Uvodem...

Normalizace spole¢enskych a humanitnich véd v Ceskoslovensku

Obdobi tzv. normalizace, ¢asové ohranicené léty 1969/1970 aZ 1989, predstavuje pro
Ceskoslovenské spolecenské a humanitni védy zlomovy okamzik. Oproti 60. 1étim
20. stoleti, kdy se jednotlivé obory zacaly postupné nadechovat k novému Zivotu,
kdy se nejdfive vahavé, postupné otevienéji vymariovaly z tlaku historického mate-
rialismu, proklamovaného jako jediny mozny védecky pristup, nastala doba dlouhé
a bolestné izolace.

Cela rada obort spole¢enskych a humanitnich véd byla podrobena ostré kritice
za své revizionistické ¢i pravicové postoje v roce 1968. Mnoha védciim a védkynim
bylo zabrdnéno pracovat na akademickych pracovistich. Mnoha akademicky pre-
ziv$im byl zastaven kariérni postup. Predevsim vsak byli vystaveni mnohdy velice
silnému psychickému tlaku, kdy se museli vyrovnavat nejen s nastupem stranickych
nomenklaturnich kadri ¢i kolegti, opirajicich sviij profesni postup a kariéru o prita-
kani okupa¢nimu rezimu, ale predev$im s vieobecnym odbornym i metodologickym
upadkem svych oborti. Zpretrhani vazeb se zdpadni védou znovu vedlo k odbornému
izolacionismu, ktery mnohé obory spole¢enskych a humanitnich véd poznamenal jiz
na pocatku s5o. let 20. stoleti.

Déjiny védy realizované v akademickych a tercidrnich vzdélavacich institucich
jsou v soucasnosti zpracovavany nesystematicky. Nékteré obory se vzacné tési radé
publikaci na toto téma (byt jejich metodologicky zabér kolisa od spise oralni historie
k detailné&ji a metodologicky pevné&ji uchopenym p#ipadovym studiim), vjinych dosud
k Z4dné relevantni reflexi nedoslo. Navic plati, Ze pro mnohé z nas je doba normalizace
jesté prilis mélo vzdalend, neZ aby mohla byt podrobena zevrubnym analyzam. Z4-
roven je dodnes védecky aktivni ¢4st badateltl, kteti byli normalizaci postiZeni, nebo
naopak méli na normalizaci sviij podil. O normalizaci ve spoleenskych a humanitnich
védach je tedy stale obtiZzné mluvit otevené, mnohdy ze zcela pochopitelnych lidskych
dtvodl. Na druhé strané si ale mnozi z nas jasné uvédomuji, Ze praveé nereflektovanost
normalizace, resp. jejich dopadi na ¢eské spolecenské a humanitni védy, ma svij vliv
na soudobou védeckou praxi.

Cilem pracovniho zaseddni nazvaného Normalizace humanitnich véd v Ceskosloven-
sku (1969-1989), které uspotddalo Centrum medievistickych studii pti Akademii véd
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CR, v. v. i a Univerzité Karlové ve spolupréci s Ustavem ¢eské literatury a kompara-
tistiky FF UK a Ustavem pro soudobé dé&jiny AV CR, v. v. i. ve dnech 14.-15. ¥{jna 2019
v Akademickém konferenénim centru (Jilsk4 1, Praha 1) v rdmci programu Strategie
AV 21, bylo otevfit prostor pro diskusi o vlivu normalizace na spole¢enské a humanitn{
védy v Ceskoslovensku. N4§ p¥istup p¥i poradani pracovniho seminate vénovaného
spole¢enskym a humanitnim véddm v obdob{ normalizace byl uréen snahou oslovit
badatele z co nej$irsiho spektra obord, jeZ byly po roce 1969/1970 néjakym zplisobem
postiZeny, ¢i dokonce zakazany, aby se zamysleli nad tim, jakym zptsobem nor-
malizace ovlivnila metodologické uvazovani a smérovani toho kterého oboru, jaké
podminky normalizace vytvorila pro fungovani daného oboru ¢i védni oblasti, jejich
hlavnich publikaénich tribun ¢i instituciondlniho zdzemi, a zda v nékterych pripadech
nevedla k tomu, Ze dand véda prestala (¢i naopak nemohla byt) védou. Zaroveri jsme
usilovali o to, aby pojedndvané dvacetileti (1969/1970-1989) bylo zdroveii nahliZeno
jak prizmatem predchozich let a proméiiujici se spole¢enské situace, tak z pohledu
reflektujiciho zmény spole¢nosti po listopadu 1989.

Z nejruznéjsich dvodi se bohuZel nepodafilo ziskat referenty z dnesni Slovenské
republiky, coZ do zna¢né miry odraZ{ skute¢nost, Ze téma normalizace je v Cechach re-
flektovdno mnohem vice nez na Slovensku. Spektrum diskutovanych oborti bylo béhem
pracovniho zaseddni zastoupeno ponékud nevyvazené. A to jak z dvodu, Ze ne kazdy
ze zastupcti konkrétnich obort byl ochoten vystoupit, tak i proto, ze nékteré huma-
nitni discipliny mapovaly své normalizaéni dvacetileti jiz d¥ive v jinych souvislostech.
V pisemné podobé je pak jesté uzsi, nez bychom si prali. Kone¢ny vysledek tak odrazi
predevsim badatelskou odvahu a potfebu vyrovnavat se s minulosti vlastnich oboru.

K problematice normalizace spolecenskych a humanitnich véd jsme pritom ne-
chtéli pristupovat ryze historickym zptisobem. Ostatné heuristika stoji ve vétSiné
pripadi teprve na pocatku. Napristé pak jisté bude vyrazné limitovdna onim kvazi-
byrokratickym pristupem charakteristickym pro obdobi 70. a 80. let 20. stoleti, kdy
radéji nebylo nic fixovano pisemné, kdy se zapisovalo jen to nejnutnéjsi, poptipadé kdy
zapisy a usneseni védomeé neodpovidaly realité. Rovnéz oralnéhistorickych vyzkuma
bylo prozatim provedeno jen velmi malo, pfi¢em? si je tfeba uvédomit, ze takovéto
vyzkumy maji své vyrazné limity, zpsobené tim, Ze ti, kdo je provadéji, nejsou zpra-
vidla aktéry danych védeckych obort, a tudiz leckdy postradaji nutné , predvédéni®,
jez dava moznost pokladat relevantni otazky, dalece presahujici katastr obecné aryze
fakticky formulovaného tazani.

Stejné tak jsme chtéli nastolit téma normalizace v Ceskoslovensku zcela jinak, ne%
se dnes ve védeckém ¢i medidlnim svété déje. V soucasnosti u nds dominuji prakticky
dva pristupy k normalizaci, pfi¢emz u obou hraje prim ideologie a oba jsou do zna¢né
miry ovlivnény uvazovanim a la these. Prvni z nich, v 9o. letech jasné prevazujici,
nazird na normalizaci témér vyhradné prizmatem vyhranénych dilé¢ich vzpominek
a pramend. Mimo vypravéni diskriminovanych védcti a archivy bezpe¢nostnich slo-
zek jako by nic jiného neexistovalo. Normalizace se tak méni v pouhé déjiny represe,
v déjiny, jez postradaji jakoukoli komplexnost. Podstatou druhého pristupu, ne zcela
spravné oznac¢ovaného jako ,revizionisticky*, je naopak snaha prokazat, ze mezi nasi
pritomnosti a obdobim normalizace (mnohdy se uziv4 termin statniho socialismu)
existuje vyraznd kontinuita, a to bud v prozivani kazdodennosti, nebo napriklad
v expertnim uvaZovani. Nebezpeci tohoto pristupu tkvi v mozném vyviriovani rady
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aktéri doby normalizace, jejichZ osobni prospéch ¢i ideovy dogmatismus stél za de-
formaci obort i Zivott druhych, stejné jako zamlZzovani odpovédnosti konkrétnich
osob za konkrétni ¢iny. Ani jeden z téchto pristuptl, redukovany na predem vymezené
zpusoby reflexe, svym metodologickym omezenim a ideologickou predpojatosti nijak
vyznamné neprispiva k hlubsimu poznéni tzv. normalizace. Dopady oné ideologické
vyhranénosti a pfedpojaté tezovitosti jsou stale patrnéjsi v sou¢asném ¢eském medial-
nim prostoru. Diskutéfi nepredkladaji argumenty, neopiraji se o relevantni vyzkumy,
nebot vskutku relevantni historické analyzy prozatim neexistuji, a osobni proZitky
aideologické premisy jsou zamériovany za odborné instrumentarium.

Prijit s novym, odliSnym pristupem je samoziejmé nesnadné. Predevsim pro ty
z nas, ktef'i jsme prozili dvé desetileti v obdobi normalizace, ktef'i s sebou vle¢eme
stigmata nesvobodné spole¢nosti, izolace a omezenosti, stejné jako kazdodenni pro-
zitky studu, moralniho vahéni, ¢i dokonce selhdni, nemluvé o éernobilém vidéni svéta
a o pocitech bezperspektivnosti, je vskutku nesnadné nesklouzévat k ideologickému
azkratkovitému uvaZzovani. I pfes tato omezeni jsme si ale védomi skuteénosti, Ze bez
kritického premitdni nad minulosti nasich obord, nad minulosti, jez prokazatelné
pusobila na podobu spole¢enskych a humanitnich véd po roce 1989, neni mozné chapat
nasi védeckou pritomnost a uvazovat nad dal$im védeckym smérovanim. Normalizace
neni tak vzdalend, aby se nemohla opakovat. Zkusenost rozkvétu spolecenskych a hu-
manitnich véd konce 60. let v konfrontaci se 70. a 80. 1éty je toho tristnim prikladem.

M.N.-J]. W.






Introduction...

Normalisation in the Social Sciences and Humanities in Czechoslovakia

The period of normalisation, 1969/1970-1989, was a pivotal moment for the Czecho-
slovak social sciences and humanities. It brought with it a long and painful isolation,
in contrast to the 1960s when many disciplines had experienced something of a re-
naissance, emerging one by one - hesitantly at first, then more openly - from the
oppressive confines of an historical materialism long proclaimed to be the only viable
scholarly method.

In 1968, a wide range of disciplines within the social sciences and humanities
were subjected to sharp criticism for their revisionist or right-wing attitudes. Many
scholars were prevented from working in academia, while others found they had no
opportunity for career advancement. Those who managed to keep their jobs witnessed
the rise of a new class of academics who made their careers by pandering to the occu-
pying regime: the so-called party nomenklatura. This placed them under considerable
psychological strain, especially as they watched itlead to the general professional and
methodological decline of their fields. Finally, the severing of ties between Czecho-
slovak academic institutions and their Western counterparts caused these fields to
lapse back into the same professional isolationism they had endured in the early 1950s.

At present, historical analysis of academic and tertiary institutions is undertaken
unsystematically, even haphazardly. In some disciplines, scholarly journals rarely
raise the issue (when they do, methodologies run the gamut from oral history to more
detailed and thoroughly researched case studies); in others, there has yet to be any
relevant discussion. While the period of normalisation for many is too distant to be
subjected to analysis, there are still scholars involved in active research today who
were directly affected by - or who, conversely, played a role in - normalisation. As
aconsequence, it is a challenge to speak openly in the social sciences and humanities
about this period, and reasonably so. Yet it is precisely this non-reflexivity, especially
regarding the impact of normalisation on the Czech social sciences and humanities,
that has important implications for scholarly practice today.

The aim of the conference Normalisation of the Humanities in Czechoslovakia (1969-
1989) -organized by the Centre for Medieval Studies at the Czech Academy of Sciences
and Charles University in cooperation with the Institute of Czech Literature and
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Comparative Studies at Charles University and the Institute of Contemporary History,
and held 14-15 October 2019 in the Academic Conference Center (Jilsk4 1, Prague 1) as

part of the Strategy AV21 initiative - was to create a forum for discussing the impact
of normalisation on the social sciences and humanities in Czechoslovakia. Unfortu-
nately, for various reasons, it was not possible to solicit speakers from Slovakia, a sit-
uation which speaks to the marginal status of the topic of normalisation in Slovakia

with comparison to the Czech Republic. The range of disciplines represented at the

conference was also uneven, due in part to the reluctance of representatives in some

fields to speak out, but also to the fact that, in other fields, the twenty-year period of
normalisation has already been sufficiently mapped out. With regard to conference

proceedings, the written record represents an outcome that, from our point of view, is

even less satisfactory, testifying to little else than the courage of professional scholars

and need to come to terms with the past in our various fields.

At the same time, we did not want to approach the issue of normalisation in the
social sciences and humanities in a purely historical way. The heuristic research here
is still in its early stages, and future progress is bound to be limited by the quasi-
bureaucratic tendencies so widespread in the 1970s and 1980s, a time when nothing
was fixed in writing, when only the essentials were recorded, and when minutes and
resolutions were intentionally falsified, often to the point where they no longer bore
any relation to reality. Very little oral-historical research has been carried out to date,
and one must bear in mind that it is typically undertaken by non-scholars who lack
the necessary ‘predictive framework’ for posing the most relevant questions, beyond
the exigencies of merely factual formulations.

Decidedly, our approach in organizing a workshop on normalisation in the social
sciences and humanities was not going to be purely historical. In the first place, we
were certain to solicit the participation of scholars from the widest possible range
of disciplines affected by the period in question - some of those disciplines banned
outright -, asking them to consider the influence of normalisation on the methodo-
logical commitments and direction of their particular field, as well as the conditions
under which normalisation affected its operations, and whether in some cases it did
notlead to a cessation of scholarly work altogether - or whether, on the contrary, this
work could no longer be considered scholarly.

In this way, we hoped to raise the topic of normalisation in Czechoslovakia along
different lines than one finds in academia and the media today, which are effectively
dominated by two approaches to normalisation, both of which revolve around ide-
ology, and both of which are largely influenced by ‘4 la thése’ thinking [e.g. research
in service of a pre-established argument or position]. The first of these, which was
prevalent in the 1990s, regards normalisation almost exclusively through the prism of
discrete partial memories and sources. As a result, it tends to overlook anything that
deviates from the story of the persecuted scholar vis-a-vis security service archives.
Normalisation is thus reduced to a mere history of repression, stripped of its com-
plexity. The aim of the second approach, not quite rightly referred to as ‘revisionist’,
is to demonstrate that there is significant continuity between the period of normal-
isation (or state socialism, as it is often called) and the present situation, whether in
everyday life or scholarly fields. The danger of this approach, conversely, is that it
tends to exculpate key figures from the period of normalisation and to obscure their
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role in its implementation - scholars who sought their own advancement or that of
their ideological commitments at others’ expense, and at the expense of entire schol-
arly fields. In the final account, neither of these approaches, reduced as they are to
pre-established arguments and perspectives by their methodological constraints and
ideological biases, is fit to advance our understanding beyond the existing framework.
The consequences of this kind of ideological correctness and pre-established argumen-
tation are increasingly evident in the current Czech media environment. Discussants
do not formulate arguments or present research - such research, for the most part,
does not yet exist -, but instead draw indiscriminately from personal experience and
ideological premises, passing them off aslegitimate instruments of scholarly research.

Of course, to forge an alternative approach is not easy. Especially for those of us
who have actually lived through two or more decades of normalisation, and who
carry with us the stigmata of an illiberal society - its isolation and ignorance, as well
as the daily experience of shame, moral equivocation or even failure, not to mention
a black-and-white worldview and feelings of hopelessness -, it is indeed difficult not
to slip into ideological and unnuanced thinking. Despite these limitations, however,
we know that without critical reflection on the past in our respective fields - a past
that has demonstrably influenced the social sciences and humanities after 1989 -, it
isnot possible to understand our present situation or deliberate on a future direction.
Normalisation is not so distant that it cannot be repeated. Our experience of the 1970s
and 1980s, following so close upon a renaissance in the social sciences and humanities
during the late 1960s, is a disheartening example of this.

M.N.-J. W.



