joining the reformers were many

conservatives in the upper ranks of the party who expressed

half-hearted support for reform, and complained they had

been inhibited by the previous ieadership in their desire

In this way they would be able to save their

for change.??
political careers from the ensuing purges that had always
ership in the communist world.

characterized changes in lead

72
French, Czech Writers and Politics, 285-286.
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The new Party leadership soon mage moves to
r

he Writers' uni Sconcile

3 the ' nion.

it-‘—"elf with In early January, Ehe
the National asg

president of sembly WIrote to the Union

pologizj'ng for the remarks that tpe leaGErahip foill g
4 e

g the writers and their Union,

in
regardl Later thar month,

cpe union central committee met to elect Eduard Goldstacker
as chaixrmarn of the Union, and Jan Prochdzka ag vice-
chairman, who had been previously blocked from that position
py the Party- The central committee algg asked the Party to
reCOnSider the expulsions of Vaculik, Kundera, Klima, ang
a1s0 wrote to Novotny requesting the release of the writer,
Jan penc®, from prison.

after lengthy deliberations with the authorities the
union was able to publish its own journal again under the
name of Literdrni listy. Within six weeks the journal had
achieved a circulation of 250,000. During the summer the
readership would exceed 300,000.7* The first issue appeared

on March 1, and carried a two part series of replies to a

questionnaire asking, "Where from? With whom? and Where to?n

Alexander Kliment listed his views:

Free elections. A well functioning parliament
with an opposition. The rehabilitation of public

opinion. Active neutrality. The federalization
of an independent state. Socialism of our own

73 s
Perina, Intellectuals and Political Change, 258.



type suited to our needs, in keeping with oyr
possibilities, and according to our choice, s

jvan Svitak replied to the questionnaire, "From totalitariap
dictatorship to an open society, to the liquidation of the
monopoly ©f power, to an effective control of the power
elite by a free press, as well as by the public opinion,»7s

This free press was instituted as the censorship
authorities ceased to function under Dub¥%ek's leadership.
Their offices remained staffed in case the leadership wished
to introduce censorship again. The free press was the only
concrete reform that was instituted during the Prague
spring. The void that had existed because of the ban on
free speech since 1948 was qguickly filled with a wealth of
public discussion. In fact, the press started to reflect
opinions that went far beyond the desires of even the most
reform minded party leaders. The discussion that was taken
up in the press eventually had to be curtailed by Dub¥ek.
The free press was one of the principal reasons for Soviet
dissatisfaction with the Czechoslovak reform movement.

One cof the major themes that was taken up in the press,
which party conservatives and the Soviets were fearful of,
was the discussion concerning the revival of active

political parties and a parliamentary system. Ivan Svitdk

“xliment, Alexander, in "From Where? With Whom, and Where To?,"
reprinted in Radio Free Burope's Czechoslovak Press Survey, March
11, 1968, 2.

BIvan Svitdk, 1in "From Where? With Whom, and Where To?," reprinted in
Radio Free Eurcpe's (Czechoslovak Press Survey, March 11, 1968, 8.
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wage 8 major proponent of this move. 1In his article in
piterdrni 1isty, "An Open Letter to the Workers and
rechnicians of the Doubrava Mine," he expressed that the new
system of government must allow for political and civil
rights "at least as extensive as those of the bourgeocis-
democratic Czechoslovakia."7’¢ <vVA&clav Havel also dealt with
the theme of opposition parties in his article "0On the
subject of Opposition." The idea began to take form when,
political clubs began to organize around the country which
many thought would develop into pclitical parties. KAaAN, a
club of non-party members, and K231, an organization of
former political prisoners, were two such clubs. The old
Social Democratic party of the inter-war republic also began
to reorganize.

On March 22, the National Assembly asked Dub¥ek to
reconsider the presidency of Novotny. Two days later the
0ld leader resigned just after signing the papers for the
release of Jan Bene¥. Along with Novotn{y, many other
conservative party mémbers resigned or were remcoved from
their positions, such as the Head of the Ideological
Department, Jiri Hendrych.

The reformers now held a more f£irm grip on the party
and the state. But many Party reformers had a different
idea about the extent and the course of reform than the most

vocal writers and journalists. When Dub¥®ek and the party

?SSViték, "Open Letter to the Workers and Technicians of Doubrouva Mine
in Ostrava," in Andrew Oxley, Alex Pravda, and BAndrew Ritchie's
Czechoslovakia, (London, 1973), 178-179.



yevealed the anxiously awaited Action Program, it already
jagged behind the increasingly radical demands that were
voiced in the press. The document called for moderate
reforms, and was vague concerning specific implementation
and extent. The party was to be the unmistakable leader ip
the pelitical arena. "The role of the Party is to seek guch
a way of satisfying the various interests [of society] which
would not jeopardize the perspectlves of society as a whole.

. ."77 The party must guarantee that non-communists are
not deprived of their "rights, freedom, and interests.” The
party will have "informal, natural authority based upon its
working and managing ability and the moral qualities of
communist functionaries."7® The document called for the
collaboration of the party with technical and scientific
experts, and less restricted educational and cultural
fields. The Program offered a broad range of
interpretations because of its ambiguity.

Many writers and others that pushed for more radical
reform did all they could escalate and the reform movement,
distancing themselves from the moderate Party leadership.
They attempted to seek out allies in other sectors of
society to form a larger coalition that could pressure the
Party leadership. Mentioned earlier was Svitdk's "Open

. n
Letter to the Workers and Technicians at the Doubrava Mine,

and his meeting with the delegates of the mine. A group of

"The Action Program, in Paul Ello's Dubcek’'s Blueprint for Freedom,
. (London, 1968), 145.



party members, including the Party reformer Bmrkoy g
.‘ 7 am

che writers Prochazka and Kchout, addressed a mags of
B8 o

grudents in an attempt to win them over,

jecture a Charles University on March 20 demanding demo
Cracy

and expressing solidarity with the students.

some of the writers went as far as directly Challengj_ng
the Soviet hegemony over Czechoslovak affairs. On Aprii 3,
a particularly damaging letter from Ivan Svitak, addressed
to the public prosecutor, was published in the journal
student. The letter asked for the opening of an
investigation intc the death of the inter-war national
leader, Jan Masaryk, 1in 1948. The letter referred to an
article in the West German periodical, Spiegel which
uncovered evidence that Masaryk was murdered by an agent of
the Russian secret police. The letter was viewed as a
provocation by the Soviet leadership.

Another action by the intellectuals was the publication
of Vaculik's ZTwo-Thousand Words manifesto on June 26. As
mentioned before, the document asked for the continuance of
the nation's struggle against the tyranny of the old one-
party authoritarian rule through strikes and boycotts.
Despite the manifesto's assurance of cooperation with the
Soviet Union, the Soviet leadership considered it an
'incitement to counter-revolution."?? The manifesto was
considered so serious that Brezhnev called Dub¥ek personally

and asked why the document was allowed to be published.

? y .
*french, Czech Writers and Politics, 324.
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pubEek replied that he hag MOt seen the doc
assured Brezhnev that the Parcty was gryj; 4
ountry. Later that eévening,
C

the pParty Presidium issued a

statement against the manifesto, ang TUumors were spread T -
che minister of the Interior would be purged.

The party failed in its efforeg LO assure the Soviets

and the other Warsaw Pact allies that it still maintaineg

control of the country. The Two- Thousand Words, and the

gisquiet of the intellectuals in general, were severely
criticized in the presses of the other Eastern Bloc nations
and the Soviet Union. The Warsaw Pact allies invited Dubcek
and the party leadership in early July to a conference to be
held in Warsaw. Dubcek refused the invitation, but the
meeting was still held in his absence. A letter was drafted
that condemned the Two-Thousand Words and called on the
czechoslovak Party to crush all opposition and assume
control of the press again. The Czechoslovak Party replied
to the letter, rebutting each charge, and reaffirming its
commitment to the Warsaw Pact. The attacks on
Czechoslovakia in the Eastern Bloc press continued, however,
and the Czechoslovak party did not take steps to control its

own press Instead, the Czechoslovak press generally began

A : to provoke
to use sel-restraint its criticisms in order not p

the Soviets.

Dubcek
On July 28, bilateral talks were held between

- ian border town
and Brezhnev at the small Czechoslovak-Russia

nt.
< f an agreeme
of e‘."ierné in order to come to some kind ©
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Two days later the Warsay Pact allies met at the Slovak town

' v
of Bratislava as a follow-up of the ¥ierna meeting. The day
pefore the &1erné. talks, Literdrni listy published a letter

from Pavel Kohout asking the 1eadership to stand firm and

defend the reform course that the country was taking Over

a million signatures in Support of the letter were collected

from the general population.se The gesture displayed the

faith and hope that the people invested in Dub¥ek and the
party leadership.

The official outcome of these meetings were communiques

full of vague proclamations, which resulted in increasing

suspicion by many observers that the true essence of the
agreements were purposely hidden from the public. The truth
of the matter was that Dub¥ek had agreed to the banning of
all non-party organization, including the Social Democratic
Party, and a reassertion of state control over the media.s8:
The antagonism of the presses of the Warsaw Pact countries
quieted down for a few weeks. This pace of reassertion of
party control in Czechoslovakia was not rapid enough for
Brezhnev, who contacted Dub¥ek almost daily with complaints
about his progress in fulfilling the Ciernd and Bratislava
agreements. On the night of August 20, 1968 the Warsaw Pact
forces invaded Czechoslovakia with little resistance except

the rearranging of street signs and the refusal of

collaboration by the citizenry.

*®French, Czech Writers and Politics, 330.
Yibid., a3,
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Aftermath ang "Normalization"

czechoslovakia entereq 3 peri
i1od of "no :
rmalization®

he Soviet invasion. Ty
after t - This meant the j
lmplementation
of

neo-Stalinist control once again. pup¥ex was allowed
Oowe

naintain control of the party for 3 short time in org
er to

appease the country. He was eventually replaced by Gustav

gusdk, who had been a reformer during 1968, but changed his

tone as the movement radicalized. Other reformers were

slowly replaced by those who would align themselves with
Husdk and the Soviet Union.

The Writers' Union was eventually split into a Slovak
section and a Czech section, according to the national
federalization plan of the Action Program. This prevented
the writers from forming a united opposition to the
leadership as they had done before. The two new unions were
also deprived of their financial independence, which had
been so crucial before. The Union's journal, which had been
renamed Listy after the invasion, was banned. The reform
writers encountered three options. Some signed loyally
oaths to the new regime, and repudiated what they had

written or said during 1968. Oothers like Milan Kundera, and

Ivan Svitdk eventually immigrated to the West to continue

their careers. wWriters such as Ludvik vaculik, and Vaclav

Havel elected to stay. These writers were often stripped of

their publishing rights and forced to take up menial work to

Survive. They often published their work in the West and
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Conclusiop

The Czechoslovak Writers: Union playeg imp
Crtant role

n the Prague Spring of 1968 in tywe mayor wa
Ys.

pring about. Their dismay was characterigtic of the malaige
rhat had begun to afflict the whole Society under the
oppressive Stalinist control of the Communist Party since
1948. In the system that was first under the control of
Gottwald, and then Novotny, all policy was handed down from
above. As a result, the masses became alienated from the
decision-making process.

The Union occupied a unique situation in the state's
power pyramid. It was given limited autonomy by the regime
in order to serve as a propaganda tool. The Union was given
its own Literary Fund, and collected the profits from the
sale of its writers' works. By the mid sixties, however,
the Union had become a major center of reform semtiment and
political dissent. The autonomy that the Union was given by
the Party was used to distance itself from the hegemony of

the Party's leadership, and establish a forum for criticism

°f the state and party.

One might doubt whether the Union and its writers

“ohtributed to the political change that occurred 1n

Czechoslovakia in 1967 and 1968. The intellectuals and



" ndoubtedly could p
writers 4 Ot have haqg masg
dppeal becauge

The nature of the Bystem
a5 such that very few individualg,

of their elitist nature.
+ however,

all members of the upper
_cnelons of the party, had any influence on government
n

policy- The Union and its journals, Literdrni noviny

piterdrni listy, and Listy, were influentia] among sect
ors

of society that had a marginal influence on the government
1ike the industrial experts, the economic intelligentsia,
and the reformist party members. Contributors to the
union's journals discussed subjects that had been hitherto
taboo, such as the democratization of political life and
permanently free press and cultural sphere. These were
common concerns of all reformist party members, and the
economic and technical experts. Some writers, however, went
much further than most party members in their calls for
reform, with a desire to resurrect opposition parties and to
improve relations with the West.

Generally, even the most radical intellectuals wanted
the country's socialist ownership of production to remain
intact. The intellectuals wanted to do away with the
bureaucratic rule that was instituted in Czechoslovakia over
the years. They wished to throw off the alienation that the
System produced in order to effect a greater popular
Participation in political affairs. Many writers brought
attention to the absurd situation that a system which was

Supposed to bring about liberation and equality for alil

People had become a the source of systematic subjugation.



goremost principle.
Those in the Party that wished to effect political
ca
change, such as the Slovak party members, the writerg

journalists, and economic reformers, shared a common

jnterest in overthrowing Novotny. These groups heeded the

warnings and the calls for change that the writers sounded.
1f the writers only influenced a few elites, it must be
remembered that the country was controlled by an elite
faction of Party members. Whether the masses were
influenced by the writers is not the most important
consideration. The shift of power in the top ranks of the
party went unrecognized initially by most of society.

Secondly, the Writers' Union was influential in
exacerbating a national crisis, and giving the appearance
that Novotny was no longer in control of Czechoslovakia.
The Fourth Writers' Congress and the dissenting articles
that appeared in Literdrni noviny were manifestations of the
writers' determination to disregard the wishes of the Party
leadership. As a result of the general divisiveness in the
Party and the nation in late 1967, The Soviets and the
Czechoslovak Communist Party were forced to abandon Novotny
and search for a new leader in Alexander Dubl¥ek.

Thereafter, the writers pushed Dub¥ek and the Party toward



creasingly radical reforms.
in

The intellectuals in the Czechosloy i
ak Soviet Re '
Public
ere SUD posed to help prepare they way for the coming
communist utopia. The Union of Czechoslovak writers wa
s
gisgen extensive power and responsibility to work toward thj
is

In a sense they performed their task well It is

goal.
inconceivable to discuss the Prague Spring without mention
of the writers and intellectuals. The Prague Spring was the
awakening of real cultural, philoscophical and political
dialogue that the intellectuals generated. They took the
lead in a movement to revolutionize the stale Stalinist
system, and create a free socialist society on the basis of
a humanistic interpretation of Marxism. This ambition was
not compatible with the interests of conservative party
leaders and the Soviet Union. Even after the assurances of
Dubcek and the pledge of faithfulness to the Soviet Union at
the ¥ierna and Bratislava meetings in August, the Warsaw

it is easy to say

Pact forces still invaded. In retrospect,

that the reform ideas of the intellectuals were doomed to

fallure: but their persistence in the face of neo-Stalinist

I'e . P
Pression proves their dedication toO their cause.
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