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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The photograph on the cover of this book was taken on 27 March 1977 in
Frankfurt, West Germany. It depicts from left to right: Rudi Dutschke, the
East German born figurehead of the student protests that had rocked the
FRG in the late 1960s; Jifi Pelikin, a former director of Czechoslovak
television who had fled his country in 1969 to Italy where he joined the
socialist party and became an activist for human rights in eastern Europe;
Adam Michnik (hidden behind the microphones), a Polish intellectual who
had been a leading figure of student unrests in 1968 and who would become
one of the main theoreticians of the Polish opposition movement; Wolf
Biermann (playing guitar), a singer-songwriter from the GDR whom the
East German authorities had forced into exile in the Federal Republic just
a few months earlier. The picture was taken by Milan Hor4cek, another
political refugee from Czechoslovakia who would later become a founding
member of the West German Green party. The banner behind the four
people on the panel gives the reason for their meeting: the signing of the
‘Charter 77°. A petition against human rights violations in Czechoslovakia,
the Charter 77 became an iconic text of ‘dissent’ or ‘dissidence’ — a new
form of political protest that had first emerged in the Soviet Union in the
late 1960s.

Sharing a transnational perspective on the history of dissidence, the
individual chapters in this book show that the photograph from Frankfurt
documents a central aspect of the dissident experience: The similarities
between individual movements of dissent - legality, openness, an anti-
political approach and a focus on human rights - were not simply a result
of the similarities of the communist systems of the Soviet bloc; the dissi-
dents, instead, perceived each other’s activities, they held conversations
across borders and exchanged ideas, and they saw each other as engaged in
a common struggle in which they supported one another.

The fact that the meeting took place in Frankfurt highlights another
central theme about these transnational entanglements: the importance of
western audiences and interlocutors. With its focus on human rights, dis-
sent presupposed an imagined ‘court of world opinion’ to which the dissi-
dents appealed for help. A central aim of their activism was thus to reach
western audiences in order to raise international awareness for their situa-
tion. This insight leads to new questions about dissent: Which intermediar-
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ies granted the dissidents access to western audiences? Why did their
message resonate with the concerns, ideas or values of people in the west?
Answering these and other questions, the contributions to this book demon-
strate how the history of dissent was part of broader changes which trans-
formed international politics during the 1970s and 1980s: the eclipse of
Marxism, the rise of human rights, the emergence of new forms of trans-
national activism focused on peace and ecology or the search for new forms
of democracy.

The presence in Frankfurt of someone like Dutschke, finally, shows that
the transnational history of dissent defies easy categorization according to
standard narratives of the cold war. Relating dissidence to the intellectual
and political processes of the 1970s and 1980s shows us how dissidents
were integrated in transnational, even global changes without having to
align their history with an ‘end-of-the cold-war-trajectory’.

The publication of this book is a welcome opportunity to thank its many
‘parents’. The idea for this book was born at the international conference
‘Transnational Perspectives on Dissent and Opposition in Central and
Eastern Europe’, held 17-20 September 2010 at the German Historical
Institute in Warsaw and jointly organized by Agnes Arndt and myself. It
was a pleasure to conceptualize and organize the conference with Agnes
and I would like to thank her for her many insights and great work. I also
gratefully acknowledge her contributions to the early stages of producing
this book as she read some of the texts and provided helpful ideas and
suggestions.

I would also like to thank all speakers, commentators, panel chairs and
participants at the conference for making it an extraordinary and intellectu-
ally stimulating event. The conference could not have taken place without
the support of the directors of the two institutions involved: Eduard Miihle
from the German Historical Institute in Warsaw and Martin Sabrow of the
Centre for Contemporary History in Potsdam. As always, the staff of the
German Historical Institute proved a formidable team in dealing with the
practical aspects of organizing such a multinational, multilingual event.

I am indebted to Eduard Miihle for including this volume into the publi-
cation series of the German Historical Institute. It would never have gone
into print without the invaluable help of Matthias Mundt, Elise Berresheim,
Philipp Krug, Philipp Schedl, and, most importantly, Matgorzata Sparen-
berg. Philip Jacobs of ‘English Exactly’ did a superb job in editing the
manuscript and translating Tomas Vilimek’s text. I also want to thank Maja
Latyniski for translating Wanda Jarzabek’s article. Last but not least, I am
grateful to the authors for submitting their excellent contributions and for
their patience with my editorial suggestions.

Robert Brier
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ROBERT BRIER

ENTANGLED PROTEST

DISSENT AND THE TRANSNATIONAL HISTORY
OF THE 1970s AND 1980s

‘A spectre is haunting Eastern Europe: the spectre of what in the West is
called “dissent”.” Thus begins Viclav Havel’s famous essay ‘The Power of
the Powerless’ (‘Moc bezmocnych’) - a text which simultaneously de-
scribed and shaped a new form of politics which had begun to emerge in
eastern Europe and the Soviet Union in the late 1960s.' Neither working
within the institutions of the communist systems nor trying to overthrow
them, ‘dissent’ instead began with individual acts of defiance. Havel fa-
mously illustrated this with the parable of a greengrocer who placed the
slogan ‘Workers of the world unite!” in the window of his shop, ‘among the
onions and carrots’. The greengrocer did not need to believe this slogan for
it to have an effect; what he communicated with the slogan was not a
quotation from the Communist Manifesto but his own subordination: ‘I, the
greengrocer XY, live here and I know what I must do. I behave in the
manner expected of me. I can be depended upon and am beyond reproach.
I am obedient and therefore I have the right to be left in peace.”

In spite of the greengrocer’s indifference to the slogan’s meaning,
ideology nevertheless played an important role in Havel’s analysis of post-
totalitarianism: it cloaked the greengrocer’s obedience in a statement of
lofty principles. In this way, Havel argued, ideology superficially bridged
the ‘yawning abyss’ between the ‘aims of life ... moving toward the fulfil-
ment of its own freedom’ and the ‘aims of the system’. The ‘post-totalitar-
ian system’, therefore, was ‘a world of appearances trying to pass for

b Viclay Havel, ‘The Power of the Powerless’, trans. Paul Wilson, International

Journal of Politics 15, 3/4 (1985), 23-96, at 23. The essay was first published in Czech in
1978. An unpaginated version of Paul Wilson’s English translation is available on Havel’s
official website at www.vaclavhavel.cz/showtrans.php?cat=eseje&val=-2 aj eseje.
html&typ=HTML (accessed Aug. 2013).

2 Havel, ‘Power of the Powerless’, 27-28.
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reality’; to live within it meant ‘to live within a lie’. And by living this lie,
the greengrocer became complicit in the system’s oppressive rule.’

But if ideology was the pillar of this system, Havel believed, it was also
its Achilles heel. Resistance to it could begin with the individual choice to
abandon ‘living within the lie’ and to start ‘an attempt to live within the
truth’. By ceasing to put phony ideological slogans into his shop display, by
publicly manifesting his dissent from the system’s ideology, the greengro-
cer was sure to suffer repression, but he achieved a significant triumph
nonetheless. He ‘shattered the world of appearances, the fundamental pillar
of the system. He has shown everyone that it is possible to live within the
truth’. With his example, the greengrocer could awaken among his fellow
citizens what Havel considered a universal longing of human beings ‘for
dignity and fundamental rights’.* This longing was the ‘power of the pow-
erless’; awakening it through a multitude of individual acts of defiance,
Havel believed, could have corrosive consequences for the system.

Influential though it was, not all those branded ‘dissidents’ shared
Havel’s existentialist philosophy. What they did share was his belief that,
in order to change the communist systems of the Soviet bloc, one had to
begin by stepping outside of the framework they set out for social life -
resistance began with an act of dissent. These political practices of dissent,
their prehistory and evolution are the subject of this book. It is thus a
contribution to what Barbara Falk has called an ‘emerging historiography
of dissent’ - a movement of researchers from east and west who, drawing
on the broad range of source which became available since 1989, invigorate
the study of Soviet bloc protest movements.’

The individual contributions to this volume demonstrate that movements
of dissent and opposition in eastern Europe and the Soviet Union were
transnational phenomena. On one hand, this means that the similarities
between them were not only the result of the similarities of the systems
they were rebelling against, but also resulted from the reciprocal percep-
tions of the dissidents of one another, from the contacts that they estab-
lished, and from the cross-border conversations that they held. On the other
hand, the contributions to this book also highlight that the transnational
connections in which dissidents participated were not restricted to the
eastern bloc but cut across the ‘iron curtain’ as well: the dissident experi-
ence drew heavily on the imagery of a ‘court of world opinion’ to which
the dissidents could appeal as they sought help against political repression;

% 1bid., 29-31.
4 Ibid., 39-40, 42.

® Barbara J. Falk, ‘Resistance and Dissent in Central and Eastern Europe: An Emerging
Historiography’, East European Politics & Societies 25, 2 (2011), 318-360.
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raising international awareness for their plight was thus a constitutive
element in the dissidents’ political tactics. This simple observation raises a
whole range of new questions about dissent. Since the dissidents lived in
oppressive political systems which restricted travel and the ability to com-
municate across borders: which intermediaries, discourses or structures
allowed the dissidents to overcome these obstacles and address western
audiences? How did this affect the dissidents’ message? Why, simply put,
would people in the west listen to what the dissidents had to say? Address-
ing these questions highlights that many of the activists described in this
book participated in transnational processes which transformed world
politics during the 1970s and 1980s: the eclipse of Marxism and of other
political discourses that were focused on large scale social transformation;
the rise of human rights from the obscure texts of international law to being
a rallying cry of social activism; the emergence of transnational discourses
addressing peace and ecology.

In the remainder of this chapter, I will begin with a discussion of the
two essential terms of this book: ‘dissent’ and ‘transnational’. On this
basis, I will highlight how the contributions to this book substantiate the
two observations mentioned above and discuss a number of themes that
help to put the history of dissent into the transnational history of the 1970s
and 1980s.

Defining ‘Dissent’

In “The Power of the Powerless” Havel wrote that ‘dissent’ and ‘dissident’
were labels foreign observers had applied to him and to his fellow activists;
they themselves, he insisted, used these terms only ‘with distaste, rather
ironically’ and always in quotation marks.® For Jonathan Bolton, Havel’s
text is ‘nothing if not a sustained polemic with the word [dissent] and the
idea’.” Why use the term ‘dissent’ in this book?

Matters are complicated further by the fact that the term dissent was
closely associated with another problematic term: ‘totalitarianism’. Asked
about the possibility of democratic changes in communist societies, Polish
intellectual Jacek Kurofi replied that he would prefer to classify the system
in Poland as ‘totalitarian’ rather than ‘communist’.® Havel used the term

6 Havel, ‘Power of t he Powerless’, 58.

7 Jonathan Bolton, Worlds of Dissent: Charter 77, the Plastic People of the Universe,
and Czech Culture under Communism (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
2012), 2.

8 Jacek Kurot, Polityka i odpowiedzialnos¢ (Londyn: “Aneks”, 1984), 44.
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‘post-totalitarian’ instead. But he hastened to explain that this did not mean
that the system had ceased to be totalitarian, but merely implied that it was
a new kind of totalitarian dictatorship.” Few other dissident writers both-
ered to add similar qualifications; describing the political system of the
Soviet bloc as ‘totalitarian’ was one of the few features virtually all dissi-
dents had in common. "

Given this characterization of communist societies as (post-)totalitarian,
Havel’s allegorical greengrocer had but two choices: he could continue to
play the system’s game, perpetuate its lies and thus sustain it, or he could
begin a ‘life in truth’, step outside the ideological framework of the system
and hopefully become part of a movement for changing it. While Havel
strongly rejected the elitist associations of the term ‘dissident’, his analysis
nevertheless implied that there were only two relevant groups in the post-
totalitarian system: the representatives of the all-powerful system and the
courageous few who resisted it. The experience of society at large was thus
reduced to compliance and apathy and dismissed as irrelevant. Over the
past thirty years, historians have exposed this view of social life under
communism as a caricature. "'

Few authors doubt that the countries of the Warsaw Pact were authori-
tarian and repressive. More often than not, however, the ruling communist
parties failed to mould societies in the ideological images of Marxism-
Leninism. Even during the worst periods of Soviet Stalinism, party struc-
tures were rarely efficient instruments for enforcing totalitarian rule.'? But
even if power was executed effectively, it could be, as researchers writing
in the vein of Michel Foucault have shown, not only restrictive, but pro-
ductive as well. It could create new social subjects and thus set in motion
social dynamics which the party could neither foresee nor control.”® The

° Havel, ‘Power of the Powerless’, 27.

10 Jacques Rupnik, ‘Le totalitarisme vu de I’Est’, in Guy Hermet, ed., Totalitarismes
(Paris: Economica, 1984), 43-71.

11 .. . . . . . .
For a survey and personal account of the revisionist historiography in Soviet history
see Sheila Fitzpatrick, ‘Revisionisms in Soviet History’, History and Theory 46, 4 (2007),
77-91.

12 3. Arch Getty, Origins of the Great Purges: The Soviet Communist Party Reconsid-
ered, 1933-1938 (Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985).

B Stephen Kotkin, Magnetic Mountain: Stalinism as a Civilization (Berkeley, CA et
al.: University of California Press, 1995); Katherine A. Lebow, ‘Public Works, Private
Lives: Youth Brigades in Nowa Huta in the 1950s’, Contemporary European History 10, 2
(2001), 199-219; Jochen Hellbeck, Revolution on My Mind: Writing a Diary under Stalin
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2006); Malte Rolf, ‘Norm, Abweichung und
Aneignung: Kulturelle Konventionen und unkonventionelle Kulturen in der Nachkriegs-
sowjetunion’, Totalitarismus und Demokratie / Totalitarianism and Democracy 2, 4 (2007),



Entangled Protest 15

social and cultural history of communism also made notions like ‘subordi-
nation’ and ‘resistance’ complicated. The greengrocer’s placing the slogan
into his shop window could have been a subtle act of resistance: placing the
slogan precisely ‘among the onions and carrots’ the greengrocer may have
exposed the very pretentiousness of the system’s desire for total control. By
dutifully enacting the regime’s slogans even in the most bizarre of places,
the citizens of communist societies ridiculed and thus subverted those
slogans.'* At the very least, the kind of outward compliance displayed by
Havel’s allegoric figure could help social groups to carve out niches for
themselves where they pursued individual life projects based on their own
values."” In aggregate, these processes created social facts the systems had
to reckon with.

Society, in sum, was not a grey mass apathetically enacting the system’s
ideology; it shaped the history of the communist systems more than the
small group of dissidents ever did. Yet precisely by highlighting how social
life within the structures of the communist party state was radically more
complex and dynamic than the theory of totalitarianism suggests, the social
and cultural history of communism has confirmed an important aspect of
Havel’s analysis. The greengrocer may have been able to ridicule the
system by placing its slogan among the onions and carrots; once he refused
to put it up, however, that is, once he publicly manifested and articulated
his dissent from the lines set out by the party state, he would have to suffer
the consequences. Within or underneath its social and political frameworks,
the communist systems of central and eastern Europe were able to accom-
modate social change and even forms of resistance. Almost every country
in the east bloc, moreover, had its social niches such as the churches or the
countryside; yet those were niches granted by the state. Whenever people

225-242. In a different way, the ‘consumer socialism’ of the 1960s and 1970s was a project
steered from above which ended up undermining communist rule by creating social expecta-
tions the eastern European governments could not meet. Philipp Heldmann, Herrschafft,
Wirtschaft, Anoraks: Konsumpolitik in der DDR der Sechzigerjahre (Gottingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, 2003). For a sophisticated view of how 1970s television programs
helped to stabilize the Czechoslovak regime see Paulina Bren, The Greengrocer and his TV:
The Culture of Communism after the 1968 Prague Spring (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 2010).

¥t Falk, ‘Resistance and Dissent’, 320.

5 Paul Betts, Within Walls: Private Life in the German Democratic Republic (Oxford,
New York: Oxford University Press, 2010); Christopher Gorlich, Urlaub vom Staat: Tou-
rismus in der DDR (Cologne, Weimar, Vienna: Bohlau, 2012). Underneath the facade of
ideological unity, moreover, communist societies witnessed the emergence of informal
social subsystems like exchange markets or systems of patronage. Annette Schuhmann, ed.,
Vernetzte Improvisationen: Gesellschaftliche Subsysteme in Ostmitteleuropa und in der DDR
(Cologne, Weimar, Vienna: Bohlau, 2008).
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began to leave the boundaries set by the party state and did so publicly and
deliberately, they challenged a core tenet of the communist systems’ mode
of operation. Thus, the communist authorities reacted with forms of repres-
sion that were disproportionate to the real threat posed by social dissent.
The GDR is a case in point: not everyone will agree with Martin Sabrow’s
characterization of the GDR as a ‘consensus dictatorship’ (Konsens-
diktatur)."® But it is uncontroversial that in East Germany dissent did not
become a wider social phenomenon until the mid-1980s and that, even
then, these forms remained confined to groups of social outcasts. And yet,
the East German leadership cast one of the tightest nets of surveillance over
its society. In a country as vast as the Soviet Union, the dissidents were a
comparatively small group; nevertheless, the Soviet leadership cracked
down on them relentlessly."”

Poland may have been more tolerant than other eastern European coun-
tries. Yet the Polish leadership, too, could accept the 1960s revisionism of
someone like Leszek Kotakowski only up to a certain point; in 1968, re-
sorting to anti-Semitism, it purged the revisionists from its ranks.'® Recent
research suggests that the relative freedom opposition groups enjoyed in the
late 1970s and again in the late 1980s was due as much to international
pressure as to the Polish leadership’s liberalism.'® Even as the opposition
was allowed to exist, it remained an anomaly within the Polish People’s
Republic: until the end of 1988, the Polish leadership ignored rather than
tolerated the opposition by trying to pretend that, at best, its members were
ordinary citizens and, at worst, ordinary criminals.*

8 Martin Sabrow, ‘Der Konkurs der Konsensdiktatur: Uberlegungen zum inneren

Zerfall der DDR aus kulturgeschichtlicher Perspektive’, in Konrad H. Jarausch and Martin
Sabrow, eds., Weg in den Untergang: Der innere Zerfall der DDR (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1999), 83-116.

7" Viktor Voronkov and Jan Wielgohs, ‘Soviet Russia’, in Detlef Pollack and Jan
Wielgohs, eds., Dissent and Opposition in Communist Eastern Europe (Aldershot: Ashgate,
2004), 95-118. According to Dmitry Furman, there were 1,000 KGB employees for every
dissident. Quoted in Archie Brown, ‘Perestroika and the End of the Cold War’, Cold War
History 7, 2 (2007), 1-17, at 2.

18 Jerzy Eisler, Polski rok 1968 (Warszawa: IPN, 2006); Andrzej Friszke, Anatomia
buntu: Kuroni, Modzelewski i komandosi (Krakow: Znak, 2010).

19 On the late 1970s see Wanda Jarzabek’s article below. On the late 1980s see Andrzej
Paczkowski, ‘Boisko wielkich mocarstw: Polska 1980-1989. Widok od wewnatrz’, Polski
Przeglad Dyplomatyczny 2, 3 (2002), 165-210.

2 1n November 1982, for instance, the leadership of the Polish communist party tried
to impress upon Lech Walesa that he had ceased to be an opposition leader and now simply
was ‘citizen Walesa’. Antoni Dudek, Reglementowana rewolucja: Rozpad dyktatury komu-
nistycznej w Polsce 1988-1990 (Warszawa: Arcana, 2004), 57.



Entangled Protest 17

The party states of eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, in sum, could
accommodate and were characterized by complex social dynamics and
different forms of resistance; but there was something they could not toler-
ate: the public and deliberate manifestation of political disagreement, that
is, of dissent or dissidence.”’ Whatever simplifications came to be associ-
ated with the term ‘dissent’ and however much many dissidents themselves
rejected the label, then, it actually is a very appropriate term for the politi-
cal practises that are the subject of this book. Following Detlef Pollack and
Jan Wielgohs, ‘dissent’ or ‘dissidence’ are thus defined on the basis of ‘the
position of [the dissidents’] discourses within the system of social commu-
nication’ in communist societies. The terms ‘dissent’ or ‘dissidence’ de-
scribe ‘all discourses and activities that were critical of the regime and that
constituted, or wished to constitute, an autonomous sphere of public,
political and cultural communication outside of the official institutions of
the party state and which in so doing openly denied the claim of the regime
to full control of public life.’*

In this understanding, ‘dissent’ does not describe a specific ideological
orientation. The members of the Praxis school, which Nenad Stefanov
describes below, sought to broaden the sphere of autonomous communica-
tion in Yugoslavia while remaining within the communist system’s own
ideology. A group of social scientists, the Praxis scholars had started out
within the official structures of the Yugoslav state. Many of them had
fought in the communist resistance movement during the second world war
and, having begun their careers before the Yugoslav-Soviet split, some had
even studied in the Soviet Union. Throughout their lives they remained
committed to the project of building a socialist society. Their neo-Marxist
critique of Yugoslav realities, however, and their own intellectual ‘praxis’
of engaging various philosophical orientations in an open and critical dia-
logue put them at odds with the Yugoslav authorities. Metaphorically
speaking, they started out as reformers of their ‘church’, but in the end
found themselves being branded ‘apostates’ - the original meaning of
‘dissident’ - and ultimately were pushed outside the official framework of
Yugoslav society.

The fate of the Praxis group was paradigmatic for many, though by far
not all, of the dissidents. Following de-Stalinization, some eastern Euro-

2L See the definition of ‘dissent’ and ‘dissidence’ in the online edition of Merriam-
Webster: www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/dissent and www.merriam-webster.
com/dictionary/dissidence (accessed May 2013). See also Falk, ‘Resistance and Dissent’,

321.

2 Detlef Pollack and Jan Wielgohs, ‘Introduction’, in Pollack and Wielgohs, eds.,

Dissent and Opposition, ix-xvii, at xiii.
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pean countries — most notably Hungary and Poland - witnessed the rise of
‘revisionism’ - an intellectual current trying to bring the socialist project
back to its roots. When many revisionists were expelled from their parties,
they adopted more fundamental forms of dissent. The defining moment of
this time was the crushing of the Prague Spring; Tomds Vilimek vividly
depicts its impact on the future GDR opposition. He also shows, though,
that the process of abandoning socialism as a viable framework for dissent
was a much more drawn out process than is often assumed. Among many
future GDR dissidents, the experience of 1968 needed quite some time ‘to
sink in’. 1968 - important though it was — was not the ‘big bang’ of dis-
sent.

In many ways, the experience of the East German peace activists, which
Holger Nehring recaptures, was similar to that of the revisionists. The East
German peace activists, Nehring shows, should not be retrospectively
branded as civil rights activists. Their initial focus was on peace and disar-
mament and they worked within a niche the regime accepted: the Protestant
churches; they even used a slogan the Soviet Union had introduced into the
international discourse on peace: ‘swords into ploughshares’.” Quickly,
however, they grew critical of the East German regime’s policies of milita-
rizing society. Given how narrow the space of ‘what counted as legitimate
politics’ was drawn in the GDR, Nehring argues, ‘demonstrating for peace
itself was automatically a claim for fundamental civil rights’. If carefully
defined, then, ‘dissent’ remains a useful term. How can it analytically be
combined with the notion ‘transnational’?

Transnational Perspectives on Dissent in Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Bloc: Mutual Perceptions, Interactions and Cooperation

Historians and social scientists operate with a range of different definitions
of the term ‘transnational’. Tellingly, the entry ‘transnational’ in Akira
Iriye and Pierre-Yves Saunier’s dictionary of transnational history does not
provide a definition of the term, but an overview over its emergence and
different uses.”* Something most authors agree upon is that the interest in

% The slogan is engraved on a sculpture the Soviet Union had donated for the garden
of the UN building in New York City. Independent peace movement activists in the GDR
wore the slogan and a picture of the sculpture - depicting a man forging a sword into a
ploughshare - on badges.

2 Pierre-Yves Saunier, ‘Transnational’, in Akira Iriye and Pierre-Yves Saunier, eds.,
The Palgrave Dictionary of Transnational History: From the mid-19th Century to the
Present (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), 1045-1055.
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transnational history emerged in response to the contemporary concern with
‘globalisation’ and the awareness it created for how nation-states are em-
bedded in, shot-through with, and at times even constituted by larger
structures, contacts, exchanges, discourses, etc., that is, by phenomena
which cut across or permeate at least two nation-states and are thus transna-
tional.” In its broadest sense, transnational history is concerned with the
emergence, evolution and impact of these phenomena. It therefore makes
sense to distinguish it from diplomatic or international history. Where the
latter are concerned with the interaction of nation-states within a wider
system of international relations, the former is concerned with goods,
people, ideas - say, capital flows, migrants, Marxism - that moved ‘above,
below, through, and around, as well as within, the nation-state’.® The
borders between the two approaches, however, are permeable and - as
Kiran-Klaus Patel has noted — one and the same phenomenon can be object
of both inter- and transnational approaches: the United Nations or the
European Union are creations of diplomatic processes and they remain
major forums for the international interaction of nation-states; with their
provisions to regulate or foster economic exchange or their provisions to
counter climate change, fight corruption, or safeguard human rights, how-
ever, they may trigger transnational forces.”’

How can the history of ‘dissent’ benefit from a transnational approach?
If transnational history is concerned with cross-border connections and
flows of information, ideas, people, or goods, how did such processes
concern someone like Havel’s allegorical greengrocer? Is not a ‘trans-
national history of dissent’ really an oxymoron? Here, an additional aspect
of ‘dissent’ comes into play: many of the forms of dissent described in this
book shared a specific, somewhat paradoxical form in which they tried to
extend the sphere of free public communication. Almost all dissidents
merely demanded rights or liberties which their governments claimed to
grant them anyway; stepping outside the system’s boundaries, the dissidents
pretended to remain within its framework. The early Soviet dissidents
analysed by Julia Metger pioneered this approach. The Soviet constitution
did feature civil rights and Moscow had signed the 1966 UN human rights
pacts (and later signed the Helsinki agreement of 1975). Protesting against
the political trials of the late 1960s, the dissidents did not need to question
Soviet communism, but could instead invoke the Soviet constitution and

% David Thelen, ‘The Nation and Beyond: Transnational Perspectives on United States
History’, The Journal of American History 86, 3 (1999), 965-975, at 966.

% 1bid., 967.

%" Kiran Klaus Patel, ‘Uberlegungen zu einer transnationalen Geschichte’, Zeitschrift
fiir Geschichtswissenschaft 52 (2004), 626-645, at 634.
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later the country’s international obligations under the Helsinki agreement.*®
Charta 77, discussed in this book by Tomds Vilimek, applied a similar form
of activism to Czechoslovak realities. The Polish opposition - whose activi-
ties Wanda Jarzqbek describe - constituted itself around the defence of
workers’ rights and thus around an integral part of communist ideology. By
centring their activism on ‘peace’ the opposition groups of the late 1980s in
Poland, Hungary and the GDR - discussed by Padraic Kenney, Kacper
Szulecki, or Holger Nehring - tried to give a new, transformative meaning
to a central word of the official lexicon.

These similarities could be explained by reference to the similarities of
the communist systems. This was how Havel saw it: invoking the Commu-
nist Manifesto with ‘subversive irony’?, he characterized dissent as ‘a
natural and inevitable consequence of the present historical phase of the
system it is haunting.”* But do the similarities of the ‘system of social
communication’ in communist societies suffice to explain a phenomenon
like dissent? Showing how in specific political systems all attempts to
broaden the sphere of free discourse are turned into ‘apostasy’ is one thing;
to ask #ow people tried to broaden spaces of free communication is some-
thing very different. ‘Societies,” Padraic Kenney writes below, ‘are not
chemical compositions, giving rise to similar phenomena under similar
conditions; nor are they elements in a demonstration of a domino effect.
Historians need to ask themselves, yet rarely do so: how and why are
phenomena similar to one another?’*

In his contribution, Kenney answers this question by recapturing how he
encountered similarities in the style and tactics of Polish and Hungarian
opposition groups of the late 1980s. The Hungarian groups, he found, had
been created according to a Polish model: in the early 1980s, two Hungar-
ian political scientists began travelling to Poland. Later taking their students
along, they wanted to get in touch with and learn from the Polish opposi-
tion. Bringing the political ideas and tactics they encountered in Poland
back to Hungary, they helped shape an opposition movement surprisingly
similar to the Polish one. ‘This is transnational history at its purest,’

% Sarah B. Snyder, Human Rights Activism and the End of the Cold War: A Transna-
tional History of the Helsinki Network (Cambridge, New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2011); Christian Peterson, Globalizing Human Rights: Private Citizens, the Soviet
Union, and the West (New York: Routledge, 2011).

% Bolton, Worlds of Dissent, 1.
% Havel, ‘Power of the Powerless’, 23.

3 For an elaboration of this position see Padraic Kenney and Gerd-Rainer Horn, ‘Intro-
duction: Approaches to the Transnational’, in Padraic Kenney and Gerd-Rainer Horn, eds.,
Transnational Moments of Change: Europe 1945 - 1968 - 1989 (Lanham: Rowman and
Littlefield, 2004), ix-Xix.
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Kenney concludes. ‘... young men from one country entering an apartment
in another country, finding people who are like them in age and back-
ground but who act very differently. We see them learning how to act in
this new way and then taking that mode of action home with them.’

A closer reading of Havel’s text suggests that Kenney did not describe
a singular case: throughout his text, Havel described ‘dissent’ as a move-
ment whose members (in different parts of the Soviet bloc) were imbued
with a spirit of mutual solidarity; indeed, ‘The Power of the Powerless’
was a product of that spirit. It was written as an introduction to a Polish-
Czechoslovak collection of essays on civil rights activism in which writers
from both countries were supposed to respond to and elaborate upon the
ideas developed by Havel.*> While this book never materialized, other
forms of cooperation did take place: contact was established via telegrams,
letters, or phone calls; intellectuals published essays or interviews in each
other’s samizdat journals or featured in the editorial boards of each other’s
periodicals; appeals of solidarity were adopted in support of each other. In
the summer and autumn of 1978, meetings among Polish, Czech and Slo-
vak intellectuals took place in the Karkonosze/KrkonoSe Mountains, at the
Polish-Czechoslovak border. An appeal adopted after the meetings was
broadcast to east central Europe via Radio Free Europe and contained the
demand to free all political prisoners in the Soviet bloc. Moreover, inter-
action was not restricted to Polish-Czechoslovak encounters. The Poles,
and certainly also the Czech and Slovak dissidents, had drawn inspiration
for their activity from the Soviet human rights groups. In 1979, one Polish
activist, Zbigniew Romaszewski, managed to travel to Moscow to meet
Andrei Sakharov - an encounter that inspired Romaszewski to follow the
Soviet example and add a Polish commission to the emergent transnational
network monitoring compliance with the human rights provisions of the
1975 Helsinki agreement.*

Until recently, Kenney’s A Carnival of Revolution or Barbara Falk’s
Dilemmas of Dissidence were the only studies that made these cross-border
interactions between different opposition groups a central part of the story
of dissent.* The publication of Friederike Kind-Kovécs and Jessie Labov’s

%2 John Keane, Vdclav Havel: A Political Tragedy in Six Acts (London: Bloomsbury,
1999), 268.

% Jan Jozef Lipski, KOR: A History of the Workers' Defense Committee in Poland,
1976-1981 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985), 279-285; Andrzej Friszke,
Opozycja polityczna w PRL 1945-1980 (London: ‘Aneks’, 1994), 298-299; on the Helsinki
network see Snyder, Human Rights Activism.

% Padraic Kenney, A Carnival of Revolution: Central Europe 1989 (Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 2002); Barbara J. Falk, The Dilemmas of Dissidence in East-Central
Europe: Citizen Intellectuals and Philosopher Kings (Budapest: CEU Press, 2003). In
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edited volume on samizdat and tamizdat as transnational media, however,
is evidence of a growing recognition among historians that transnational
interactions are crucial to understand movements of dissent in eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union.*® Contributing to this trend is one of the main
aims of this book.

Tomas Vilimek’s article - based on extensive archival research and oral
history - provides ample evidence for how the rise of dissent was shaped
by mutual perceptions, interactions and exchanges of ideas. As noted
above, the Prague Spring was a watershed for the emergence of dissent, but
its impact seems to have been less immediate than is often assumed.
Among future East German dissidents, the Soviet invasion of Czechoslova-
kia initiated reflections that lasted for years and, crucially, these reflections
were influenced by encounters with people and texts from the CSSR. For
example, Wolfgang Templin had initially considered the Soviet invasion
legitimate, and it was only after conversations with two Slovak girls and his
later readings of Polish and Czechoslovak samizdat and émigré publications
that he began to rethink his position. Ludwig Mehlhorn, too, began to
reflect upon the Prague Spring only in response to the emergence of oppo-
sition groups in Poland and Czechoslovakia.

The East German activists whom Vilimek interviewed readily admitted
that the specific form the GDR dissent assumed in the 1980s - its non-
ideological character, its defensiveness, its non-clandestine, public charac-

contrast, the otherwise highly useful essays in Pollack and Wielgohs, eds., Dissent and
Opposition write the history of dissent as one of parallel national histories with little or no
interaction between them.

%5 Friederike Kind-Kovécs and Jessie Labov, eds., Samizdat, Tamizdat, and Beyond:
Transnational Media during and after Socialism (New York: Berghahn Books, 2013). See
also the contributions to Hans-Joachim Veen, Ulrich Mihlert and Peter Mirz, eds.,
Wechselwirkungen Ost-West: Dissidenz, Opposition und Zivilgesellschaft 1975-1989 (Kdln:
Bohlau, 2007). Much of this research is published in individual articles. See, for instance,
Natalie Bégin, ‘Kontakte zwischen Gewerkschaften in Ost und West: Die Auswirkungen
von Solidarno$¢ in Deutschland und Frankreich: Ein Vergleich’, Archiv fiir Sozialgeschichte
45 (2005), 293-324; Jan C. Behrends and Friederike Kind, ‘Vom Untergrund in den
Westen: Samizdat, Tamizdat und die Neuerfindung Mitteleuropas in den Achtzigerjahren’,
Archiv fiir Sozialgeschichte 45 (2005), 427-448; Robert Horvath, ‘“The Solzhenitsyn
Effect”: East European Dissidents and the Demise of the Revolutionary Privilege’, Human
Rights Quarterly 29 (2007), 879-907; Robert Brier, ‘Adam Michnik’s Understanding of
Totalitarianism and the West European Left: A Historical and Transnational Approach to
Dissident Political Thought’, East European Politics & Societies 25, 2 (2011), 197-218;
Christie Miedema, ‘The Transnationality of Dutch Solidarity with the Polish Opposition
1980-1989°, Revue Belge de Philologie et d’Histoire / Belgisch Tijdschrift voor Filologie en
Geschiedenis 89 (2011), 1307-1330; Kacper Szulecki, ‘Hijacked Ideas: Human Rights,
Peace, and Environmentalism in Czechoslovak and Polish Dissident Discourses’, East
European Politics & Societies 25, 2 (2011), 272-295.
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ter — was heavily influenced by the models from the Soviet Union and east
central Europe. The case of the East German opposition confirms observa-
tions Kenney makes on how similar national contexts and geographical
proximity foster transnational exchanges. Searching for political models,
the most obvious thing for the East Germans to do was to look to their
neighbours within the Soviet bloc. The ability to travel in eastern Europe or
even spend a longer period in one of them - such as when Templin studied
in Poland - greatly fostered this circulation of ideas and tactics. However,
direct encounters, which the secret police of the relevant countries tried to
restrict, were not the only routes along which ideas travelled between
different countries: Vilimek mentions how émigré journals or couriers, like
the theology student from Leipzig who provided Mehlhorn with texts from
Charter 77, also helped to sustain a certain flow of information. The East
Germans had as well another very important source of information: West
German media.*®

What Vilimek’s text also documents is how a sense of transnational
solidarity and of being involved in a common struggle emerged among the
dissident groups. For many Charter 77 members, the writings of Robert
Havemann or Rudolf Bahro remained too concerned with reforming social-
ism. Nevertheless, it seems to have been natural for the Polish, Czech and
Slovak activists meeting in 1978 to include Bahro into their appeal to free
all political prisoners in the east bloc. And even as Jaroslav Sabata con-
ceded that Havemann’s writings were irrelevant for him, he still insisted
that they belonged in a transnational ‘library of dissent’. Even Milo$
Rejchrt, someone who denied that events in other countries influenced him,
acknowledged his ‘dissident’s obligation’ to read the texts of other opposi-
tion intellectuals.

In terms of the history of dissent, therefore, transnational history shows
that the striking similarities between the respective dissident movements
were not merely the ‘natural and inevitable consequence of the present
historical phase of the system’. Mutual perceptions, the circulation of ideas
and the movement of people across borders brought about similar forms of
political opposition in different countries. To be sure, one should not
exaggerate the degree to which the joint experience of dissent created a
transnational community. The projected Polish-Czechoslovak volume failed
because the regime in Prague began to crack-down on its dissident move-
ment.”” Dissent, moreover, remained focused on domestic concerns and

% On how ideas and information circulated among Soviet bloc opposition groups see
also Padraic Kenney, ‘Opposition Networks and Transnational Diffusion in the Revolutions
of 1989’, in Kenney and Horn, eds., Transnational Moments of Change, 207-225.

87 Keane, Vdclav Havel, 268.
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was heavily rooted in national cultures.” For many, ‘living within truth’
meant to wrest national languages from the distortions of official propa-
ganda and give words their ‘authentic’ meaning back; it meant exposing
suppressed or falsified aspects of national history - at times replacing them
with idealized views of the interwar period. Striving for human rights and
democracy, moreover, was indistinguishable from the quest for national
sovereignty.* The international imagery of the dissidents, therefore, had
much in common with Giuseppe Mazzini’s nineteenth century liberal
nationalist vision. Again, however, this nationalist vision was something
the dissidents shared and, with the debate about ‘Central Europe’, they
even developed a transnational cultural context for their national dis-
courses.”’ These discursive entanglements are a striking example of how
national and transnational factors interact.*!

But can transnational perspectives accomplish more than just explaining
the similarities between movements of resistance in different countries of
the Soviet bloc? For some authors, the end of the cold war was part of a
broader political transformation of the world which turned representative
democracy and respect for individual freedoms into ‘the organizing princi-
ples of a new international order’.* Political scientist Samuel P. Hunting-
ton believed that the transitions from communism were part of a worldwide
wave of democratization that had begun with the south European transitions
of the 1970s and continued well after 1989.* If transnational history can
explain the emergence of dissent without having to resort to ahistorical
concepts like a Zeitgeist or a social domino effect, maybe it can explain
these events as well?*

% Jerzy Szacki, Liberalism after Communism (Budapest, New York: Central European
University Press, 1995), 85; see also Michal Kopec¢ek, ‘Human Rights Facing a National
Past: Dissident ‘Civic Patriotism’ and the Return of History in East Central Europe, 1968
-1989’, Geschichte und Gesellschaft 38, 4 (2012), 573-602; Elzbieta Cizewska, Filozofia
publiczna Solidarnosci: Solidarnos¢ 1980-1981 z perspektywy republikariskiej tradycji
politycznej (Warszawa: Narodowe Centrum Kultury, 2010); Sergiusz Kowalski, Krytyka
solidarnoSciowego rozumu: Studium z socjologii myslenia potocznego (Warszawa: PEN,
1990).
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There are at least two good reasons to be cautious. Firstly, the question
as to what role the dissidents did play in ending the cold war (and thus in
Huntington’s ‘wave of democracy’) still awaits a conclusive answer. Multi-
ple explanations have been put forth for why communism fell and the
dissidents feature in only some of them.* Until very late in the 1980s,
moreover, dissent looked like a noble, but ultimately futile attempt to defy
the ironclad realities of the cold war. Even Havel conceded in ‘The Power
of the Powerless’ how the ‘stalemated world of nuclear parity’ endowed
‘the system with an unprecedented degree of external stability’.* In 1983,
five years after Havel had written his famous essay, the story of dissent
seemed to have ended in tragedy: the world had descended into a ‘second
cold war’. Solidarity in Poland had been crushed and the most prominent
Czech and Slovak activists were incarcerated; the Moscow Helsinki group
had self-dissolved and most of its members had been put into prison, de-
ported to labour camps or forced into exile.

Understanding the sense of defiance in the face of an international
situation which was expected to change at no more than glacial speed (if at
all), means to understand a core element of what Jonathan Bolton calls the
‘worlds of dissent’. If we ignore this experience in favour of an ‘end-of-
the-cold-war-trajectory’ we are in danger of adopting a teleological per-
spective. The experience of ‘dissent’ can be illuminating in its own right
and on its own terms.

The second reason can be found in Kenney’s contribution to this vol-
ume: there seems to have been little interaction among the revolutions of
1989 and other late-twentieth and early twenty-first century revolts. For all
the interest the protesting Chinese students in 1989 had in the writings of
the dissidents and in Gorbachev’s reforms, Kenney writes, the ‘Tiananmen
occupation was not an eastern European event that ended tragically, but
rather an entirely different animal with its own logic.” South African activ-

* The controversy between Timothy Garton Ash and Stephen Kotkin may not have

been overly useful in clarifying this matter, but it does bring out the gulf separating the
opinion of serious historians on this problem. Stephen Kotkin, Uncivil Society: 1989 and the
Implosion of the Communist Establishment (New York: Modern Library, 2009); Timothy
Garton Ash, ‘1989!", The New York Review of Books, 5 Nov 2009, available www.
nybooks.com/articles/archives/2009/nov/05/1989/7pagination=false (accessed August
2013). Especially experts in Soviet history voice doubts whether the dissidents played any
significant role in the ‘Gorbachev revolution’. See Archie Brown, Seven Years that Changed
the World: Perestroika in Perspective (Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 2007),
esp. 157-190; Vladislav M. Zubok, A Failed Empire: The Soviet Union in the Cold War
from Stalin to Gorbachev (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007). For a
sketch of what a multi-causal explanation might look like see Christoph Boyer, ‘“1989” und
die Wege dorthin’, Vierteljahreshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte 59, 1 (2011), 101-118.
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ists, too, may have been aware of events in eastern Europe and adopted the
Polish Round Table model, but ‘at the heart of the transformation the
African context mattered most to the exclusion of any other’. Reflecting on
what some observers called the ‘“Twitter revolution” in Moldavia, Kenney
also warns that our contemporary fascination with the internet or social
networks like Facebook should not lead us to believe that such media are
the actual cause of revolt and protest.

In order to avoid the recent fascination with transnational connections
and networks, Kenney distinguishes between two kinds of phenomena that
may cause similarity and simultaneity in political revolts. For the first he
uses the metaphor of ‘electromagnetic forces’: the members of the opposi-
tion in the Soviet bloc, he argues, can be compared to ‘atoms in a mole-
cule, bound together and exchanging information over short distances’ —
‘transnational interactions are like the electromagnetic forces binding them
closer together’. Understanding transnational political activism in this way
Kenney sees it restricted to “periods of heightened political activity’, occur-
ring ‘over short distances among people who share common interests and
skills’. Most of the time when we encounter simultaneity and similarity in
political revolutions, however, we are looking not at ‘electromagnetic
forces’, but ‘radio waves’: forces that ‘exist in the background, as a con-
stant presence’ rather than as a result of direct interaction. To explain the
striking simultaneity of late twentieth-century democratic transitions in
different parts of the world, he mentions four such background factors: a
generational turnover, the availability of new means of communication, a
global human rights discourse and the waning of the cold war.

If the history of dissent cannot easily be integrated into a global ‘wave
of democracy’, is it thus only a concern for specialists in Russian and East
European studies? Discussing the remaining contributions to this book I
will argue that it is not and I will use Kenney’s metaphor of ‘radio waves’
to make this point. Firstly, these ‘radio waves’ certainly can be character-
ised as transnational phenomena: they occurred above or below the level of
nation-states but had an important impact on processes within nation-states.
Secondly, unless we invoke Zeitgeists or ‘dominoes’, these radio waves are
puzzling phenomena in their own right. Take the example of human rights:
activists in Chile, South Africa or Poland adopted a human rights discourse
for reasons that were domestic and had little in common with one another.
‘Human rights’, moreover, probably meant something different in all these
three countries. Yet precisely because of these differences it is striking that
in all three countries people would frame their protest as a defence of
individual rights and not, say, as the struggle for world revolution. The
fact, moreover, that the term ‘human rights’ took on particular meanings in
particular contexts is a central insight of the transnational history of human
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rights: the power of the human rights discourse, after all, derived from
how it provided a meaningful framework for vastly different forms of
protest occurring in vastly different places.*” Studying how people around
the world adopted ‘rights talk’ is key to understanding how human rights
became a global language of moral protest — a ‘radio wave’ - in the first
place. Even if dissent was not part of a ‘global dance of democracy’, as
Kenney observes below, by focussing on the ‘radio waves’ of transnational
history, we may come to understand it as part of broader, even worldwide
processes nonetheless.

Dissent and the Transnational History of the 1970s and 1980s

The ‘Power of the Powerless’ had more than one transnational dimension.
As noted above, Havel did not like the terms ‘dissent’ and ‘dissident’. He
considered them labels western journalists had applied to him and his peers;
the ‘spectre’ he invoked was ‘what in the West is called “dissent”.** Ap-
parently, however, the Czech intellectual believed that he could not do
without this western label, for, rather than discarding it, he tried to explain
what the people called ‘dissidents’ actually did. So, in addition to Havel’s
Czech, Slovak and Polish peers, ‘The Power of the Powerless’ had a sec-
ond audience: people in the west.

There are two reasons why western audiences were important for the
dissidents. Firstly, there was the need to create publicity.* Without public-
ity, the kind of activity by Havel’s greengrocer would have remained an
individual act of defiance. It was only once a wider public was made aware
of the possibility to perforate the regime’s fagade of public rituals that such
acts acquired political relevance. Therefore, the ‘most important trait of
dissidence’, Pollack and Wielgohs note, was to create an independent
public sphere; they hence see samizdat as ‘the systematic “site” of dissi-
dence’.™

Crucial though it was, samizdat was but one form of breaking the
regime’s monopoly over the public sphere. Another form was crucially
dependent on western attention to events in eastern Europe. Almost any-
thing of political relevance that was published in western media or by
western news agencies about eastern Europe returned to eastern Europe.

" Kenneth Cmiel, ‘The Emergence of Human Rights Politics in the United States’, The
Journal of American History 86, 3 (1999), 1231-1250.

8 Havel, ‘Power of the Powerless’, 23.
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Reports were translated and published in émigré publications or reached the
Soviet bloc on the radio waves of western broadcasters like Radio Free
Europe or the foreign language programmes of the BBC.*! Publications in
western media — news reports by foreign correspondents, political essays
published in periodicals or interviews in newspapers, radio or TV news
programmes — were thus a very effective way in which the dissidents could
communicate with their own societies.

Radio Free Europe, for instance, played a crucial role in disseminating
information about the strikes at the Polish Baltic coast of 1980. The Polish
authorities tried to suppress any information about the strikes in order to
prevent them from spreading to other cities. The intellectual Jacek Kuron,
however, informed western correspondents about the labour unrest and
their reporting reached Poland via western radio stations.” Like someone
throwing a boomerang, then, many dissidents cast their statements out into
the west in order to hit targets in eastern Europe.

Secondly, western audiences themselves were a crucial target of appeals
by eastern dissidents. Although it does not contain the term, ‘The Power of
the Powerless’ is often seen as a key text of ‘anti-politics’.” The dissidents’
programme, Havel wrote, was essentially ‘defensive’ - it sought to protect
individuals against the ‘total assault on humans’ which the post-totalitarian
system mounted. Thus, this programme offered ‘no new conception,
model, or ideology, and therefore it [was] not politics in the proper sense
of the word ...”. Usually, this programme took ‘the form of a defence of
human rights’. Against the regimes’ empty rituals, the dissidents did not
counterpose an elaborate political programme or a vision of a future soci-
ety, but the simple idea that everyone, everywhere is entitled to protection
from repression.>

L The Polish émigré journal Kultura, for instance, regularly featured sections on
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A Collection of Studies and Documents (Budapest; New York: CEU Press, 2010).
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The idea of human rights draws heavily on the imagery of a ‘court of
world opinion’ - a place where victims of repression could accuse their
perpetrators and spur the international community to punish this violation
of their common humanity. In order to appeal to these ‘international
courts’, however, the dissidents had to make their suffering known to
international audiences. International audiences were thus not only ‘feed-
back loops’ to reach eastern European societies, they were important ad-
dressees themselves. In explaining to a western audience who the dissidents
were and what they were doing, Havel did not merely seek to satisfy a
western curiosity; he engaged in political activism.”

Unless we operate with a very simple sender-receiver-model of how
information is passed on or how ideas circulate, the relationship between
the dissidents and their western audiences comes into focus as a central
dimension of dissent. One important questions is which intermediaries
helped the dissidents to reach their international audiences. Eastern Euro-
pean émigré and diaspora communities in the west doubtlessly played an
important role in this respect. Emigré journals — the so-called tamizdat —
were crucial outlets for independent political thought, the staff at Radio
Free Europe consisted largely of political exiles from eastern Europe and
émigrés established contacts between opposition groups behind the iron
curtain and supporters in the west. The cultural and social milieux of the
émigré groups, their lines of communication with their home countries and
the politics they were entangled in all shaped their role as a ‘feedback loop’
for the circulation of ideas within the Soviet bloc and between east and
west.

In her contribution to this volume, Julia Metger analyses another impor-
tant group of intermediaries. She recaptures how a relationship between
dissidents and western correspondents evolved in late 1960s Moscow. Her
focus is on how three newspapers — the New York Times, the Times of
London, and the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung — reported from three
political trials held in Moscow between 1966 and 1972.°° A number of
developments intersected in the Soviet capital, she shows, turning it into a
transnational ‘space of experience’ where Soviet dissidents could become
western household names.

® retrospect, Adam Michnik, even argued that it was only international attention that
turned individual defiance into political activism. Adam Michnik, ‘Polska na pierwszej
stronie’, Gazeta Wyborcza, 30 Sep. 2002; cf. Brier, ‘Adam’.

% Barbara Walker, ‘Moscow Human Rights Defenders Look West: Attitudes toward
U.S. Journalists in the 1960s and 1970s’, in Gyorgy Péteri, ed., Imagining the West in
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union (Pittsburgh, Pa.: University of Pittsburgh Press,
2010), 237-257.
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As the capital of the Soviet superpower, Moscow was always interesting
for western readers. In the 1960s, however, this attention changed as
détente created an awareness in the west of differences within Soviet so-
ciety. Western journalism was also undergoing changes. Especially the New
York Times encouraged its correspondents to learn Russian and socialize
with the educated circles of Moscow in order to switch from ‘traditional
facts-and-politics journalism’ to a more vivid reporting based on in-depth
research. Reconstructing these processes, Metger charts an evolution of the
western reporting from a dry facts-based approach to a lively style that
barely concealed the journalists’ sympathies with the dissidents. The corre-
spondents’ language of civil rights and legality, moreover, made the Soviet
process accessible to western audiences. By 1972, at the latest, the dissi-
dents had come to understand western correspondents as crucial allies.
Thus, they flooded them, as a Briton quoted by Metger complains, with
protest materials.

Metger’s article is so important because she makes ‘the contingency of
information on dissent and opposition ... part of the story’ of dissent.
Rather than understanding the ‘dissidents’ as an objective social category
and taking their relevance for granted, she highlights how they emerged as
an internationally relevant group from interactions between events in Mos-
cow, the reporting on them, and wider, transnational processes — radio
waves — such as détente or changes in the style of western newspaper
reports. Yet Metger’s article also raises a simple, yet crucial question: Why
did people in the west pay attention to the dissidents? Why would the fate
of a few writers put on trial in Moscow be of concern for newspaper read-
ers in Frankfurt, London or New York? Why would some of them identify
with the fate of these Soviet writers and become politically active on their
behalf?

Through the prism of the events of 1989 and the role generally ascribed
to dissidents in this process, the attention paid to the dissidents may seem
only natural. Here, too, however, it is important to avoid an ‘end of the
cold war’-teleology. In the late 1960s, even more so than in the early
1980s, the dissident’s rebellion against the Soviet system - and the cold
war stabilizing it - looked to many observers like an act of misguided
heroism. The emergence of the dissidents, moreover, undercut many
underlying assumptions about the cold war. On one hand, the figure of the
‘dissident’ confirmed traditional views of life in a communist society
which, as Metger shows, had become problematic in the age of détente. As
lonely intellectual figures defying the totalitarian leviathan, the dissidents
resembled the characters from Arthur Koestler’s Darkness at Noon or,
more importantly, from Nineteen-Eighty Four, George Orwell’s powerful
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vision of a totalitarian society.’” On the other hand, however, the dissidents
were not content with their role as witnesses of communist repression: they
called upon the international community to help them. Invoking human
rights, moreover, they did not take sides in the cold war but appealed to a
universal anti-political morality instead. Thus, they contradicted the scenar-
ios of a conflict in which, imagined as a gargantuan struggle between two
opposed systems, individuals or moral impartiality had no role to play. A
core idea of the ‘Power of the Powerless’ or Adam Michnik’s ‘New
Evolutionism’, moreover, was that even totalitarian systems could slowly
be changed by social activism. Thus they contradicted the views of western
political analysts who believed that totalitarian societies were incapable of
changing or, if at all, could only be changed from above. In ‘tilting at the
windmills’ of the cold war, therefore, the dissidents challenged many of the
taken-for-granted notions of western policies.

By asking why western audiences paid attention to the dissidents’ ap-
peals, we are also touching upon a more general problem of transnational
political activism. The 1970s are increasingly seen as a decade in which a
human rights discourse experienced its international breakthrough.® In
spite of a soaring activism in the name of human rights, however, some of
the worst atrocities of this decade - the Cambodian genocide, for instance,
or the massacres which Indonesian troops committed in East-Timor - went,
as Jan Eckel or Bradley Simpson demonstrate, largely unnoticed.” Why,
then, did some human rights campaigns capture the international imagina-
tion while others were ignored? Apparently, the answer lies not only with
these campaigns themselves but also with how their message resonated with
the expectations, values and ideas of their western audiences. A trans-
national approach to the history of dissent is therefore important not merely
because it shows how dissidents were interacting with each other. Trans-
national perspectives also integrate studies of dissent into the broader
history of the human rights revolution and of the intellectual and cultural
changes propelling it. The ‘radio waves’, in other words, are highly rele-
vant fields of study in and of themselves and showing how the dissent
‘rode’ these waves we learn something important about them.

57 Bolton, Worlds of Dissent, 20.
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If we focus on the intellectual changes of the 1970s, rather than fixing
our gaze on 1989, we encounter a discourse which remains under the radar
of cold war history, but which focused significant chunks of western atten-
tion on eastern Europe: Marxism. The western left’s relation to ‘really
existing socialism’ is an extremely complex one. Suffice it to say that, by
the late 1960s, few western leftists outside of the communist parties consid-
ered the Marxist-Leninist model to be anything else but authoritarian and
repressive. Characterizing the intellectual world of the European left in the
1960s, however, Tony Judt wrote that ‘when it came to changing the world
there was still only one grand theory purporting to relate an interpretation
of the world to an all-embracing project of change; only one Master Narra-
tive offering to make sense of everything while leaving open a place for
human initiative: the political project of Marxism itself.”® The continuing
dominance of this system of thought rendered the existence of real-social-
ism problematic: as much as it contradicted core values of the western left,
it nevertheless embodied an anti-capitalist modernity.®' At least some of the
attention which dissent created among western audiences was thus among
people who were looking for processes that might signal an evolution of
really existing socialism into a more democratic and humane direction.

Nenad Stefanov discusses a group which seemed to embody the most
promising of these developments: the thinking of the Praxis school in
Yugoslavia. Stefanov’s is truly a story of the circulation of ideas across
borders and the way they changed as they were adapted to new contexts.
The Praxis group was named after an academic journal. Some of the phi-
losophers and social scientists who edited the journal and published in it
had studied in the west on scholarships by the Ford Foundation or the
Alexander-von-Humboldt-Foundation. The ideas they encountered in the
west — Marx’ Friihschriften, the critical theory of the Frankfurt School,
Herbert Marcuse’s writings, but also analytical philosophy or American
pragmatism - they took back to Yugoslavia where they integrated those
ideas into a Marxist critique of the Yugoslav system. As these ideas
evolved, western leftists projected their hopes for an alternative to capital-
ism that was both socialist and democratic on Praxis.

This east-west exchange of ideas was institutionalized in an international
edition of the Praxis journal whose editorial board featured such intellectual
giants of the western left as Jiirgen Habermas, Herbert Marcuse, Lucien
Goldmann or Zygmunt Bauman. An annual summer school held on the
island of Korcula of the Croatian coast became a place where some of these

60 Tony Judt, Postwar: A History of Europe since 1945 (New York: Penguin, 2005),
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81 Eric Hobsbawm, ‘Goodbye to All That’, Marxism Today, 10 (1990), 18-23.
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western intellectuals, including Habermas and Marcuse, met the Praxis
philosophers as well as intellectuals from the Soviet bloc to discuss their
ideas. While Marxism may rather be classified as a transnational ‘radio
wave’, it seems that on Korcula it generated the ‘electromagnetic forces’
that bind people from different countries together, although, as Stefanov
notes, linguistic barriers could hamper the exchange of ideas. In this trans-
national dimension, the members of the Praxis group and their international
interlocutors dissented not only from the reigning orthodoxy in Yugoslavia,
but also from the logic of the cold war.

Ultimately, the members of the Praxis group suffered the fate of all
revisionist forces: they were pushed outside of the party state. However,
this should not prevent us from analysing how Marxism or at least the ideal
of ‘democratic socialism’ provided a western receptiveness for the emer-
gence of dissent. In retrospect, the Eurocommunist attempt to align the
Soviet model with a concern for human rights and democracy is easily
dismissed as a sideshow to the political and social transformations taking
place in the 1970s. As Soviet bloc dissent gained momentum, however,
Eurocommunism was an important transnational ‘sounding board’ amplify-
ing the appeals of the dissidents. In his memoirs, Jacek Kuroni noted that it
was only once that he actually managed to get people out of prison: in
1976, when he published an open letter urging the Italian Communist Party
boss Enrico Berlinguer to speak out against repression in Poland.® In that
same year, a congress of all communist parties was held in East Berlin.
Intended by its Soviet conveners to symbolize communist unity, the Italians
were widely expected to use this forum to criticize their international
comrades for failing to respect human rights. At the time, as Bolton notes,
the Czechs Zdenék Mlynar or Jifi Hijek - two of the main authors of
Charter 77 - invested more hope in that conference than in the Helsinki
process.” Initially, the group of Czechoslovak exiles organized around the
journal Listy had also sought support from the Italian communists. Re-
jected, they turned to the socialists instead.**

Where Stefanov deals with intellectuals seeking an alternative to the
western system, Bent Boel analyses the response of west European social
democratic parties to the rise of dissent. He thus demonstrates how dissi-
dence not only undercut traditional cold war thinking but the policies of
détente as well. Boel provides a richly documented and nuanced view of
the relationship between west European social democrats and east European
dissidents. The latter’s appeals exposed a central dilemma of détente - a

®2 Jacek Kuron, Gwiezdny czas (London: Aneks, 1991), 9.
6 Bolton, Worlds of Dissent, 26-27.
6 See Bent Boel’s contribution below.
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foreign policy to which many western social democrats — most notably the
West Germans - had made a major contribution: détente sought better
relations between east and west to elevate the situation of people suffering
under cold war realities. The very aim of sustaining less confrontational
relations with the Soviet bloc, however, prevented many social democrats
from speaking out on behalf of the dissidents.

Socialist responses to dissent, Boel shows, varied from party to party,
from politician to politician and even with regards to the different opposi-
tion movements in Soviet bloc countries. On one hand, the Czechoslovak
émigré group around the journal Listy and later Charter 77 enjoyed signifi-
cant socialist backing; the overwhelming attitude toward Solidarity, on the
other hand, was cautious and western socialists’ contributions to sustaining
the Solidarity underground were modest. The latter attitude can partly be
explained by the volatile international situation of the Polish crisis and the
collapse of superpower détente. After all, almost all western observers —
including Jimmy Carter - responded cautiously to the developments in
Poland. Undeniably, however, these different positions seem to be related
to ideas underpinning détente. With almost half its members consisting of
former reform communists, Charta 77 could still be interpreted as an
outgrowth of the Prague Spring. Thus, it spoke to a central premise of
Ostpolitik: the idea that change in the Soviet bloc could only be initiated
from within the ruling parties. Charta 77, in other words, seemed like an
internal opposition, even though this meant ignoring a text like Havel’s
‘Power of the Powerless’.® Poland’s Solidarity, on the other hand, imple-
mented more clearly the anti-political strategy of building parallel struc-
tures beyond the party state. Its rapid growth to nine million members, a
quarter of Poland’s total population and 80 % of the Polish work force,
threatened to undermine communist rule and thus international stability.
Boel’s article also highlights an important lacuna: the attitude of other
western parties which, it seems, were not significantly more active than the
social democrats. For all their admiration of the dissidents, US neoconser-
vatives believed that there was little they could do for them other than
relentlessly putting pressure on the Soviet Union in the arms race.®

Wanda Jarzabek’s article further makes an end-of-the-cold-war-trajec-
tory in the history of dissent problematic. She analyses the Polish govern-
ment’s responses to the rise of an organized opposition in the context of the
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Helsinki process. Her article provides evidence for an often heard but as
yet only thinly documented thesis: the human rights provisions of the Final
Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE)
strengthened Soviet bloc opposition movements and empowered them to
challenge communist rule.®” The Polish government’s tolerating the precur-
sors to the Solidarity movement, she demonstrates, was to some extent due
to external factors. Against the background of the CSCE follow-up meeting
in Belgrade and with US President Carter turning human rights into a
central notion of his policy, Warsaw believed that repression and political
trials would jeopardize the financial credits the Poles hoped to receive from
the west. Jarzabek also shows, however, that once the internal situation
threatened to get out of control the authorities cracked down on the opposi-
tion. Neither the emergence nor the suppression of Solidarity was greatly
influenced by détente and the CSCE process. Just as interestingly, the
Polish opposition does not seem to have perceived the potential of the
CSCE process until after the Belgrade conference. Jarzabek also raises
important comparative questions: Why did the Czechoslovak and Soviet
dissident movement not profit from the CSCE process? When the second
CSCE follow-up meeting, held in Madrid 1980-1983, ended, the Soviet
Helsinki movement had been all but crushed.

Reading Boel’s and Jarzabek’s articles back-to-back highlights important
lacunae in the literature. The CSCE Final Act was the apogee of détente -
a policy which had largely been propelled by western social democrats.
Leading figures of west European social democracy, however, were ada-
mantly opposed to using these human rights provisions to pressure commu-
nist governments. In Belgrade, it was the US and the Dutch who began to
single out the Helsinki agreement’s human rights aspects and to demand
Soviet concessions. The West Germans, for instance, did not see the Final
Act as primarily a human rights agreement. Bonn adopted a ‘holistic’
approach to the Final Act, seeing different aspects of the Final Act as
mutually supportive elements of détente and peaceful change.® In 1977,
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Willy Brandt wrote that he had great respect for Charter 77 which he
dubbed a ‘socialist opposition’. But he refused to speak out on their behalf
and even argued that it was ‘questionable’ to give the impression as though
the Final Act had created a ‘district court in Helsinki’ to which all human
rights cases could be brought. Why, he asked, should we believe that the
Final Act could achieve more in terms of improving the human rights
situation than the UN human rights declarations and conventions?®

Trying to understand Brandt’s attitude, it is again important to look at it
within the political situation and intellectual processes of the 1970s.
Ostpolitik was a project aimed at revising the cold war division of Europe.
However, it was based on the dominant understanding of the international
system of the time which saw the world as divided into sovereign, self-
contained nation-states. In this realist imagination - and with many of the
world’s nation-states organized into two blocs engaged in a nuclear stand-
off - individual claims to human rights simply had no role to play. If one
wanted to improve the situation of the people of eastern Europe - and
Brandt wanted to do that — one had to begin with the existing system of
international relations. Ostpolitik, moreover, was a deeply social demo-
cratic project. Improvements for societies were expected to emerge from
social and economic changes. As modern industrial societies, it was be-
lieved, the economic developments of communist countries would exert the
same kind of modernization and liberalization pressures capitalist countries
were subject to. By ameliorating east-west tensions and providing commu-
nist governments with a sense of security, room was to be created to allow
these processes to play out.”™

Dissent articulated a different understanding of international politics —
one that was just about to gain momentum in the 1970s. Rather than judg-
ing the behaviour of Brandt and others by contemporary standards or
drawing a direct causal line from Ostpolitik to ‘1989°, we should historicize
détente against the background of profound changes in the culture of inter-
national relations. In our time, human rights belong, as Stefan-Ludwig
Hoffmann observes, ‘among those convictions of our society that are tacitly
presumed to be self-evident truths and that define the space of the conceiv-
able and utterable’, but it was ‘not until the last two decades of the twenti-
eth century that human rights developed into the “lingua franca of global
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moral thought”.””" The dissidents were protagonists of this revolution; they
were part of a global process in which victims of repression in different
parts of the world and non-governmental actors gave new meaning to
existing human rights documents. The ‘radio waves’ of human rights
emanated from the activism of Soviet and eastern European activists.”
Human rights’ rise to prominence broadened the group of the western
supporters of the dissidents’. Yet, as noted above, it does not seem to have
made international attention significantly less selective. These realities are
reflected in the article by Idesbald Goddeeris and Kim Christaens. They
provide a comparative perspective on transnational solidarity movements in
the 1980s: following the suppression of Solidarity in 1981, Belgian trade
unionists — along with labour activists from other countries - began to
mount a campaign on behalf of their Polish colleagues.” But there were
also critics of this campaign. The overwhelming attention paid to Lech
Walgsa and Solidarity, some people complained, drew attention away from
human rights violations in Latin America. Thus, Goddeeris and Christaens
compare the trade union campaign for Poland with the Belgian activism on
behalf of Nicaragua. What the two authors show is how transnational
solidarity is driven by the concerns of the supporters themselves. As a
movement with a strongly Catholic dimension struggling for workers’
rights in the ‘Second World’, Solidarity’s appeals for help resonated
strongly with the Christian trade unions in Belgium - the driving force of
Belgian ‘solidarity with Solidarity’. Solidarity’s appeal had other sources as
well: as a trade union which had become an icon of non-violent resistance
and human rights, it provided a moral boost for the declining western
labour movement. Solidarity with Nicaragua was supported by people who
were critical not only of western foreign policy but of the western social
system as well. In a way, then, both support groups that Goddeeris and
Christaens write about projected their own political ideas onto the move-
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ments they supported. Christaens and Goddeeris, in sum, describe a con-
flict where approval of the western system coincided with support of Soli-
darity and criticism of it with support of other causes.

The book’s final contributions narrate different forms of interaction.
Havel’s ‘Power of the Powerless’- focused as it was on the ‘pre-political
sphere’ of human conscience - did not entail any reference to ‘democratic
socialism’. Famously, however, Havel saw the ‘automatism of the post-
totalitarian system [as] merely an extreme version of the global automatism
of technological civilization” and of a ‘general inability of modern humanity
to be the master of its own situation’. The societies of the west could ‘only
with great difficulty be imagined as the source of humanity's rediscovery of
itself” given their ‘mass political parties run by professional apparatuses
and releasing the citizen from all forms of concrete and personal responsi-
bility’, their ‘complex focuses of capital accumulation engaged in secret
manipulations and expansion’ and ‘the omnipresent dictatorship of con-
sumption, production, advertising, commerce, consumer culture’.”

Given this rejection of western society, a number of the dissidents’
western interlocutors began to wonder whether ‘anti-politics’ was merely a
strategic necessity born out of the character of post-totalitarian societies or
rather a new form of politics altogether. Petra Kelly, the charismatic fig-
urehead of the early West German Green party, praised ‘anti-politics’ as an
approach to politics that ‘possesses power, but in a completely different
moral and ethical sense’; this was the model she wanted her own Green
party as an ‘antiparty party’ to follow. For her, anti-politics was embodied
in ‘creative ''disobedient'' forces’ ranging ‘from Philip Berrigan and Liz
McAlister and the US Pledge of Resistance to Vaclav Havel (Charta 77) to
Adam Michnik (Solidarno$¢) to Katja Havemann (Women for Peace)’.”

Out of this perception of ‘anti-politics’ evolved the most important
western intellectual debate that focused on the dissidents. At the centre of
this debate was the idea of a ‘civil society’. In contemporary political
science, the term ‘civil society’ has come to denote a sphere of social life
where citizens are habituated into the norms of representative democracy.
Applying this term to Poland’s Solidarity or Véclav Benda’s idea of a
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‘parallel polis’, writers like John Keane, Jeffrey Isaac or Andrew Arato
have given it a different meaning. Echoing a view widely held among the
dissidents’ western admirers, Isaac wrote that ‘anti-politics’ implicated ‘a
more radically democratic kind of political praxis’ than the one dominating
western societies.”® Given their strong ethos of political participation and
solidarity, east central European dissident movements were seen as models
of how citizens could take responsibility for their collective life and effect
political change. The anti-political civil society was thus seen as a means of
helping western societies to bring out the full potential of democracy.”

These kinds of discourses prepared the ground for transnational dia-
logues discussed in the remaining two contributions to this volume. As
human rights activist were appealing for western support, Kacper Szulecki
shows that they were facing a powerful contender for international atten-
tion: the massive peace movements that had emerged in western Europe in
response to the NATO dual-track decision of 1979. Many of the members
of these movements were actually quite sympathetic to the cause of the
Soviet bloc opposition. They feared, however, that the deployment of the
new middle range missiles might lead to war; therefore, they wanted to
avoid everything that could destabilize the international situation or divide
the ranks of the peace movement. Human rights and peace appeared as
goals contradicting each other. Perceiving this problem, as Szulecki docu-
ments, members of Charter 77 and the post-Solidarno$¢ generation of
Polish opposition activists initiated a dialogue with some groups in the
western peace movements. Human rights activism, the dissidents argued,
does not contradict the quest for peace; human rights activism goes to the
root of the threat of war: the totalitarian nature of the communist systems.
This idea - while controversial with many western peace activists — never-
theless created a common east-west context in which a dialogue on peace
and human rights could evolve. In the late 1980s, this even led to an initia-
tive for supplementing the Helsinki process with a social dimension and to
the organization of joint peace seminars in Poland. Again, ‘radio waves’ -
peace and human rights - could produce the ‘electromagnetic forces’ that
draw people from different countries together.

Szulecki also shows how eastern dissidents actively shaped a transna-
tional discourse on peace and human rights. Christaens and Goddeeris, too,
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highlight that victims of repression or the targets of international solidarity
campaigns could play an active role in their relations with their western
supporters. Activists of Poland’s Solidarity even tried to overcome the
competition between different solidarity campaigns: Solidarity actively
sought to strike symbolic alliances with Chilean activists or with the cause
of the anti-apartheid struggle, as Christaens and Goddeeris show.

Holger Nehring deals with a topic similar to Szulecki’s but does so in
the specific context of German-German relations. In both West and East
Germany, Nehring shows, peace movements emerged in response to their
relative governments’ policies of modernizing the country’s nuclear arse-
nals. Relations between the two movements were often marred by conflicts
triggered by the cordial contacts which the West Germans established with
the GDR’s rulers or its official youth organization. Nevertheless, peace
activists in east and west perceived each other’s activities and East German
exiles in the FRG such as Rudolf Bahro and Wolf Biermann, journalists, or
activists of the West German Green party established direct contacts.
Moreover, the two movements shared not only a specific policy issue they
protested against, but also a specific approach to their political protest.
What they criticized was not only the decision to deploy a new type of
missile, but also the understanding of democracy underlying this decision
- an understanding in which vital decisions were relegated to government
agencies. In a sense, then, the social protest emerging in the two Germanys
can be characterised as a form of anti-politics: what the activists sought was
not political influence or institutional power. Their protest was a means of
dealing with their fear of nuclear annihilation; thus, the protesters wanted
to transform society by way of an individual self-transformation focused on
themes such as reconciliation, tolerance and solidarity. With their joint
concerns, the two movements created a new sense of ‘Germanness’. How-
ever, spreading their view of the relationship between government and
society as well as their perspective on violence and peace, they also initi-
ated a transformation of the two countries’ political cultures. In this way,
they helped bring about the peaceful character of the revolution of 1989.
Nehring’s article, then, is a particularly good example of the insight that
leaving traditional narratives about the cold war behind does not render us
silent about explaining the course of the cold war and the way in which it
ended.

Nehring’s article touches upon a theme which runs through most articles
in this book, but is nowhere dealt with systematically: the role of religion
in dissent. Nehring shows how the Protestant churches in Germany pro-
vided shelter for independent activists in the GDR and a transnational space
of communication between the two German states. Catholicism played a
similar role: in Poland, in particular, Catholic parishes provided a space
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where oppositionists could meet; Catholics also played a visible role in
Charter 77.”® As a quintessentially transnational discourse, moreover,
Christianity also acted as a ‘radio wave’: The Catholic church’s rather
sudden endorsement of religious liberty at the Second Vatican Council
(1962-1965) was an important impetus for the Polish opposition’s turn to
human rights, especially when the sermons of John Paul II during his 1979
trip to Poland invoked human rights.” Similar processes took place in Latin
America; here, the Catholic church’s behaviour varied from apathy and at
times even tacit support for military dictatorships (such as in Argentina) to
a strong endorsement of human rights activism (such as in Chile or
Brazil).*® These varieties suggest that future research into the role of the
churches in eastern Europe and the Soviet Union will bring a very complex
picture to light; no direct causal lines connect Vatican II or Karol Wojtyla’s
ascending ‘the throne of St. Peter’ to ‘1989’ .

Religion leads to a final theme: though John Paul II was undoubtedly
highly influential in the 1980s, ‘[flew Europeans today’, Jan-Werner Miil-
ler writes, ‘would know what to make of the term “Christian personalism”’
that formed the basis of the Polish pope’s understanding of human rights.*
Other discourses associated with dissent fared no better: whether the sup-
porters of the dissident groups were traditional trade unionists or new-left
social activists, none of the ideas they projected onto dissent were imple-
mented after 1989. They saw human rights as connected to questions of
solidarity and political participation; individual rights were supposed to
empower people to take control of their collective lives. Post-communist
eastern Europe, however, was shaped by the ideas of what Daniel T.
Rodgers calls the ‘great age of fracture’ - a time when the unfettered
market became the dominant paradigm of social thought as ‘conceptions of

78 Kenney, Carnival of Revolution, 34-42.

™ See Jarzabek’s contribution below. An important document for how ‘post-conciliar’
Polish Catholics adopted human rights is Bohdan Cywinski, Rodowody niepokornych (War-
szawa: Biblioteka 'Wiezi', 1971); on the difficult relationship between Catholicism and
human rights see Daniel Philpott, ‘The Catholic Wave’, Journal of Democracy 15, 2
(2004), 32-46; Bernhard Sutor, ‘Katholische Kirche und Menschenrechte: Kontinuitit oder
Diskontinuitdt in der kirchlichen Soziallehre?’, Forum fiir osteuropdische Ideen- und
Zeitgeschichte 12, 1 (2008), 141-158.

8 Jan Eckel, ‘Neugeburt der Politik aus dem Geist der Moral: Erklarungen einer hete-
rogenen Konjunktur’, in Eckel and Moyn, eds., Moral fiir die Welt?, 21-67, at 37-38.

8 Fora particularly egregious interpretation see George Weigel, The Final Revolution:
The Resistance Church and the Collapse of Communism (New York: Oxford University

Press, 1992).

8 Jan-Werner Miiller, Contesting Democracy: Political Ideas in Twentieth-Century

Europe (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2011), 241.
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human nature that [...] had been thick with context, social circumstance,
institutions, and history gave way to conceptions of human nature that
stressed choice, agency, performance and desire’.®

For some of the dissidents themselves the transitions after 1989 seem to
have had a bittersweet dimension. Speaking to an audience at Stanford
University in 1994, Havel noted how, after the end of the cold war, ‘de-
mocracy is seen less and less as an open system best able to respond to
people’s basic needs, that is, as a set of possibilities that continually must
be sought, redefined, and brought into being. Instead, democracy is seen as
something given, finished, and complete as is, something that the more
enlightened purchase and the less enlightened do not.’® As important as it
is, in sum, to see the dissidents as agents of transnational history, we
should not lose sight of how they were embedded in processes they helped
to shape, but the outcomes of which they neither foresaw nor controlled.

Conclusions

The rise of ‘transnational history’ does not signal a paradigm shift in
historiographical research. Used with restraint and care, though, it does
highlight something fundamentally important: it shows how seemingly local
events are entangled in wider networks of interconnections and in broader,
even global processes. Havel’s ‘The Power of the Powerless’ was widely
perceived as a manifesto of individual defiance based on an Orwellian
vision of society; read from a transnational perspective, however, it turns
out that it was located at the intersection of a series of processes and dis-
courses through which people established contact, circulated ideas, shared
information and created bonds of solidarity cutting across national borders
and even across the ‘iron curtain’. Following the different threads that run
through this document helps us to understand dissent better and it helps us
to appreciate dissent as a factor of major global processes of the late cold
war: the eclipse of Marxism, the rise of human rights and the emergence of
new forms of transnational activism. This manifesto of ‘dissent’ — precisely
by discussing a foreign label Havel would not have used himself - docu-
ments the reality of transnational history.

8 Daniel T. Rodgers, Age of Fracture (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
2011), 3, 247-253.

8 Viclav Havel, ‘Forgetting We Are Not God’, First Things 6 (1995), 47-49, at 48.



PADRAIC KENNEY

ELECTROMAGNETIC FORCES AND RADIO WAVES
OR DOES TRANSNATIONAL HISTORY
ACTUALLY HAPPEN?

In the summer of 1998, I was conducting research in Budapest, trying to
understand how the revolutionary changes in Hungary in 1989 fit into the
overall pattern of revolution in the region. I had spent a year in Poland
interviewing hundreds of opposition activists, especially those of the youn-
ger generation (who were in their teens or twenties when communism
ended). I knew that many in the Polish opposition were interested in the
opposition movements among their neighbours; all one had to do was read
the underground papers to see this was true.

As I began to research the Hungarian case, I was struck by how much
the leading youth opposition of 1987-88, Fidesz (the Association of Young
Democrats), resembled the most significant youth movement in Poland,
Freedom and Peace (WiP). WiP, the most important new opposition force
in eastern Europe after Solidarity, was formed in 1985 to protest the re-
quired military oath, and grew into a multi-issue movement active all
across Poland. Its focus on concrete issues, its emphasis on aboveground
work and its indifference to political divisions (embracing anarchists and
conservatives) distinguished it. And as I learned about Fidesz — founded in
1988 by a group of law students - the similarities were obvious. Though
today Fidesz is a right-wing party (still led by Viktor Orban, one of its
founders), in its first year it was precisely as I have described WiP. It
demonstrated on environmental issues, supported conscientious objectors,
and displayed a confrontational yet non-ideological style that contrasted
with the politics of its elders.

Circumstantial evidence, though, should not be enough for the historian
of modern multinational events. Societies are not chemical compositions,
giving rise to similar phenomena under similar conditions; nor are they
elements in a demonstration of a domino effect. Historians need to ask
themselves, yet rarely do so: how and why are phenomena similar to one
another? Even when we know that two societies have similar political and
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economic systems, how can they give rise to similar phenomena - espe-
cially when those two states place restrictions upon travel and media access
and have mutually unintelligible languages?

So I went to Budapest to look for clues. I began to interview members
or ex-members of Fidesz. I confirmed the basic similarity of Fidesz and
WiP and became more impressed with their ingenuity and certain of their
impact upon the political transformation. But I found no direct link. On my
last day in Budapest, shortly before catching a train to Zagreb for my next
phase of research, I sat down in a coffee shop with a former Fidesz mem-
ber named Péter Molnar. As we chatted, I explained that my research had
begun with Poland, and, in fact, my wife’s family lived in Wroctaw.
Molnar perked up: “Wroctaw! Yes, I remember. I visited there in — what
was it, 19857’

Suddenly I had my link. Molnér, it turned out, remembered the story
wrong, as he had not been to Wroctaw. But the story turned out to be even
more interesting: Molnar’s teachers, two young political scientists named
Istvan Stumpf and Tamés Fellegi, had developed such an interest in Poland
and Solidarity that they went to visit in 1983 (for the second papal pilgrim-
age). Back home, they had received permission to create a college for law
students from outside Budapest. These students, mostly from provincial
towns, had little understanding of politics, but Fellegi and Stumpf thought
of them as Hungary’s future. Polish oppositional politics fascinated them,
and they decided that their students should discover it too. So over the next
few years, they took their students on field trips to Warsaw, Poznafi,
Krakéw and Gdansk (as far as I can tell, they did not visit Wroctaw). They
participated in masses and demonstrations and got to know students in
Freedom and Peace.

Well, here was the smoking gun. As I learned, these students and their
teachers explicitly studied Polish opposition, with the intention of applying
these lessons to their own situation. Fidesz was built, in other words, on a
Polish model. There were other Polish-Hungarian connections, but this one
was the most significant. The communication and travel between opposition
activists in Poland and Hungary played an important, if little-known, role
in the fall of communism in 1989. I would submit that 26-year-old Viktor
Orban would not have made his famous incendiary speech in June 1989 at
the ceremonial reburial of Imre Nagy without his Polish experience. Fidesz
would not have broken with the older opposition that autumn without that
experience, either.

L 1 tell this story in more detail in A Carnival of Revolution: Central Europe, 1989

(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2002).
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This is transnational history at its purest. We do not see dominoes
falling, or Zeitgeists maturing, or unstoppable forces of history, but young
men from one country entering an apartment in another country, finding
people who are like them in age and background but who act very differ-
ently. We see them learning how to act in this new way and then taking
that mode of action home with them. We see them borrowing not concrete
techniques or traditions (most of the Hungarians were not practicing Catho-
lics, for example), but ways of thinking and acting. And the crossing of
borders itself is as essential to the story as is the interaction.

There are many other examples of such activity in the years 1985-1989
in central Europe. There were Ukrainian hippies corresponding with Polish
peace activists or with Lithuanian nationalists; Polish couriers carrying
backpacks full of literature to Czechoslovakia, or arranging clandestine
border meetings along the Karkonosze/Krkono$e Mountains; East Germans
travelling through Poland in search of Zivilcourage - on the same path-
ways, incidentally, taken by west European peace activists. I have spent a
longer time on this particular anecdote for three reasons. Firstly, it shows
that the year 1989 did have a transnational element, and I have been fo-
cused on that element for a long time - most recently with a book on the
events of 1989 on four continents.” Secondly, it is worth emphasizing that
this kind of transnational connection is hard for the historian to find. Such
individual border crossings are ephemeral and usually undocumented; they
are also, I believe, quite potent, as the individual traveller shares his or her
experience with a large circle of contacts. And thirdly, I also want to
question the very nature of transnational history, even as I acknowledge its
role. But in order to discuss what transnational history is not, and cannot
be, I must first acknowledge what it is. To forecast my conclusions, the
revolutions of 1989 in eastern Europe show us that transnational activity
takes place during periods of heightened political activity and over short
distances among people who share common interests and skills. They are
like atoms in a molecule, bound together and exchanging information over
short distances; thus if the opposition in the Soviet bloc was a molecule (of
what, I will leave to the reader), transnational interactions are like the
electromagnetic force binding them closer together.

The question for me is whether this force also works at greater distances
and among less similar places. When I first became interested in the phe-
nomenon of transnational borrowings, inspirations and movements, it came
to seem like this might be a key to liberating historical processes from
traditional limits, as well as an essential tool in comprehending the contem-

2 Padraic Kenney, 1989: Democratic Revolutions at the Cold War’s End: A Brief
History with Documents (Boston: Bedford / St. Martin’s 2010).
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porary world. As far as reimagining history is concerned: we can all think
of times in history when events in a number of countries have seemed to
follow one another. Before 1989, there was 1968, and 1956, and 1945, and
1933, and 1917-20, and 1848, and 1830-31... surely I have left out a few,
and I am thinking so far only of Europe. Each of these has a traditional
narrative, which falls into one of two types: either there is a single force
(like the Bolshevik Party, Nikita Khrushchev, Mikhail Gorbachev, Adolf
Hitler) that either forces change or provokes reaction in a number of places
nearly all at once, or there is an undefined ‘revolutionary situation’ (the
Zeitgeist, in other words) that miraculously appears from nowhere. My
dogged and successful search for the multilingual messengers or pilgrims of
revolution in Budapest led me to believe that in every revolution we might
find similar figures, working under the radar to bring new ideas. Thus a
recent book on 1968 tells us that before students struck at the Sorbonne in
May, they were visited, in March, by a busload of students from Louvain,
Belgium, who spread the news of their struggle against university authori-
ties.® Czech students, that same year, visited the wounded Rudi Dutschke
in his hospital bed in Berlin.* Further back, we can wish we could know
what ideas or perspectives or ways of acting might have been shared among
people of different nations on the streets or in the cafés of Petrograd, Paris,
or Padua.

All these are moments of revolution: but do we not exchange ideas all
the time? If so, then historians of modern feminism or of the anti-nuclear
movement might wish to avoid the traditional focus on national campaigns
against this or that law or nuclear reactor and ask how repertoires of pro-
test are learned and imported. So too historians of socialism, or of mille-
narian religions, or of science would gain from thinking beyond national
borders.

This is hardly a new idea, but it does have a new name. ‘Transnational’
implies that the journey across borders is itself significant, and the con-
scious interaction that sidesteps or burrows under walls and bureaucracies
makes it new. At its most romantic, the ‘transnational’ appears to be a
celebration of the impossibility of keeping humans apart, even with armies
and border guards and separate educational systems.

% Gerd-Rainer Horn, The Spirit of ’68: Rebellion in Western Europe and North Amer-
ica, 1956-1976 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

4 Paulina Bren, ‘1968 East and West: Visions of Political Change and Student Protest
from Across the Iron Curtain’, in Gerd-Rainer Horn and Padraic Kenney, eds., Trans-
national Moments of Change: Europe 1945, 1968, 1989 (New York: Rowman & Littlefield,
2004), 119-135.
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We are also conscious of living in a different world today. Yes, there is
a global history that goes back to prehistoric times. But the number of ways
through which we can communicate, and the speed with which we can do
so, bring qualitative differences, or so it would seem. If in 1848 1 would
have needed to devote weeks in order to travel to Paris to hear Adam
Mickiewicz lecture, now I could download his podcasts instantly (and
check out Stowacki’s YouTube response as well). Ideas and styles can
spread with a greater immediacy and intimacy than we thought possible,
reaching more people. The globalization trope has taken over public dis-
course over the last two decades. We have a sense that ordinary humans,
especially those seeking solutions to political or economic problems, are
ever more comfortable with accepting influences from other cultures and
with joining in international activities. Even xenophobia stands out in
greater contrast than before in its explicit resistance to globalizing forces.

In my field of interest, revolutionary changes in eastern Europe, nothing
is more emblematic of the apparent power of the transnational than the
presence of young men and women from Serbia in Georgia and Ukraine in
2003 and 2004. They represented the OTPOR (Resistance) movement that
had played a decisive role in toppling Slobodan MiloSevi¢ in 2000. Inciden-
tally, their style and tactics seemed rather familiar - but more about that
later. The students of OTPOR had developed their attack on MiloSevi¢ -
and also on the elder opposition politicians who seemed to hesitate — very
carefully, even turning to friends in the advertising business for advice.
The world was a very different place by 2000, both in terms of technology
and in terms of international support for anti-authoritarian movements. In
part because OTPOR members found themselves unable to get easily into
national politics (much like WiP in Poland), some of them were eager to
take their experience on the road. They quickly found supporters both in
the NGO world and in government and were thus available to coach activ-
ists in other post-communist countries (particularly in the former Soviet
Union) as the ‘Colour Revolutions’ took shape.’

Some have seen in this story the evil hand of American imperialism. I
will ignore that debate here, because I do not believe that a few thousand
dollars for T-shirts, laptops and ‘revolution consultants’ can create a revo-
lution out of nothing where there are no willing activists. I am more inter-
ested in how perspectives, mine included, on transnational political change
have modified themselves since these events have taken place. If we return
to 2005, one could see prior to that an almost continuous wave of democra-

® The essential work on the transnationality of the Color Revolutions is Valerie J.

Bunce and Sharon L. Wolchik’s Defeating Authoritarian Leaders in Postcommunist Coun-
tries (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011).
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tizing revolutions, stretching at least from the Philippines in 1986 (or from
Portugal in 1974 and Spain and Greece in 1975) through to Chile in 1988,
then eastern Europe and the Soviet Union through to the Colour Revolu-
tions. The late winter of 2005 saw an upheaval in Kyrgyzstan after a parlia-
mentary election and the ‘Cedar Revolution’ in Lebanon against Syrian
influence. At about the same time, some observers saw Iraqi political
change reaching a milestone with a successful parliamentary election.

So if someone would like to write the history of transnational studies, I
would suggest that its heyday spanned a fifteen-year period, and we are
now in crisis. I use the term ‘crisis’ here as a scholar, not as an observer of
contemporary politics. There may be a crisis of democracy across the
world, but that is a different problem from the one of how we interpret the
world. Nevertheless, let us begin by taking stock of where revolutions are
today. The Colour Revolutions seem to have faded; their leaders are mostly
out of power (like Viktor Yushchenko in Ukraine or Mikheil Saakashvili in
Georgia), often carrying the taint of authoritarianism themselves. New
terms like ‘illiberal democracy’ or ‘competitive authoritarianism’ have been
employed to analyze many of the regimes that have experienced some kind
of unsatisfactory political transformation. Scholars have thus raised doubts
about the value of such things as elections or even the existence of opposi-
tion parties as markers for democratic change.

Beyond this, we now have a recent history of democratization move-
ments that have not succeeded. The best known are the Burmese ‘Saffron
Revolution’ in the summer of 2007 and the ‘Green Revolution’ protests
following the Iranian presidential election in 2009. Both of these drew
extensive international coverage and some significant support, yet were
effectively quashed (though Burma is now democratizing). More interest-
ing, for our purposes, is a third recent example, the so-called Twitter
Revolution in Moldova in April 2009. There, dissatisfaction with the elec-
tion outcome (and failure to oust the communists from power) crystallized
in a ‘flashmob’ demonstration on April 6. That the protesters used their cell
phones to organize demonstrations and that some used Twitter (or other
texting modes) to share microviews of the demonstrations and repressions
as they happened, caught the imagination of western technological elites
and commentators. If the entire world could thus participate in a revolu-
tion, would not dictators be finally outmatched by their opponents?
Moldovans could thus participate in transnational change — symbolized by
imported technology and an online environment in which borders became
meaningless. Rather than waiting for support or begging journalists to
intercede on their behalf (a familiar part of revolutions just two decades
earlier), Moldovans could propagate such change themselves.
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Despite the small size of the country and its proximity to the EU, the
evident proliferation of new technologies, and the size of the protests, the
revolution failed. New elections were called and the communists won
again, albeit with more opposition represented. More importantly, though,
the Twitter Revolution turned out to be a myth; a transnational technology
itself does not bring about change, politics does. In Moldova, the pieces
needed for political change simply were not present. One observer (a
Belarusian, as it happens) quotes Moldovan activists as saying that what
they needed was not Twitter, but a loud megaphone.® In other words, local
and basic technology, combined with the right content, would have been
the key.

In the age of the transnational, then, we should remember that revolu-
tions tend ultimately to be locally generated. The attitude and resources of
the local regime matter; the coordination of opposition elites matters;
generational experiences, rooted in one place, matter; so too do na-
tional/local economics and the weather. The evident limitations of transna-
tional processes should force us to examine again the extravagant claims
that have been made about a thirty-year wave of democratization. A wide-
angle look at the core of that wave, the eight years from 1986 (the Philip-
pines and Haiti) to 1994 (South Africa), finds few examples of the kind of
transmission we can see between Poland and Hungary in 1989.

For example, Filipinos often imagine that their ‘People Power’ revolu-
tion influenced the revolutions in eastern Europe - as they themselves
occasionally compared their struggle to that of Solidarity. Closer to home,
it is easy to assume a link from the Philippines to democratization else-
where in Southeast Asia, especially Indonesia’s transformation in 1998.
Research has shown, however, that there was no (or only limited) transfer-
ence of ideas or styles. At most, one can find the appropriation of symbols,
as when some South Koreans employed the Filipino ‘Laban’ sign during
protests in 1988.”

China provides a second example. Chinese protesters were very inter-
ested in the course of events in eastern Europe, reading Véclav Havel,
following the Polish Round Table, and welcoming Mikhail Gorbachev to
Beijing. We may also remember their ‘Goddess of Liberty’ statue, which
echoed the American one while also evoking the protests around inspira-

6 Evgeny Morozov, ‘More Analysis of Twitter’s Role in Moldova’, Net.effect, 7 April
2009, available at www.neteffect.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/04/07/more_analysis_
of twitters_role _in _moldova (last visited 12 December 2012).

" On the absence of transnationality in Southeast Asia see Vincent Boudreau, Resisting
Dictatorship: Repression and Protest in Southeast Asia (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004).
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tional statues in Europe. Yet a close reading of student statements during
the occupation of Tiananmen Square shows a poverty of ideas. They were
quite uncertain what to do with ‘democracy’, and at moments of crisis,
such as during meetings with leaders or while on hunger strike, they tended
instead to invoke strident nationalism and to speak of bloodshed and sacri-
fice. The Tiananmen occupation was not an eastern European event that
ended tragically, but rather an entirely different animal with its own logic.
A final example comes from South Africa. Leaders of the African National
Congress were quite aware of eastern Europe. (Working in the Robben
Island archives recently, I found notes from a discussion about Solidarity
that took place in a cell there in 1981.) And when they had achieved vic-
tory, they turned to, among others, participants in Poland’s Round Table
for advice on how to reconcile with one’s former torturers. Yet at the heart
of the transformation, the African context mattered most to the exclusion of
any other. South Africa was a special case, with (fortunately) few ana-
logues.

Much as I would like to tell a different story, I cannot find much evi-
dence for a global ‘dance of democracy’. Oppressed people do rise up, but
they do so on their own terms, in their own contexts. Why, then, is there
simultaneity if it is not thanks to transnational processes? In brief, I would
point to four global factors: generational turnover, technological advances,
human rights discourse, and the waning of the cold war. I think that the
import of each of these is self-evident, so I will simply outline how I see
them influencing change, before returning to the problem of the trans-
national .®

Thinking of generational change, I have in mind the significant differ-
ences between the ‘1968’ generation and that of 1989. The students in 1968
were in part rebelling against the cold war concerns of its parents (who
were in turn a product, around the world, of the common experience of the
second world war). People who came of age in the 1980s - and I think this
can be observed not only in eastern Europe, but also in western Europe,
South Africa, and Latin America - were less interested in ideology than the
generation of the 1960s, and more interested in concrete action. This was
less true in China, and one could hypothesize that the failures of Tia-
nanmen were in part due to this difference.

I have already alluded to the role technology played in the 1980s. It is
striking to note how many communication technologies, largely unavailable
to protest in the 1960s, were invented or made affordable in the 1970s:
cable television, satellite dishes, video cameras, video cassettes, cassette
and microcassette recorders, fax machines, photocopiers, offset printers

8 The following paragraphs are based on the introduction to Kenney, 7989.
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and personal computers (cell phones and the internet do not play a role at
this point, of course). I would add to this list one that is often overlooked:
the container ship. In the face of our current belief in the liberating power
of technology, it is instructive to see what an impact relatively modest
technological advances could have for opposition, such as smaller, mobile
printers or fax machines. No one thought, however, that the printer was
itself the message, which is the implication of our current fascination with
Twitter. I would suggest that the megaphone - not necessarily the easiest
thing to acquire or hide from the police - made as great an impact as did
the first desktop computers.

A discussion of technology must lead us to content. The 1970s were
crucial, too, to the development of a global human-rights discourse.
Amnesty International, though founded in 1962, gained critical mass only
in the late 1970s at the time that Helsinki Watch and its sister organizations
(Asia Watch, etc.) were emerging. As discussion of human rights became
a normal part of global discourse - used regularly, even if superficially, by
American presidents, U.N. leaders and of course the Pope - it became
accessible, at the same time, to opposition groups around the world. Even
if Czechs, Chinese and Chileans thought of human rights in slightly differ-
ent ways, they had a common toolkit and a common way of interacting
with international media.

Finally, though I prefer to think of democratic opposition itself as
contributing to the end of the cold war, one has to acknowledge that the
weakening of the cold war in the mid-1980s made change easier. The
lessening international reach of the Soviet Union even before Gorbachev’s
ascendancy and Ronald Reagan’s declining interest in his anti-communist
allies in his second term of office fed on each other. As Reagan was able,
reluctantly, to cease supporting Ferdinand Marcos despite the latter’s pleas
for help against communist guerrillas, so too Gorbachev would be reluctant
to write the East German communists a blank check, and F.W. de Klerk
would find it easier to legalize the South African Communist Party.

I have simplified the story a great deal, but what do these factors have
in common? First, they are global. Second, though, they are less visible at
the national level, where they are translated into terms that vary from one
another in significant ways. They are, in other words, weak factors - weak
in the way that radio waves might be in comparison to the electromagnetic
force I mentioned earlier. They exist in the background, as a constant
presence and are by themselves not enough to bring about change.

Much of the time when we think we are talking about transnational
history, I think we are talking about radio waves - in a figurative sense,
though also literally. Over long distances (and, as it happens, often through
radio technology), people do learn about the ideas and activities of others
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who face broadly similar obstacles. But the similarities - even similarities
in outcomes, as we saw in the years 1986-1994 - are not evidence of a
transnational moment. The occasional appearances of transnational actors
(like Mikhail Gorbachev going to Beijing in May 1989) are exceptions that
prove the rule: Gorbachev’s presence, after all, did not help China move
down the path taken by Poland and its neighbours. Instead, we are looking
at a global history, shaped by larger, worldwide structural factors. And
those factors, whether they are new ideas, new technologies, or social and
political changes become quite different from one another within different
national contexts.

Transnational history does exist. In certain situations, marked by close
affinity, shared experiences and relatively short distances (though not on
the molecular scale!), intense interactions that spread concrete solutions to
practical problems can take place. Moreover, the electromagnetic forces of
transnational history give rise to new phenomena that can move around the
world. The Round Table formula, begun in Poland and quickly adopted
elsewhere in the region, is an example of such a reinvented form of action
that becomes global.’ But historians who would search for the ‘transna-
tional’ in everything run the risk of trivializing such communication and of
missing content in favour of form. Approached with care, the transnational
approach allows us to appreciate the intense beauty of regional political
change.

® See Michael D. Kennedy, ‘Contingencies and the Alternatives of 1989: Toward a
Theory and Practice of Negotiating Revolution’, East European Politics and Society 13, 1
(1999), 301-310.
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TOMAS VILIMEK

OPPOSITIONISTS IN THE CSSR AND THE GDR

MUTUAL AWARENESS, EXCHANGES OF IDEAS
AND COOPERATION, 1968-1989

‘For us, the existence of the Charter and other human rights movements in
eastern Europe has been and remains an encouragement and source of
inspiration.’ This is how the ‘Letter to Charter 77’ from the ‘Initiative for
Freedom and Human Rights’ (Initiative Frieden und Menschenrechte -
IFM) reads as published in January 1987. This is one of the most well-
known pieces of evidence for the awareness in the GDR of the Czechoslo-
vakian opposition.' The following essay focuses on this cross-border inter-
action of regime-critical and oppositionist acteurs and groups in both East
Germany and the CSSR. In addition to such perceptions of one another, it
asks about the possibilities for and limits on the exchange of ideas and
cooperation and places these in a comparative eastcentral European context.

Researching the mutual perceptions of these representatives of eastern
European dissidence opens up a comparative perspective and contributes
thereby to a deepening of our knowledge of this phenomenon. In this way,
the similarities and the differences of actions critical of the regimes in the
individual countries of the east bloc can be better understood and the histor-
ical development of various ideas of the dissent better followed. What are
referred to as the ‘steps of the disintegration of the whole system’ (Gyorgy
Dalos) of the eastern bloc (meaning the years 1953, 1956, 1968 and not
least 1980/81) are especially important in the research of the mutual aware-
ness of the dissidents, as Jaroslav Sabata, a spokesperson for Charter 77
and co-author of the Prague Appeal of March 1985, expressed so suc-
cinctly: ‘The reciprocal influence cannot be reduced down to the progress
of the individual initiatives. We must integrate the larger history into our

1 10 Jahre Charta 77, 10. Jan. 1987, Initiative fiir Frieden und Menschenrechte 1.1.01
(sheet 1), Matthias-Domaschk-Archiv, Robert-Havemann-Gesellschaft, Berlin (hereafter:
MDA-RHG).



56 Tomas Vilimek

reflections, both its impacts and how it was processed in the actual coun-
tries.” 2

The ‘Prague Spring’ and the Rise of Regime-Critical Groups
in the GDR

The letter from the IFM quoted at the beginning of this essay was written
at a highpoint of mutual East German-Czechoslovak awareness of one
another in which both sides were seeking to institutionalise cross-border
cooperation. This phase had begun in the middle of the 1980s and reached
its climax with declarations of solidarity in 1988/89. It followed two other
such moments related to two historical events: the Prague Spring and the
publication of Charter 77.

2 Jaroslav Sabata, interview with the author, Brno, 30 Aug. 2007. - This current study
draws both on discussions that took place in the course of a project sponsored by the
Volkswagen-Foundation entitled ‘The Other Eastern Europe’ (2007-2009) in which the
author participated, as well as on those which he conducted during his earlier research on
the Czechoslovak and East German opposition. The conversations were conducted in 2006
with Ulrike Poppe, Ralf Hirsch, Ludwig Mehlhorn, Reinhard WeiBhuhn, Wolfgang
Templin and Gerd Poppe. The primary focus was on the perception of Czechoslovakia.
With the latter two persons, a broader discussion was conducted in the context of the project
for the Volkswagen-Foundation. With reference to that, see also Toma$ Vilimek, Solidarita
napri¢ hranicemi: Opozice v CSSR a v NDR po roce 1968 (Prague: Nakladatelstvi Vyse-
hrad, 2010). In addition, it presents discussions that Alexander von Plato conducted in the
framework of the VW-Foundation project, an important source of information. - In addition
there are as well the results of biographical research in the Czech Republic which happened
primarily at the Institute for Contemporary History of the Czech Academy of Sciences
(USD AV CR). One can find an overview of this at www.coh.usd.cas.cz/pages cz/
sbirky.htm (last visited Feb. 2013). In 2005, the first results of this project ‘Die politische
Elite und der Dissens in der Zeit der sogenannten Normalisierung’ was presented at the
Centre for Oral History at the Institute for Contemporary History in Prague. In addition to
the approximately 120 transcribed conversations, ten studies were also published. Miroslav
Vanék, Pavel Urbasek, eds., Vitézové? PoraZeni? Zivotopisnd interview, 1 vol. (Prague:
Prostor, 2005). These are concerned, among other things, with the different aspects of the
Czechoslovak dissidence, with its international links, and the repressive methods of the
Czechoslovak security services. See Toma$ Vilimek: ‘Vniméani mezinirodnich souvislosti
ptedstaviteli komunistickych elit a disentu-represivni metody StB a pobyt v komunistickych
véznicich’, in Vanék et. al., Vitézové?, 353-394. — Additionally, a large number of studies,
memoirs, published conversations and not least of all archive materials from state and
opposition provenance have been used. From among these archives, the following deserve
primary reference: the Archive of the Security Services of the Czech Republic (Archiv
bezpecnostnich slozek Ceské republiky), the Archive of the Federal Commissioner for the
Documents of the State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic
(Bundesbeauftragter fiir die Stasi-Unterlagen, BStU), MDA-RHG (see footnote 1) and the
Archive of the Prohibited Books (libri prohibiti), Library of Samizdat and Exile Literature
(Knihovna samizdatové a exilové literatury).
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The Prague Spring played a special role in the development of people
critical of the regime in the GDR. In that year, many people came into
conflict with the regime for the first time; some were sentenced to terms of
imprisonment and not a few lost their belief in the ability of socialism to be
reformed. The state propaganda directed against the Prague Spring and the
intervention in August 1968 were both markedly rejected in East German
society even if open criticism was almost solely expressed at home. The
regime forced many people to sign declarations in which they welcomed
the intervention. As Stefan Wolle commented, many young people walked
into the trap set by the government security service.’

Roman Herzog correctly pointed out* that the populace of the GDR was
the one which was most intensely aware of Czechoslovakia at that point in
1968. The later representatives of East German dissent do not constitute an
exception. Reinhard Weilhuhn remembered that ‘Czechoslovakia played an
important role, which (as was mostly the case with us) was of course
probably connected with the Prague Spring, which I had actually followed
with the greatest attention.” (WeiBhuhn was the co-founder of the IFM and
otherwise had been more interested in the developments in Hungary.)
Although the invasion had not overly surprised him, it was nevertheless an
‘existential experience’. Subsequently he did not want to have anything
more to do with the system in the GDR: ‘That was an essential moment in
my incipient politicization.”> As Gerd Poppe, one of the leading figures in
the East Berlin opposition scene, also recounted: ‘The joining in solidarity
with the Prague reformers on 21 August 1968 and the handing over of a
declaration at the Czechoslovak embassy became for me the first clear and
publicly protest [I] carried out against the Soviet and the SED regime.’® As
Robert Havemann wrote in his Biography of a German Marxist, the year of
1968 was for many ‘the year of great hopes and bitter disappointments’.’

Roland Jahn, whom the invasion ‘sobered up’, recounted: ‘We knew
that what was in the GDR was not socialism, and so we were interested in

3 Stefan Wolle: ‘Die versaumte Revolte: Die DDR und das Jahr 1968, Aus Politik und
Zeitgeschichte, 22-23 (2001), 37-46, at 45.

* Doris Liebermann, Jirgen Fuchs, Vlasta Wallat, eds., Dissidenten, Prdsidenten und
Gemiisehdndler: Tschechische und ostdeutsche Dissidenten 1968-1998 (Essen: Klartext-
Verlag, 1998), 245.

5 Reinhard WeiBhuhn, interview with the author, Berlin, 25 Apr. 2006.

® Marlies Jansen, Materialien der Enquete-Kommission ‘Aufarbeitung von Geschichte
und Folgen der SED-Diktatur in Deutschland: Deutschlandpolitik, innerdeutsche BeZie-
hungen und internationale Rahmenbedingungen’, vol. V/1 (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 1995),
147.

" Robert Havemann: Fragen, Amtworten, Fragen: Aus der Biographie eines deutschen
Marxisten (Miinchen: Piper, 1970), 230.
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what was happening in the CSSR.”® Something had unfolded in the 1960s in
the CSSR that was totally different than in the GDR. Among friends in
Jena, in view of the developments in the CSSR, they discussed the concept
of socialism at length, and often the question was asked whether what was
attempted in Czechoslovakia would have been feasible in the GDR as well.
As an opposition activist and editor of the important samizdat publication
radix-bldtter, Ludwig Mehlhorn would primarily be interested in the Polish
opposition, but the Prague Spring was one of the three most important
reference points to Czechoslovakia. ‘We followed the coverage in the
western media very attentively, and sympathized with the Prague Spring
and hoped that this would also further and introduce a parallel development
in the GDR.””

For the so-called generation of the Aufbaukinder,” it was not only
typical that they had their first confrontations with the regime as part of the
protests against the invasion of Czechoslovakia, but also that they did not
fully grasp the real meaning of the defeat of the Prague Spring until the
first half of the 1970s. For example, take Wolfgang Templin who was
generally being viewed by the regime even in 1968 as a potential party
official. As did many others, he had however welcomed the developments
in Czechoslovakia in the second half of the 1960s. In 1967/68 he regularly
travelled with friends to East Berlin to see Czech films in the Czech cul-
tural centre. The intervention in August 1968 caught him unprepared. He
saw himself as unable to participate in the protest actions. ‘I did not want
to believe that something like this happened,” Templin explained, who at
the time was still under the sway of the official propaganda. Although (as
he remembers it) he followed the western media and had compared the
information, he still believed in the historical necessity of the invasion. By
chance, his life experienced a turning point. In the summer of 1971, while
returning from Hungary by way of Czechoslovakia, he entered into a
discussion with two young Slovakian women. A few days later by chance
he met one of them again in a bookstore. For the next three weeks he
intensively discussed with her in Jena the ramifications of the intervention.
A year later, he visited her in Slovakia and determined that she regarded

10

8 Roland Jahn, interview with Alexander von Plato, 11 Jun. 2008.

® The second was his active involvement for the ‘Aktion Siihnezeichen’, which brought
him to the Czech town of Terezin. The third was then the founding of Charter 77 and the
subsequent ‘Central Europe Debate’ in the middle of the 1980s. Ludwig Mehlhorn, inter-
view with the author, Berlin, 26 Apr. 2006.

10 Annabelle Lutz counts among this generation the birth years 1948-1953. See:

Annabelle Lutz, Dissidenten und Biirgerbewegung: Ein Vergleich zwischen DDR und
Tschechoslowakei (Frankfurt am Main, New York: Campus, 1999), 100 and 150.
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the intervention as totally illegitimate. She held that ‘it was a brutal coun-
terattack’, which he did not want to accept. To expand his horizon, she
brought him to a street corner in Bratislava and said: ‘This is where my
classmates died when confronting the tanks.’"!

After this experience, he gathered more information about the Prague
Spring, such as the works of Jifi Pelikan, Karel Kaplan or Jan Pauer (under
the pseudonym Jan Skala). While he was studying in Warsaw in 1976, he
apparently found out much more through the Polish samizdat. Some thirty
years later, Templin said: ‘Today I am convinced that if my contacts or my
perception of what happened in CSSR up to 1968 had been more intensive,
then my own development on this issue would have been completely differ-
ent.’”?

Ludwig Mehlhorn turned his attention to the reform efforts in Czecho-
slovakia only after the intervention. As a student in Freiberg at the begin-
ning of the 1970s, he participated in the Protestant Youth Group (Junge
Gemeinde) and the discussion about different aspects of the Prague Spring.
By reading western books on this topic, but also through the developments
in Poland in 1975/76 and in the CSSR in 1976/77, he grasped that only
those reform efforts had a chance at success when they originate not just
from above, but also from below. "

It was primarily the generation born during the second world war which
reflected on the Prague Spring. People such as Gerd Poppe, Heiko Lietz,
Bernd Eisenfeld, Joachim Gauck, Rainer Eppelmann or Christoph Wonne-
berger joined up in the 1970s and 1980s with various campaigns that were
critical of the regime. For this generation, the year 1968 was among the
important events in its life. It left, along with the Hungarian revolution in
1956 and then above all the aftermath in 1961 of the building of the wall,
an imprint on the paths of their lives. The distinctiveness of 1968 was (in
the opinion of Joachim Gauck) the fact that this time the tanks were sent
against a socialist model, which presented a significant difference to 1953
and 1956 when no one wanted to have socialism."

For Gerd Poppe, the Prague Spring had awakened the ‘hope for more
freedom’. Although the event in Prague was more important for him, at the
same time he was also following the remarkable social developments in the
west. Thanks to his contacts with the west, he could get the books of Jifi
Pelikin or Zdenék Hejzler in order to learn more about the reform effort.

1 Wolfgang Templin, interview with the author, Berlin, 27 Apr. 2006.
12 .

Ibid.
13 Ludwig Mehlhorn, interview with the author, Berlin, 26 Apr. 2006.
1 Joachim Gauck, interview with Alexander von Plato, 6 Feb. 2008.
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In addition, for him the Prague Spring was not definitively buried after the
intervention, rather it was present for a long time. The ‘after effect of the
Prague Spring’, about which Poppe spoke, is reflected in the memory of
Ralf Hirsch (IFM). According to his own statements, he belonged to the
generation which had indeed only heard about the Prague Spring, but
whose meaning it had nevertheless grasped at least indirectly.'> Christoph
Demke and Markus Meckel responded in a questionnaire that for them
Zdenék Mlynét’s Nighifrost in Prague'® was quite important. Demke spent
whole nights reading the book, just as he had spent his time in front of the
radio ten years earlier in August 1968. Meckel on the other hand, had the
book which his friend Reinhard Kahler had given him (who had contacts in
Czechoslovakia), taking it as a voucher ‘that there are also people in the
Communist Party who are capable of learning something’."’

So, the Prague Spring did not just help many East Germans have an
initial experience of the arbitrariness of the state’s power, but it also had a
continuing effect after that. In the GDR as well, (in the words of Jaroslav
Sabata), as a consequence of the defeat of the Prague Spring, many people
recognized that the east bloc actually ‘is a space made up of different
provinces’.'® People such as Gerd Poppe had grasped that the Prague
Spring had set in motion a search for new forms of opposition, for which
(as Jifi Pelikan stated) the initiatives would characteristically come from
below."

East German Perceptions of Charter 77
“The publication of Charter 77 was certainly a purely Czechoslovak event.

Yet, every word [...] fit the situation in GDR.’ This is what Stefan Wolle
wrote in his well-known book about the society in the GDR.* Despite the

15 Ralf Hirsch, interview with the author, Berlin, 24 Jan. 2006.

%8 Intended is the book by Zdenc¢k Mlynat, Nightfrost in Prague: The End of Humane
Socialism, trans. Paul Wilson (New York: Karz Publishers, 1980); published in German as
Nachifrost: Erfahrungen auf dem Weg vom realen zum menschlichen Sozialismus, trans.
Bedtich Uttitz (Cologne, Frankfurt am Main: Européische Verlagsanstalt, 1978).

7 Markus Meckel, ‘Verbotene Lektiire: Zden€k Mlynats “Nachtfrost™’, Horch und
Guck 15, 1 (2006), 22-24, at 23.

18 Jaroslav Sabata, interview with the author, Brno, 30 Aug. 2007.
9 yiri Pelikdn, ‘Prazské jaro neni konec, nybrz zacatek: Ani reforma, ani revoluce -
nové cesty ve vychodni Evropé’, Listy 8 (Dec. 1978), 44-51.

2 Stefan Wolle, Die heile Welt der Dikiatur: Alltag und Herrschaft in der DDR 1971~
1989 (Bonn: BpB, 1999), 51.
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societal differences, which lay chiefly in the previously mentioned ‘close-
ness to the west’ and in the special position of the East German Protestant
church, very similar social problems existed in both countries, addressed
by Charter 77 in its January 1977 ‘Declaration of Principles’. The arbitrari-
ness of the repressive agents, the restrictions on the right to education, the
discrimination against people and the constant violation of human rights all
belonged to the everyday life of both the Czechoslovak and East German
societies. It is no wonder then that this citizens’ initiative attracted the
attention of some East German dissidents. In this respect, Ladislav Hej-
déanek (one of the leading thinkers of Charter 77 and the spokesperson for
this citizens’ campaign from September 1977 until February 1979 and from
June 1979 until January 1980) was not wrong when in 1980 he opined ‘that
the idea of Charter 77 was also transferable to other countries of the
eastern bloc’.”!

The declaration of Charter 77 in January of 1977 represented a ‘minimal
program of activity within the framework of current laws’. That struck the
regime on a sensitive point. According to Pavel Tigrid, the publisher of the
exile newspaper Svédectvi (Witness), the initiative shifted to the fore the
struggle for human rights. Differently than the opposition in the first half of
the 1970s, it sought simultaneously both an openness and a re-birth of civil
society, a ‘citizen’s movement of self-help’.” It was Petr Uhl, the civil
liberties activist and the editor of ‘Information about Charter 77° and one of
the most active of the Czechoslovak dissidents, who regularly called atten-
tion to the active methods of the Polish opposition. But he also endeavoured
to report on the development of the East German basis groups as well.”

Somewhat over-simplified, the reflection on Charter 77 in the GDR can
be divided into two periods. The first one began with the ‘Declaration of
Principles’ from Charter 77 and continued up until the middle of the 1980s.
This time was characterized predominantly by attempts of individual per-
sons to borrow a few of the ideas of Charter 77 for the GDR as well. In the

2L ‘Rozhovor Jittho Rumla s Ladislavem Hejdankem’ in Ladislav Hejdanek, ed.,

Dopisy priteli (Prague?: s.n., 1980), 39.

2 Ppavel Tigrid, ed., Vyvoj Charty: zdznam z konference ve Franken (Cologne: Opus
Bonum, 1981), 129.

% He was an actual witness to the second meeting of the preparation group for Charter
77 on 15 December 1976, at which two conceptions for the Charter were discussed. One
representative of the reform communists, Pavel Bergman, spoke out for a conception of a
committee with firmer membership along the lines of the KOR. However, the supporters of
the idea of an open citizens’ initiative prevailed Blanka Cisatovska, Vilém Precan, et al.,
eds., Charta 77 ocima souCasnikii: Po dvaceti letech (Prague: USD AV CR and Brno:
Doplnék, 1997), 264; Petr Uhl, Prdvo a nespravedinost ocima Petra Uhla (Prague: C. H.
Beck, 1998), 26; as well as Petr Uhl, interview with the author, Prague, 30 Jul. 2007.
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second period from 1985-1989, the opposition sought to become interna-
tional and to institutionalize the contacts that it had either created in the
first period or to establish some completely anew.

With the tightening of travel restrictions on the leading figures of the
East German opposition, it was quite difficult for them starting around
1980 to visit the representatives of Charter 77 in the CSSR. Personal
contacts were as a consequence maintained by post or telephone. An impor-
tant role was also played by people about whose go-between roles the
security service knew nothing or which the service had incorrectly assessed
because of sloppiness and ideological blindness.

In addition to this, Czechoslovak expatriates played an extremely impor-
tant role in the transfer of Charter 77 ideas during both periods. Thanks to
their help, information about the citizens’ initiatives was published in the
western media. German readers, however, could also read the German
version of the exile publication Listy (Pages) which the Czech expatriate
and later politician of the Green Party Milan Hor4c¢ek began publishing in
March 1973.* This periodical published both the Declaration of Principles
of Chapter 77 as well as a letter from West German writers (Heinrich
Boll, Friedrich Diirrenmatt, Giinter Grass and others), who appealed to the
Czech embassy in the Federal Republic because of the arrest in January
1977 of Véaclav Havel, Jifi Lederer, Frantisek Pavlicek and Ota Ornest.?
In 1973, Czechoslovak emigrants founded the ‘Socialist Committee for
Eastern Europe’ (Sozialistisches Osteuropakomitee — SOK). It laboured
against the repression in Czechoslovakia and in eastern Europe. In its
information journal, the SOK reported on the trials in the CSSR in the first
half of the 1970s and on activities critical of the regime that were fore-
runners of Charter 77. The issue number 22 from June 1977 was com-
pletely dedicated to Charter 77.7

And finally, West German media were also an important source of
information about the activity of Charter 77. Even though a lot of material
made its way directly from the CSSR to the GDR, the state security service
was nevertheless still most often able to quickly shut down such avenues.

2 The Listy-Bliitter did not only report on the repression in the CSSR, but also on

fundamental aspects of normalization. See: ‘Die Tradition der “Listy”: Zum Erscheinen der
deutschsprachigen Ausgabe’, Listy-Bldtter 1, 1 (Mar. 1973), 1.

% <Charter 77", Listy-Blétter V, 12 (Feb. 1977), 1-2.
% <A Letter to Prague’, Listy-Bléitter V, 12 (Feb. 1977), 8.

27 “When we passed out our books about Charter 77 at leftist events, we were often
denounced “stooges of the American President Carter,” as a member of the editorial team
remembers. Mariana Hausleitner, ‘Die Stasi hat nicht viel erreicht: Erinnerung an die
Arbeit des Westberliner SOK’ Horch und Guck 10, 2 (2001), 39-41, at 39.
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Ludwig Mehlhorn, who himself brought texts out of Poland into the GDR,
had, for example, gotten the first of his materials about Charter 77 from
the west. At the same time, Rainer Alisch, who was studying theology in
Leipzig, provided him directly from Czechoslovakia with the texts of
Charter 77. But Alisch was arrested in December 1977; during the search
of his home, the state security service found texts from both Rudolf Bahro
and Wolf Biermann as well as some material about Charter 77, which he
possibly had received from Petr Uhl during his stay in Prague in the sum-
mer of 1977.® Mehlhorn handed on the material about Charter 77 to
Stephan Bickhardt, who made copies of it and distributed them.

As to the genesis of Charter 77, there were several factors that were
important.” Most authors, however, are of one mind on the fundamental
significance of the Helsinki process — the ‘Spirit of Helsinki’ - in the
development of the civil rights campaign in east central Europe. In the
opinion of Vilém Precan, the Final Act from Helsinki contributed to the
formation ‘of a new basis for the human rights campaigns’.* In this re-
spect, the development in the GDR distinguished itself from the situation in
the CSSR. That surely had an effect on the perception of Charter 77.

Comparing the reactions to the Final Act of Helsinki in the CSSR and
the GDR reveals an interesting difference.’ In the CSSR, the opposition
which was taking form picked up (as a central point in its strategy) on the
obligation of the government to take into account questions about human
rights. In the GDR, the number of applications for foreign travel rose. ‘In
the GDR, the people used the Final Act of Helsinki in a rather practical
way,’ said Ludwig Mehlhorn, in that they appealed to international treaties
by which the government had obliged itself to abide.** In both countries,
however, those in power responded with repressive measures against those
challenging the official interpretation of the Helsinki Final Act. In a similar
way to how the signers of the Charter 77 were persecuted, many applicants
for legal permission to leave the country permanently were persecuted in

2 Staatsfeindliche Hetze, Alisch Rainer, sheet 33, HA IX 18701, Ministerium fiir

Staatssicherheit (hereafter: MfS), Bundesbeauftragter fiir die Unterlagen des Staats-
sicherheitsdienstes der ehemaligen Deutschen Demokratischen Republik (hereafter: BStU).
) 2 0On this topic: Milan Otéhal, Opozicni proudy v Ceské spolecnosti 1969-1989 (Prague:
USD AV CR, 2011), 116-152.

%0 vilém Precan, ‘Obcanska préva - centrdlni problém’, Listy 7, 3-4 (Jul. 1977), 29.

3 Further on this topic: Tom4s Vilimek, ‘Vniméani helsinského procesu v CSSR a NDR
ze strany moci, opozice a obyvatelstva’, in Zder}ék Karnik, Michal Kopecek, eds.,
BolSevismus, komunismus a radikdlni socialismus v Ceskoslovensku, vol. 5 (Prague: Doko-
fan, 2005), 275-296 and 376-380.

%2 Ludwig Mehlhorn, interview with the author, Berlin, 26 Apr. 2006.
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various ways, even with a prison sentence if the application was branded as
hostile to the state.”

Although Charter 77 was very important for a number of people in the
GDR, it did not present any alternative for the existing power relations in
East German society. With a massive campaign against the signers of
Charter 77 and their supporters, the security organs made it unambiguously
clear what fate would befall the sympathizers. The Prague Spring was
perceived as an effort to reform the establishment. Yet the oppositional
character of Charter 77 could in this regard hardly be overlooked even
though Charter 77 several times declined to take on the role of a political
opposition. And actually, in the CSSR, the open support of Charter 77 was
also limited to a minority within the society.*

The circle of those in the GDR who took notice of Charter 77 was itself
relatively small, even if not insignificant. These people were interested not
only in Czechoslovakia; in addition to Charter 77, their horizons were
being expanded primarily through the events in Poland at the turn of the
years 1980/81. ‘Those people who had contact with dissidence in eastern
Europe were those who were least caught up in ideological thought pat-
terns. That was also the importance of these contacts,” according to Ulrike
Poppe, who among other things would later be involved in the activities of
Women for Peace (Frauen fiir den Frieden - FfF) and the IFM.* ‘We
marvelled at Charter 77 and Solidarno$¢, regretting that nothing like that
was apparently possible among us Germans who were so obedient to au-
thority,” wrote Markus Meckel, the organizer of the ‘mobile peace semi-
nar’ and former pastor in Vipperow.*

The conversations I have conducted plus other sources provide a number
of essential features as to how Charter 77 was perceived in the East Ger-
man milieu of those critical of the regime. For Mehlhorn, Charter 77 was
especially interesting in two regards. Firstly, it presented a convenient
opportunity to challenge the regime at its word. Secondly, he found it
remarkable that in Charter 77, in spite of different world views, varying

% More on this topic, for example, in Hans-Hermann Lochen, Christian Meyer-Seitz,
eds., Die geheimen Anweisungen zur Diskriminierung Ausreisewilliger: Dokumente der Stasi
und des Ministeriums des Innern, Texte (Cologne: Bundesanzeiger, 1992).

3 In the most recent documentation to Charter 77 the authors provide a total of 1889
signatories. See: ‘Soupis signataft Prohlaseni Charty 77°, in Blanka Cisafpvské, Vilvérn
Precan, et. al., eds., Charta 77: Dokumenty 1977-1989, vol. 3 (Prague: USD AV CR,
2007), 337-378.

% protocol of the 68th session’, in Materialien der Enquete-Kommission, vol. VII/1,
275.

% Markus Meckel, Opposition in der DDR: Zehn Jahre kirchliche Friedensarbeit -
Kommentierte Quellentexte (Cologne: Bund-Verlag, 1994), 68.
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streams of thought could work toward common goals. He spoke about three
groups: ‘Broadly speaking, there were communist reformers, intellectuals
and writers, and then the church people.’ In connection with the discus-
sions that accompanied the founding of the new Polish opposition groups in
1975/76, it was clear to him that Charter 77 ‘[represented] another
approach, and this approach came from below; the society was not just
drawing on liberal rights imparted to it from above, a bit more liberaliza-
tion, which could later also be withdrawn, but rather it fought for these
open spaces itself.””’

Reinhard Weifhuhn spoke in this context of Charter 77 functioning as a
‘role-model’, which he saw both in its relationship to the role of the oppo-
sition as well as in its claim to live in truth. In the second half of the 1980s
according to WeiBhuhn, the European dimension was added to this, setting
a framework for discussions about overcoming the confrontation between
the two blocs. From the perspective of Charter 77, the partition of Ger-
many represented a key hindrance to improving the situation in Europe.*®
This was an opinion ‘that naturally was especially interesting to us, because
questions or opinions were being formulated there, which we as Germans
- in this case East Germans - would not have formulated in that way, or in
all honesty we would not have dared to formulate in that way’.*

Gerd Poppe as well busied himself intensely with Charter 77; up until
1979 he was still permitted to travel to Czechoslovakia. In that period he
visited Prague several times. One time he met with Petr Uhl and was
surprised by the news that Bahro’s programmatic writing, Die Alternative,

s Ludwig Mehlhorn, interview with the author, Berlin, 26 Apr. 2006.

% The Prague Appeal addressed to the 4th European Conference for Nuclear Disarma-
ment (Document of Charter 77 from 11 Mar. 1985) stated: ‘We cannot dodge some of what
have been taboos. One of them is the partition of Germany. [...] We acknowledge for the
Germans the open right to determine freely whether and in what form whey want the
association of their two states in their present borders.” The German version of this (as used
here) comes from Gerd Poppe. He received the translation of the Prague Appeal from the
west (along with other texts from the END-Conference in Amsterdam. See: Gerd Poppe,
‘Begriindung und Entwicklung internationaler Verbindungen’, in: Eberhard Kuhrt, Am Ende
des realen Sozialismus 3: Opposition in der DDR von den 70er Jahren bis zum Zusammen-
bruch der SED-Herrschaft (Opladen: Leske und Budrich, 1999), 349-377, at 375. The
response of the East German oppositionists (primarily the East Berlin scene) from 8 Jun.
1985 (also referred to as the ‘Position Paper to the Prague Appeal’), accented the agreement
with the Czechoslovak opposition that ‘we should use more forcefully than heretofore the
CSCE Final Act as an instrument to hold our governments to their word’. They also
emphasized that the solution to the German question was only possible in agreement with
the other European peoples, and indeed as a ‘pan-European agreement’. See: Gerd Poppe,
‘Begriindung und Entwicklung’, 376. See to this also the contribution of Kacper Szulecki in
this volume.

¥ Reinhard WeiBhuhn, interview with the author, Berlin, 25 Apr. 2006.
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had been translated into Czech. During his trips to Hungary, Poland, and
CSSR he determined that many oppositionists in these countries had freed
themselves from reformist visions of a socialist alternative, even though
some of them had formerly been Marxists. He had been astonished that in
the GDR, people still believed in such reformist concepts. ‘That was,
however, totally illusory and pointless; it was only possible to create paral-
lel societal structures, something which was already being discussed inten-
sively in Poland, and fighting in this way to win some political latitude.
Such reflections were not new to us, but in the GDR they were by far much
less developed,” is how Poppe remembered it.** In 2001 he said: ‘What I
found especially important in the developments in Poland and the CSSR
was the fact that the opposition abandoned being in a closed circle and
instead expressed itself publically; something comparable was what I
wished for in the GDR.™*!

This same kind of catching up is what Ralf Hirsch of the IFM wanted.
In his opinion, the contacts with Charter 77 came into being so late, be-
cause there had been no true opposition for such a long time in the GDR.
‘We lacked symbolic figures and structures,” Hirsch said. Further to this,
Hirsch answered the question as to what he found especially important in
Charter 77 in this way:

For us the main point was the theme of human rights. There were enough peace
discussions among us, and they were also desirable [...], but the topic of human
rights violations in our own country...that was what convinced us.*

Matthias Domaschk as well later attempted to enter into contact with like-
minded people in Czechoslovakia and Poland, because he missed having an
effective human rights group in the GDR.’* Although Wolfgang Templin
said that it was only through a confrontation with the Polish Workers’
Defence Committee (Komitet Obrony Robotnikéw, KOR) during his time of
studying in Poland (1976/77) ‘that [he] got an idea of how a democratic
opposition could and must look like in a dictatorial system’,* he pointed

0 Gerd Poppe, interview with the author, Berlin, 22 Nov. 2007.

41 Das freie Wort war die schirfste Waffe der Opposition’: Roundtable discussion on
3 April 2001, Matthias Domaschk Archive, Berlin’, in Ilko-Sascha Kowalczuk and Tom
Sello, eds., Fiir ein freies Land mit freien Menschen: Opposition und Widerstand in Biogra-
phien und Fotos (Berlin: Robert-Havemann-Gesellschaft, 2006), 106.

a2 Ralf Hirsch, interview with the author, Berlin, 24 Jan. 2006.

* Gerold Hildebrand, ‘Matthias Domaschk: Eine turbulente und unvollendete Jugend

in Jena’, Horch und Guck 12, Sondernummer 1 (2003), 13.

4 Eckhard Jesse, ed., Eine Revolution und ihre Folgen: 14 Biirgerrechtler ziehen

Bilanz (Berlin: Ch. Links, 2000), 113.
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out in a conversation that the influence of Charter 77 on him had in fact
been much stronger than that of the Polish opposition.*’

The leadership of the Protestant Church in the GDR made an effort to
channel the human rights debate in the GDR; many of them still had in
mind the death of Oskar Briisewitz, who had set himself on fire in August
1976 as a protest against the GDR regime. Nevertheless, there were also
pastors and theologians who were willing to hazard a confrontation with
church leadership. They sought to link up the fight over human rights with
the one about the freedom of the individual. The activities of Heino Falcke
or Hans-Joachim Frénkel witnessed the existence of a ‘rights and human
rights tradition’ as one of two Protestant groundswells, which (in Ehrhart
Neubert’s opinion) influenced the GDR opposition.*

Clearly the best known example for the reception of Charter 77 in the
church milieu was the activity of Vicar Giinther Schau. He was the one
who sought programmatically to get into contact with the human rights
movements in east central Europe. In March 1977 he visited the widow of
Jan PatocCka in Prague to express his condolences. One week after this trip,
he was arrested and in autumn 1977 he was deported to the Federal Republic.
A group of theology students from Naumburg - Lothar Tautz, Christian
Radeke and Bernhard Klose - documented the actions of the MfS and
involved themselves in the preparation of the ‘Querfurt Paper’ of April
1977 in which the demand was raised to abide by the obligations in the
Final Act from Helsinki. ‘It is only where plurality is kept in mind that
people will gladly be citizens of their country,’* is how it read in the paper
that the MfS designated as ‘The Charter of the GDR’.*® It was in this
context that the state security police (Stasi) asked the Czechoslovak security
organs to keep tabs on a meeting between Gilinther Schau und Christian
Radeke in Karlsbad in January 1978; both persons were ‘under the suspi-
cion [...] that they would be passing on anti-socialist materials about the
arrested persons in the GDR’.*’ Jaroslav Sabata also took note of the

45 Wolfgang Templin, interview with the author, Berlin, 27 Apr. 2006.

% The second one is ‘Protestant Social Ethics’. See: Ehrhart Neubert, ‘Christen,

Schutzdacher und der Geist des Protestantismus’, in Kowalczuk and Sello, Fiir ein freies
Land, 185-192, at 185. In addition: Ehrhart Neubert, Geschichte der Opposition in der
DDR 1949-1989 (Bonn: Ch. Links, 1997), 251-255 and 257-266.

47 Lothar Tautz, Christian Radeke, “Warte nicht auf bessere Zeiten...”: Oskar Briise-
witz, Wolf Biermann und die Protestbewegung in der DDR 1976-1977, Dokumentation
(Halle/Saale: Mitteldeutscher Verlag, 1999), 137.

8 Schwerpunkte der monatlichen Berichterstattungen fiir Juni/Juli 1977, 24 Aug. 1977,
sheet 147, HA XX/AKG 116, BStU.

49 Einleitung politisch-operativer MaBnahmen durch die Sicherheitsorgane der CSSR,
20 Jan. 1978, sheets 41-42, HA XX/4 Nr. 423, BStU.
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‘Querfurt Paper’ and understood it as an ‘attempt to transfer Charter 77 as
a model of a proclamation or appeal onto the circumstances in East Ger-
many. ™ If Bahro’s Alternative had been a response to the year 1968, then
the ‘Querfurt Paper’ could be seen - as Ilko-Sascha Kowalczuk has argued
- as ‘an early reaction in the GDR to Charter 77°.%!

As mentioned earlier, Charter 77 had been considered for the most part
in connection with the developments in Poland and Hungary. Questions
now arose for the East Germans about their own actual situation, about the
similarities with and differences of dissidence in the GDR in comparison to
their east central European colleagues. According to Gerd Poppe, the
power structures in all the individual countries of the east bloc were gener-
ally similar; what was special for the residents of the GDR, however, was
the existence of a second German state. Reinhard Weihuhn saw

a specifically German phenomenon on account of the permanent, direct face-off
with the Federal Republic. [...] We had great difficulties in going quite so far,
even to think about going so far, which in Prague or Budapest or Warsaw was
not such a problem. We would have landed in Bonn, been in Bonn immedi-
ately, and we could not want that, because that is what the SED wanted.

He mentioned (just as Ralf Hirsch or Gerd Poppe had) the significantly
sharper judgments concerning activities critical of the regimes in east
central Europe and he named specifically the negative consequences of the
deportation practices of the East German bodies, because of which there
was never ‘a continuity in the opposition’ in the GDR.” A few Czecho-
slovak dissidents recognized this specific aspect of the GDR. Anna Saba-
tova said: ‘It must have been very difficult to have to start over again and
again.”

The emergence of citizens’ movements in east central Europe starting in
the middle of the 1970s had, as a result, awakened in some East German
oppositionists the need to think more carefully about their own methods and
goals. Wolfgang Templin, for example, had noted that in Poland there were
substantially more people who had left a leftist ideology behind. The soci-
etal situation, a certain ‘paralysis of the society’, in his opinion, was typical
for the CSSR and GDR, whereas the Polish society had shown a greater
viability and a longing for freedom.>

%0 Jaroslav Sabata, interview with the author, Brno, 30 Aug. 2007.

%! Jlko-Sascha Kowalczuk, ‘Der Prager Friihling in der DDR 1969-1989: Ein Essay’,
Horch und Guck 16, 2 (2007), 6-9, at 7.

52 Reinhard WeiBhuhn, interview with the author, Berlin, 25 Apr. 2006.
%8 Roland Jahn, interview with Alexander von Plato, 11 Jun. 2008.
> Wolfgang Templin, interview with the author, Berlin, 27 Apr. 2006.
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The combination of the ‘continuing impulses from outside’ strongly
influenced Reinhard Weihuhn, who sought to convey the outlines of the
Hungarian debate to the GDR, without however always being successful in
doing so. Not everyone shared his conviction that ‘socialism [was] out’. He
admired the analyses of Gyorgy Konrad, Miklds Haraszti or Gyorgy Dalos,
who turned the socialism that really existed on its head in that they con-
ducted its ideological claim to an ad absurdum. Comparing the Hungarian
texts with Bahro’s Alternative, Weihuhn said: ‘Bahro as it were has al-
ways analysed only in a system-immanent fashion and his book is therefore
nothing more than a pleasant, totally romantic utopia.’ In addition to the
Hungarian texts, he was influenced by Vaclav Havel’s essay ‘The Power of
the Powerless’, which took up the theme of life in truth. Weihuhn meant
that ‘in Czechoslovakia, what dominated most likely - just as it was with us
- was a continuous, practical schizophrenia’ in which one was challenged
to discover the false in the correct, the true in what was lied about. In this
sense, Havel posed the ‘existential question’.”

Ralf Hirsch, Ludwig Mehlhorn and Gerd Poppe also alluded to a certain
learning process. ‘It was only with the help of the Grenzfall [an East Ger-
man samizdat journal, P.J.] that we tried to build up an oppositional public
sphere in the GDR,’ is what Hirsch said, who in his visit to Prague at the
end of December 1985 had spoken with Petr Uhl and Anna Sabatové about
the form of this samizdat newspaper and about the possibility of adopting
the institution of spokesperson (used by Charter 77) for the emerging IFM
as well. They had counselled him to publicize succinct information about
the repression in the GDR. According to Hirsch, the inspiration for open
letters (as, for example, an appeal to the United Nations Year of Peace
from January 1986) also came from the CSSR. Hirsch recollected:

What I quite clearly understood in my conversations with Uhl and Sabatové was
that we had to find a language which the people would understand. If we
wanted to achieve solidarity from below, we also had to name in short and
concise and precise ways what and why, and not to publish texts which no
person could understand.*®

Because direct and personal contacts with people who thought differently in
the east bloc countries were only possible with great difficulty, Mehlhorn
rejected the term ‘collaboration’ to characterise his relations with the
Czechoslovak opposition. In his opinion the above-mentioned ‘learning
process’ was more important anyways. ‘We were truly the ones learning,

%5 Reinhard WeiBhuhn, interview with the author, Berlin, 25 Apr. 2006.
% Ralf Hirsch, interview with the author, Berlin, 24 Jan. 2006.
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transferring something to their own situation’ is what Mehlhorn said, for
whom, however, the most intense inspiration was coming from Poland.”’

It was at the end of the 1970s (at the latest) that there were people in the
GDR who were delving into the possibilities for the opposition, considering
among them the ideas of Charter 77, of KOR and later of Solidarno$¢.
Robert Havemann was one of the most important advocates of this new
orientation. Furthermore, the emergence of the IFM showed the clear
influence of Charter 77.

This [the IFM, T.V.] was quite in the style of the Charter, even if with a much
smaller flame. There were three spokespersons and communiqués about the
important political events, which were done with the help of journalists or good
friends in the west, as well as the release of underground publications which
were produced in archaic ways,

is how Gerd Poppe recounted it during a panel discussion. In his opinion,
the civil rights activists from the CSSR and Poland contributed importantly
to the fact that ‘we distanced ourselves from the “boxes” of left and
right.”® As the international collaboration of opposition groups in east
central Europe intensified, this had an impact on the East German opposi-
tion too. In 1985 a ‘contact group for Charter 77’ came together.” The
MIS dated the formation of this group to October 1985 and emphasized
Birbel Bohley’s special role.®

At a meeting of the political underground in the GDR on 9 October
1985 - according to a different report of the MfS - suggestions from
Prague were discussed, for example, the preparation of a joint paper on the
question of conscientious objection and a discussion of the goals for an
independent peace movement in the GDR.®* According to the historian

5 Ludwig Mehlhorn, interview with the author, Berlin, 26 Apr. 2006.

% Der Prager Frithling 1968 und seine Folgen in der CSSR, in den sozialistischen
Nachbarlindern, insbesondere in der DDR und der VR Polen, sowie im Ost-West-
Verhiltnis’, in Jansen, Materialien, 148 and 182.

% This group is mentioned in Neubert, Geschichte, 596. Gerd Poppe commented that
this had to do with different meetings with varying groupings instead of a continuous
working group, which the MfS apparently assumed. Subsequently, it was primarily the [IFM
that concerned itself with contacts with Charter 77. Gerd Poppe, interview with the author,
Berlin, 22 Nov. 2007.

% Aktuelle Erfahrungen und Erkenntnisse bei der Bekdmpfung feindlich-negativer
Krifte und Gruppierungen politischer Untergrundtitigkeit in der Hauptstadt, 15 Sept. 1986,
OV ‘Blauvogel’ Ralf Hirsch, Volume 4-6 Sections 1/85-6/87, 22 sheets, here sheet 11,
MDA-RHG.

8% There one also finds a list of people who were supposed to belong to what was called
the Contact Group - GDR for collaboration with Charter 77: Stephan Bickhardt, Martin
Bottger, Gerd Poppe, Ludwig Mehlhorn, Thomas Klein, Wolfgang Templin, Wolfram
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Thomas Klein, the majority of the participants in this project in the follow-
ing years built the main ‘human rights wing’ of the East German opposi-
tion. At the turn of the year in 1985/86, the IFM finally emerged, making
no secret of the influence on it of Charter 77.

It is appropriate to conclude that the human rights question in the GDR
gained in importance thanks to contacts with the opposition in the neigh-
bouring countries. A part of the East German opposition drew near to the
oppositional spectrum in the CSSR or Poland. From the middle of the
1980s, the regime critics in the east bloc discussed topics with one another
and attempted to protect one another from repression through actions of
solidarity.

Czechoslovak Perceptions of the Regime-Critical Forces
in East Central Europe and the Soviet Union:
Poland as the Most Important Partner

Jan Tesatr wrote in his analysis of the activity of Charter 77 at the begin-
ning of 1978:

We must become aware of how enormously important it is to internationalize
our struggle. It is surely the most important thing of all. [...] The principle
direction of our interests should be the Poles.

Tesat was a Czech historian, a signatory of Charter 77 and co-founder of
the Committee for the Defence of Those Unjustly Persecuted (Vybor na
obranu nespravedlivé stihanych, VONS).® For the Czechoslovak dissidents,
the relationships with their Polish colleagues were among the most impor-
tant and stable. What played a positive role in that were their kindred
languages, the massive reach of the Polish underground press called the
‘second circulation’, but also the fact that the Czechoslovak side was much
better informed about the Polish opposition, which it considered as funda-
mentally stronger and more active. So it was not a surprise that dissidents
from both countries met one another for the first time in the summer of
1978 on the Czech-Polish border. In a joint statement following the meet-
ing (which was broadcast in August of the same year on Radio Free Eu-
rope), they declared their solidarity with all the civil rights activists in
eastern Europe.

Tschiche and others. See: ZOV (Zentraler operativer Vorgang) ‘Zirkel’ Gerd und Ulrike

Poppe, Ordner 4, vol. 21, 133-134, MDA-RHG.

82 Jan Tesar, ‘Analyza Jana Tesare, jak dale rozvijet ¢innost Charty 77 a intenzivni

komunikaci s vetejnosti, biezen 1978’, in Cisafovské and Pre¢an, Charta 77, vol. 3, 256.
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Among the political prisoners listed was also Rudolf Bahro. The state-
ment ended with the words:

Today our peoples are linked more strongly than ever by a common fate. It is,
therefore, all the more important that those who have campaigned for a better-
ment of that fate should attempt to join up their forces.®

Interest in opposition movements in the states of the Warsaw Pact grew
among the majority of the Czechoslovak dissidents out of a desire to be
informed about the developments in all the countries of the east bloc. In
this way the ‘provincial naiveté’ could be averted, something which Zden¢k
Mlynéi had warned against in April 1979.%* Many people compared the
situation of their neighbours with the one in their own country and thought
about the possibility of cooperating. Petr Pithart, who was inspired primar-
ily by British conservatism, recounted: ‘I have always compared and sought
to grasp why it was different for us than in Poland or Hungary.’® Contacts
were for the most part random, but always served to provide information,
too. Whether someone preferred one country depended mostly on his
language abilities. What also played a role was whether the contacts were
made during the time when the border was not yet closed for the persons
involved.

What was also important was naturally the extent to which the dissi-
dence in a country was viewed as inspiring or even as a role-model. In the
CSSR, the Polish opposition was in the key position. Other contacts were
made with the Hungarian and East German opposition. The Soviet dissi-
dents were perceived primarily through the texts of say Andrei Sakharov,
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn or Lev Kopelev. Relatively well-known as well
were the ‘Seven Courageous Ones’,*® who had to serve prison sentences
because they had protested in Moscow in August 1968 against the interven-
tion.

63 Spole¢ny dopis Charty 77 a polského Vyboru spolecenské sebeobrany (KSS-KOR)
obranciim lidskych prav ve vychodni Evropé a SSSR, 27.7.1978, in Cisafovska and Precan,
Charta 77, vol. 1, 161.

® Pavel Tigrid, ed., Vyvoj Charty, 54.
& Ppetr Pithart, interview with the author, Prague, 6 Jun. 2007.

% On2s5 August 1968, the Soviet citizens Konstantin Babicky, Vadim Delaunay, Vla-
dimir Dremliuga, Viktor Fainberg, Natalya Gorbanevskaya, Pavel Litvinov, Larisa Bogo-
raz and Tatiana Baeva staged a protest against the invasion of Czechoslovakia carrying
banners with slogans like ‘Long live free Czechoslovakia!’ or ‘Hands off Czechoslovakia!’
Although they demonstrated peacefully and even made a conscious effort not to disturb the
public peace the protestors were arrested and seven of them (the seven courageous ones) —
all but Gorbanevskaya who had recently given birth — were sentenced to 2-3 years in prison,
life-long exile or had to undergo therapy in a psychiatric ward.
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Asked about his relationships with the independent initiatives in the east
bloc, the representative of the Catholic dissidence, Vaclav Maly, re-
sponded:

We followed it, but it must be said that contacts to the peace movements, for
example, in the GDR were quite sporadic. Their attention was primarily turned
in the direction of the Federal Republic, naturally, sharing the same language as
they did. So, at the time there was no closer connection with the initiatives in
the GDR. An intensive collaboration, however, came about with the Poles.
People who were not known to the state security service travelled to Poland,
and they then brought back literature. [...] In the 1980s there was also official
contact between the representatives of Solidarno$¢ and Charter 77 and also the
well-known border meetings. The contacts with Hungary were just sporadic.®’

This assessment confirms not only the importance of the Polish opposition
for the regime critics in the CSSR, but also at the same time shows how
differently the opposition in the east bloc states were perceived individu-
ally. Maly had plainly not belonged to those circles who maintained con-
tacts in the GDR; moreover, he had not noticed that in Slovakia, for exam-
ple, good relations existed between the representatives of the Hungarian
minority located there and Hungary itself. Nor were the regime critics in
East Germany fixated on the Federal Republic, even though the presence of
the stronger, democratic neighbour certainly influenced the opposition in
the GDR. Being moulded by one’s own experience was natural.

Interest in the opposition in the east bloc influenced as well the estima-
tion of their strengths and their social importance. The activities of the
KOR and later of Solidarno§¢, as well as the continually palpable readiness
for resistance by the Polish population, drew the attention of the Czechoslo-
vak opposition toward Poland. In the GDR, many opposition members
were confident in the strengths of both the Polish and Czechoslovak opposi-
tion. Looked at today, one can say that the strength of the Czechoslovak
opposition was overestimated in the GDR, whereas the opposition in the
GDR was underestimated in the CSSR. Ladislav Hejdanek recounted: ‘The
Poles were quite inspiring for us, and now and then, they did things which
we could emulate.”® Dana Némcova, the spokesperson of Charter 77 in
1989 and who through her husband, Jifi Némec, had had contacts back in
the middle of the 1950s with Poland, recounted:

But Poland meant a lot to us. Not just what had to do with the free culture that
dominated there back in 1955/56, where Camus would be performed, but it was

5 Vaclav Maly, interview with David Weber, 13 Apr. 2004, Sbirka Rozhovogy, Center
for Oral History, Institute for Contemporary History, Prague (hereafter: COH, USD).

%8 Ladislav Hejdéanek, interview with the author, Pisek, 28 Aug. 2007.
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there that we saw the first films from Fellini and it was from there that we
brought back all kinds of things, because in Poland you could buy émigré
journals at kiosks.®

As already mentioned, meetings on the Polish-Czechoslovak border in the
Karkonosze/Krkono$e Mountains between the representatives of the opposi-
tion movements from both countries had taken place in the late 1970s. At
the beginning of the 1980s, these relationships were even institutionalized
with the founding of the Polish-Czechoslovak solidarity, which intensified
its activity after 1984. The arrest of Petr Pospichal and the subsequent
wave of solidarity in Poland contributed critically to the emergence of the
Circle of Friends of the Polish-Czechoslovak Solidarity (Kruh pridtel
Polsko-Ceskoslovenské solidarity) on 6 June 1987. Participating in the
collaboration on the side of Charter 77 were, among others, Anna Saba-
tov4, Petr Uhl and not least of all Tom4$ Petfivy and Jan Carnogursky.” In
the opinion of Carnogursky, the social conditions in Poland compared most
closely with those in Czechoslovakia. What was certainly reflected in this
regard of the Polish society was the Catholic character of the Slovak dissi-
dence for which the stance of the Polish Catholic church represented a
natural reference point. Carnogursky participated many times in the border
meetings with the Polish regime critics. He reported: “We met once a year,
[and] talked about the projects we could undertake together. They [the
Poles, T.V.] now and then came up with suggestions that simply went too
far for us.” As an example, toward the end of the 1980s, the Polish side
offered a device with which official radio transmissions could be inter-
rupted and be replaced with one’s own critical explanation and commen-
tary.”! The Czech side received a similar offer from Miroslav Jasifisky and
Jarek Broda.” ‘The Poles did not really know what was actually going on
for us,’ is what FrantiSek Miklo8ko said. At the same time he pointed out
the Polish help for religious orders in Czechoslovakia.”

People like Alexandr Vondra or Petr Pospichal, who were active in the
Polish-Czechoslovak solidarity, also regarded as very important the techni-
cal help from Poland on the production of the Czech samizdat. FrantiSek
Starek, the publisher of the underground newspaper Vokno (Window),
made contact with the Polish newspaper Puls and attempted to set up a link

% Dana Neémcova, interview with Ilona Christl, Sbirka lidé Charty 77, COH, USD.

o Beginning in July 1988, this circle of friends published an information bulletin. See:
Informacni bulletin Polsko-Ceskoslovenské solidarity 1, 1 (1988), 1-3.

™ Jan Carnogursky, interview with the author, Bratislava, 27 Jun. 2008.
2 Petr Uhl and Anna Sabatova, interview with the author, Prague, 4 Jan. 2010.
™ Frantisek Miklosko, interview with the author, Bratislava, 26 Jun. 2008.
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among the underground papers of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, and
Lithuania. The state security service foiled his attempt.”* Huge amounts of
literature were acquired from Poland. Civil rights activist and political
prisoner Rudolf Batték read sociological treatises of American authors that
had been translated into Polish.” In Czech samizdat periodicals, there were
texts from Adam Michnik and Jacek Kurofi, and even the spokesperson for
Charter 77 from 1980, Milo§ Rejchrt, admitted that it was indeed the
translations of the books of Adam Michnik or Tadeusz Konwicki (‘A Small
Apocalypse’) which expanded his horizons, although he otherwise by his
own account followed the events in Poland only out of ‘a dissident’s obliga-
tion’.” The priest, Rudolf Smahel, who had studied theology in Erfurt in
1985, remembered that he was able to import into the CSSR religious texts
that were intended ‘for church use only’. Similar literature could be
brought back either from Poland (Catholic) or from the GDR (Protestant).”

Forces Critical of the Regime in the DDR from the Perspective
of the Czechoslovak Opposition

The claim is controversial that in the eyes of the Czechs, the East Germans
were all similarly ‘pig-headed, naive, patriotic, religious and - not just
ideologically — a bit dumb’.”® Adolf Miiller wrote in Listy (Pages) about ‘a
deep antipathy of almost all Czechs and Slovaks toward the Prussian social-
ism in the GDR,’ an attitude that was significantly strengthened by the
participation of the GDR in the intervention of August 1968. These
Dederondci (something like GDRers), in Miiller’s words, were unpopular

™ Frantisek Starek, inteview with the author, Prague, 21 Apr. 2008.
™ Rudolf Battek, interview with the author, Prague, 3 May 2007.
® Milos Rejchrt, interview with the author, Prague, 12 Feb. 2008.

m Rudolf Smahel, interview with Pavel Urbasek, 5 May 2003, Sbirka Rozhovory,
COH, USD.

™ Jan Faktor and Annette Simon, eds., Fremd im eigenen Land? (GieBen: Psycho-

sozial-Verlag, 2000), 43-44. The Czech writer Jan Faktor who lived in the GDR from 1978
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everywhere, probably for the reason ‘that they held up a mirror to every
little Czech citizen’.” The modest level of information which most citizens
had about the happenings in the GDR - with the exception of a relatively
small group of people with personal relationships, language abilities, or the
conviction that the east central European dissidents had to cooperate with
one another - stood in contrast to the interest with which the events in
Czechoslovakia (1968 or 1977/78) were followed in East Germany.

‘The oppositionist forces in every country in the east bloc were bur-
dened with local problems’ is what the historian Vilém Precan said at the
meeting about the collaboration of democratic forces in east central Europe
at the beginning of November 1989 in Warsaw.* Such ‘preoccupation with
one’s self” certainly strained the contacts. Some representatives of the
opposition, who engaged themselves with all their strength in various
actions in their own country, (for example, Petruska Sustrova, the active
member of VONS) had little time left over. “We could not let ourselves be
inspired from just anywhere, we had enough inspiration at home,” com-
mented Jifi Dienstbier, who however followed the developments in the
other east bloc states, primarily in Poland, Hungary and in the Soviet
Union.*

In Czechoslovakia, primarily those East German dissidents gained
attention who between 1977-1978 and 1987-1989 got into conflict with the
regime. Surely the best known case was Rudolf Bahro, whose Alternative
even appeared in two editions of Czech samizdat.® This was a work that
Charter 77 in July 1977 designated as a ‘critical analysis of the social
system of the GDR and of eastern European countries’.* The book gener-
ated discussions in the west and east, but it was not received just positively.
One could even argue that the book awakened more interest among the
euro-communists in the west than in the east.* For instance, Rudi Dutschke

" Adolf Miiller, ‘Co se déje v Némecku’, Listy 8, 2 (Apr. 1978), 38-42, at 38.

8 yilém Precan, V kradeném case: Vybér ze studii, clankit a tivah z let 1973-1993

(Prague: USD AV CR and Brno: Doplnék, 1994), 170.
81 Jigg Dienstbier, interview with the author, Prague, 26 May 2008.

% 1n the ‘Libri prohibiti’, one finds two versions of Bahro’s Alternative from the Czech
samizdat. In the first one, there is an almost two hundred page abstract. Jaroslav Suk
translated more than two thirds of it. The second, an almost five hundred page version, is
complete and came from the Brno circle around Jifi Miiller. Milan Jelinek did the trans-
lation.

8 <dglenf o odsouzeni vychodonémeckého filozofa a ekonoma Rudolfa Bahra, 22.7.
1978’, in: Cisarovska and Precan, Charta 77, vol. 1, 160.

8 Yet in the GDR, reading circles arose in which the Alternative was discussed from
various points of view.
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criticized Bahro for underestimating the importance of human rights.* He
judged as unrealistic the way that Bahro proposed a better communism by
way of what was called the ‘League of Communists’, just as Jifi Pelikan
had in his review of Die Alternative in October 1979.% Although Pelikdn
saw the book more positively and shared above all Bahro’s assessment ‘that
the sensitive point of any oppositional conception lies in national limited-
ness,’ he at the same time criticized Bahro’s belief in the ‘mystical calling’
of communists.®” “The book ran counter to the Czech oppositional milieu
that set itself more and more clearly in opposition to the socialist alterna-
tives’ was what Jaroslav Sabata said, for whom Bahro had been an ‘age-old
socialist’.®

More than the book itself, what aroused attention in Czechoslovakia
were the reports about the repressive measures taken against Bahro. Shortly
after his arrest, a ‘Committee for the Freeing of Rudolf Bahro’ was estab-
lished in West Berlin. In November, what was called the ‘Bahro Congress’
took place there, where (among others) Jifi Pelikdn and Ludvik Kavin
represented the Czechoslovak side. Almost 2000 interested parties heard
presentations in three sections.” At the beginning of November 1978,
Charter 77 and VONS wrote a joint letter to the congress in which, in
addition to expressing their outrage at the conviction of Bahro, they also
expressed their belief ‘that the repression, which intended to isolate the one
who had freely expressed an idea, will ultimately be turned against those
who wanted to muzzle him’.*® Above all, it was Petr Uhl who took part in
the Czechoslovak solidarity action for Bahro. The development of Bahro’s
case was also followed in the later issues of Listy (Pages).

The Czechoslovak dissidents also gave special attention to Robert
Havemann. But differently than with Bahro, none of his books had been
translated into Czech. Only those who knew German could discuss his
writings. Yet all the more were the reports attended to about the harass-

& Guntolf Herzberg and Kurt Seifert, eds., Rudolf Bahro: Glaube an das Verdinderbare
- Eine Biographie (Berlin: Ch. Links, 2002), 229.

8 TJigg Pelikdn, ‘Moznosti a cesty zmén redlného socialismu: Nad knihou “Alternativa”
Rudolfa Bahra’, Listy 9, 5 (Oct. 1979), 21-26, at 25.

5 Ibid., 24.

8 Jaroslav Sabata, interview with the author, Brno, 30 Aug. 2007.

8 Of the former GDR citizens who participated in the congress, Wolf Biermann or
Jiirgen Fuchs can be mentioned. The complete program appeared in the information booklet
of the Socialist Eastern Europe Committee. ‘Umbruch in Osteuropa - die sozialistische

Alternative: Internationaler KongreB fiir Rudolf Bahro’, Sozialistisches Osteuropakomitee
- Zeitschrift fiir sozialistische Theorie und Praxis 30 (1978), 21-23.

% ‘Dopis Charty 77 a VONS mezinadrodnimu kongresu v zdpadnim Berlin€ na obranu
Rudolfa Bahra, 6.11.1978’, in Cisatovské and Precan, Charta 77, vol. 1, 181.
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ment to which he was exposed. Anna Sabatova remembered a meeting with
Havemann’s daughter, Sibylle Havemann, in Petruska Sustrova’s flat when
she informed those present about the house arrest of her father. ‘Thanks to
this meeting, we knew about the regime that had been imposed on
Havemann,” Sabatova said, who was aware that these repressive measures
were similar to those which she and her husband had been exposed to
between September 1977 and May 1979. Back then, two uniformed police-
men sat in front of the door of her flat, checking every person who wanted
to visit the Uhl family.”"

The ‘Socrates from Griinheide’ - as Havemann was called - was pri-
marily perceived as an intellectual who made no secret of his criticism of
the social conditions in East Germany. ‘The texts from Havemann had no
real relevance for me, nevertheless, he was (along with Milovan Dilas) one
of those authors who belonged in the library of dissidence,” is what
Jaroslav Sabata said.” Yet, it was Havemann especially who would have
been the desired discussion partner about overcoming the bloc if he could
have lived to see the time of the Prague Appeal in March 1985. Jif{
Dienstbier, who in his book Trdumen iiber Europa refers to Havemann
multiple times, saw him as ‘an example of dissent within the SED, and that
was what interested us so much, because after 1956 it was quite clear to us

that we could accomplish something only within the framework of the
’ 93

party’.

Naturally, many Czechoslovak dissidents also paid attention to the
songwriter Wolf Biermann, who had his GDR citizenship revoked in No-
vember 1976 while in the FRG. It is difficult to reconstruct the extent to
which his story was known in the CSSR. His criticism of the intervention
in August 1968 and above all his songs (which in comparison to the com-
plicated and theoretical texts of Bahro or Havemann were much more
accessible) created some interest. In Petr Uhl’s room hung a poster of
Biermann as well as his song lyric about a red Prague, which Uhl had
received as a present from Sibylle Plogstedt.” In Uhl’s opinion ‘with

% Anna Sabatov4, interview with the author, 10 Aug. 2007 and Oct. 2006.
9 Jaroslav Sabata, interview with the author, Brno, 30 Aug. 2007.
% Jit{ Dienstbier, interview with the author, Prague, 26 May 2008.

% As a West German student of sociology, Plogstedt had come to Prague in the
summer of 1968. She was a close friend of Uhl. Together they participated in the founding
of the ‘Movement of Revolutionary Youth’ (Hnuti revolu¢ni mladeze - HRM) for which she
was arrested in 1969 and sentenced to two and a half years in prison. More on this interest-
ing story can be found in her book: Sibylle Plogstedt, Im Netz der Gedichte: Gefangen in
Prag nach 1968 (Berlin: Ch. Links, 2001).
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Biermann it was about a person who was quite close to me politically’.”> As
to the reaction of the East German intellectuals to the news of Biermann’s
being exiled and the massive wave of arrests in Jena, the Uhl family was
informed by Renate Ellmenreich und Mathias Domaschk. Ellmenreich
remembered: ‘We sat there then for three days and nights, recounting the
severe repression that we had experienced in Jena, and Petr and Hanka
took turns writing the whole history down in order to make a Charter
document out of it.”*

Awareness of the GDR in Czechoslovakia remained limited to a rela-
tively small circle. The events of June 1953 or the construction of the
Berlin Wall in August 1961 evoked only sporadic interest. However, at the
latest, from the middle of the 1970s on, the developments in the GDR were
attended to more closely. What contributed to that was a conviction as to
the importance of mutual solidarity and the exchange of information. The
refugee movement then of 1989 also elicited greater response in the CSSR.
For the majority of the affected, the thousands of East Germans in the
vicinity of the West German embassy proved that the system in the GDR
had major problems. ‘Undoubtedly, the actual political situation in the
GDR had caused this disruption of normalcy. The disappointed hopes for
reform and the uncertainty about leaving the country had resulted in sponta-
neous reactions from the citizens that often were not well considered,” was
what Charter 77 wrote in September 1989 about the wave of those leaving
the country.”’

In Czechoslovakia some specific aspects of the East German dissidence
received particular attention. Anna Sabatova described one of them suc-
cinctly:

It was not common in Czechoslovakia (as it was in the GDR) that a political
prisoner, after signing a declaration of consent to emigrate, would be shipped
off immediately with the whole family to the west. It was in this way that the
East German opposition was being virtually liquidated.”®

Sabatova saw quite clearly the missing continuity in the East German
dissidence and the deportation policy of the SED regime which was using
the Federal Republic as ‘a form of an upscale Siberia’ in order to gag its
opponents. ‘Today there are more peace activists from Jena in West Berlin

% Petr Uhl, interview with the author, Prague, 5 Nov. 2006.
% Liebermann et al., Dissidenten, 40.

9 “Dokument Charty 77 Nr. 56, 14.9.1989: K otazce vychodonémeckych uprchliki’,
Informace o Charté 77, 17 (1989), 2.

% Anna Sabatov4, interview with the author, Prague, 10 Aug. 2007.
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than there are in Jena,” is what Timothy Garton Ash wrote in 1986.”
According to information from the MfS, Gerd Poppe, in connection with
an action that Anna Sabatova had painstakingly organized, tells of a tele-
phone conversation in which Sabatova complained about the lack of perse-
verance on the part of the East German activists. It concerned a ‘Joint
Declaration about Repression in the GDR’ in February 1988 which had
been prepared in reaction to a wave of arrests after a demonstration in East
Berlin in January 1988. ‘A week in a frenzy, all we did was make tele-
phone calls, and when we finally went public with the declaration, we
discovered that they [Werner Fischer, Birbel Bohley, Ralf Hirsch, the
married couple Templin and other members of the IFM T.V.] had left the
country,” is how Sabatova remembered it.'*

Petr Uhl was certainly one of the best informed Czechoslovak dissidents
as to what had to do with the situation in the GDR. Although, in his opin-
ion, the GDR had only gained in importance for the Czechoslovak side as
a consequence of the intervention in August 1968, he worked to set up
information networks.'”" He had arranged with Ralf Hirsch that the ‘Infor-
mation about Charter 77’ be sent by way of the Federal Republic into the
GDR. In order to enhance the exchange of information, a distribution list
was created in agreement with Prague, which Hirsch was to re-direct to
Roland Jahn. People in Czechoslovakia would be included on the distribu-
tion list if they were interested in learning more about the samizdat periodi-
cal Grenzfall."™ But Grenzfall did not come just by way of the Federal
Republic to Prague (which protected the continuity), but rather was also
(according to Petr Uhl and Anna Sabatova’s recollection'®) sent by regular
post from the GDR to the address of Pavel Seifter in the CSSR.'™

One can assume that ‘Information about Charter 77° was also sent in the
same two-tracked way to the editors of Grenzfall, something which Peter

% Timoty Garton Ash, Ein Jahrhundert wird abgewdihit: Aus den Zentren Mitteleuropas
1980-1990 (Munich: Dt. Taschenbuch-Verlag, 1990), 78.

100 Anna Sabatov4, interview with the author, Prague, 14 Oct. 2006.
Petr Uhl, interview with the author, Prague, 5 Nov. 2006.
Ralf Hirsch, interview with the author, Berlin, 24 Jan. 2006.

Both remembered the poor quality of the East German envelopes in which Grenzfall
was mailed. Petr Uhl and Anna Sabatov4, interview with the author, Prague, 4 Jan. 2010.
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104 The MfS registered the contacts between Ralf Hirsch and Pavel Seifter. However,
Seifter’s name and address appeared, for example, totally wrong in a report about the
contacts of oppositionists in the CSSR and GDR: ‘Pavel Seifter, Prag 7, Verakowa 9, 120
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Grimm confirmed.'” ‘The GDR, the opposition gave us a lot, we were a
source of inspiration for one another, at various times in various ways,’
recounted Uhl, who was one among few who had observed an important
difference between the oppositions in both countries.'® In his view, there
was a greater variety of alternative groups in the GDR, who nevertheless
each focused for the most part on just one main issue. As a result, there
was the independent peace movement, whose development he followed
with interest in the second half of the 1980s. Yet as well he was inspired by
the ecological activists and not least of all the women’s groups. Together
with his wife he thought about the fact that the women’s movement in the
GDR distinguished itself in many respects from its West German equiva-
lent. ‘In the GDR, the struggle of women was not in the first instance
against the dominance of the men, but rather against dominance as such, so
it was against the prohibition on freedom of opinion, against bureaucrati-
zation and against militarization’, was how an article in Charter 77’s samiz-
dat journal characterized the peace activities in the GDR.'”

The Uhls followed the political developments in the GDR attentively,
but in their estimation what was missing among the individual initiatives
was an awareness of what was common among them. Anna Sabatova
picked up through conversations with visitors from East Germany that ‘our
movement [Charter 77, T.V.] was more broadly rooted and more closely
connected within itself’.'® Moreover, almost all the generations were
represented in Charter 77, which Sabatova, moreover, saw as being absent
in the GDR. Ralf Hirsch, on the other hand, mentioned that the distinctive-
ness of the IFM lay in its representation of different generations that did
not stand in competition with one another.'” This aspect was in addition to
its goal-oriented thematic focus on human rights, its constructive distance
to the church, and not least its readiness to speak to the western media.

Among the east central European countries, it was the GDR that pri-
marily interested Jaroslav Sabata. Nevertheless, he was convinced that
Charter 77 by comparison had developed a structure that had a greater
ability to develop. In this way, toward the end of the 1980s, new initiatives
emerged in direct relationship to Charter 77: ‘In the GDR, the opposition
had more focal points, but none were in a position to take over the function

105 peter Grimm, telephone interview with the author, Prague-Berlin, 15 Sep. 2010.

Petr Uhl, interview with the author, Prague, 5 Nov. 2006.
‘Mirové aktivity v NDR: Mirové hnuti v NDR’, Informace o Charté 77 8, 8 (1985),
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108 Anna Sabatové, interview with the author, Prague, 10 Aug. 2007.

109 Ralf Hirsch, interview with the author, Berlin, 24 Jan. 2006.
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of an umbrella organisation.’'"" Basically, in the GDR ‘another kind of
dissidence was present, for which an internal development was lacking,’ is
how Sabata expressed it.'"!

In the CSSR, two further specific characteristics of the East German
development were perceived. This is how FrantiSek Starek recounted it:
‘What bothered me especially about the East Germans was that they always
flirted with communism, they simply said things which among us not even
ex-communists would have said.”''? Jaroslav Sabata noticed in a conversa-
tion with Bérbel Bohley in Petr Uhl’s flat ‘a specific leftist nuance in the
GDR opposition’.'"* Milo§ Rejchrt had information about the movement
‘Swords into Ploughshares’ and was surprised that certain critical attitudes
were always still linked with a fundamental loyalty toward the regime. The
uniqueness of the GDR existed as well in its critical attitude toward some
aspects of western democracy:

None of us believed that the egoism in the west was greater than the egoism
which we were experiencing here. We were convinced that the elbow society,
the desire for consumption was considerably more broadly present among us.''

The ‘leftist leaning’'" of the East German dissidence was, however, in

essence more complex than many Czechoslovak oppositions thought. Gerd
Poppe aptly pointed out that it was in fact the different experience of the
defeat of the Prague Spring and the consequences of it in both societies that
constituted the main reason for the diverse interpretations of the concept of
socialism. At a roundtable discussion in April 2001, Poppe said that ‘the
doubts about the reformability of the system led there [in the CSSR, T.V.]
in the end to a strengthening of the opposition. We did not experience that
until much later’. "

As Thomas Klein commented, in the CSSR (as a result of the normaliza-
tion policies of Gustdv Husak) there was less and less debate about socialist
models. On account of the arrests and repression, it was the defence of
civil and human rights that moved to the forefront. By contrast, in the GDR

10 yaroslav §abata, interview with the author, Brno, 30 Aug. 2007.

11 Jaroslav Sabata, interview with the author, Prague, 15 May 2006.

12 Erantisek Starek, interview with the author, Prague, 21 Apr. 2008,.

13 Jaroslav Sabata, interview with the author, Brno, 30 Aug. 2007.
Milos$ Rejchrt, interview with the author, Prague, 12 Feb. 2008.
15 Kuhrt, Am Ende, 794.

18 Das freie Wort’, 109.
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among the opposition minorities, deliberating about this ‘socialist alterna-
tive’ and its corresponding economic system continued on into the 1970s.'"

In this respect, the Czechoslovak opposition was really totally different
from the East German. Yet, in the GDR (beginning in the 1980s) a process
took place that involved a gradual emancipation from the concept of social-
ism and it increased in intensity in the second half of the 1980s. From that
point on, the ideal of democracy was one of the guiding ideas of the oppo-
sition groups in the GDR. Karsten Timmer called attention to the specifi-
cally ‘direct democratic character’ of the GDR groups for whom it was
valid that: ‘the less the state is present, the greater the possibilities which
the citizens have and the more democratic the society.’'® The critique of
the western style of consumption, about which the East German opposition-
ists (in comparison with the other east bloc states) were best informed, was
always linked with a criticism of the conditions in the GDR. A few western
observers and also Czechoslovak dissidents were convinced (on account of
certain anarchistic tendencies and a striving for an East German identity)
that the East German basis groups were fundamentally leftist; but they were
not recognizing that a socio-critical accent was present in it.

In a letter written in the summer of 1977, Ladislav Hejdanek came
closer to the view of Edelbert Richter, according to whom the main prob-
lem lay in the fact that the west was not totally democratic and the east not
totally socialist. ‘Now it has to do with whether we will succeed in socializ-
ing western Europe or democratizing eastern Europe,” was what Hejdanek
wrote.'" However, in his criticism of the ‘political and economic servitude’
Richter went significantly further. In May 1985, he wrote:

We have a choice just between these evils, because both (liberal or socialist)
have long ago naively made the choice of a form of production which from the
very start stood in contradiction to their principles. This naiveté has today
become obvious: in a deep environmental and motivational crisis. '

It can hardly be a surprise that a certain aspect of the works of Vaclav
Havel was thought about intensely in the GDR, namely, the determination

7 Thomas Klein, ‘Frieden und Gerechtigkeit!” Die Politisierung der Unabhdngigen
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that the democratic regimes had not fully grasped the actual essence of the
totalitarian system. These regimes presented in reality a distorting mirror
for all of modern civilization, according to Havel, ‘a challenge for a gen-
eral revision of the self-conception’ of the western democracies.'”' The
criticism of ‘production fetish’ was more marked in the GDR than in the
CSSR, but it was also perceptible there.

Attempts by a few East German basis groups to view the United States
and the Soviet Union as equal to one another, evoked reactions from the
dissidence in Czechoslovakia. Part of the Czechoslovak dissidence conse-
quently refrained from collaboration with the peace movement. It was not
until the cross-border debates in the middle of the 1980s that the prejudices
against the independent peace movement were partially overcome. Many
Czechoslovak oppositionists did not grasp until later that the East German
peace movement first and foremost was a ‘homemade event’, a reaction to
the pressure of militarization.

Some Czechoslovak authors insinuated that the opposition in the GDR
was aimed primarily at improving socialism. With Gerd Poppe, one can
assert to the contrary that it ‘[was] only a minority in the opposition who
primarily had that goal, “improving socialism”’.'” An element of the
reticence in the East German dissidents to publically appear against the
SED regime was probably more so a rather pragmatic reaction to the
existing conditions, something strengthened by the existence of the second
German state rather than a sign of a belief in socialism. Because whoever
did not want to run the risk of being deported to the Federal Republic, had
to engage in self-censorship. ‘For tactical reasons, fixed boundaries are
part of an opposition in a dictatorship. One could of course demonstratively
say that we will act in such a way, as if we were living in a totally different
system; however, one cannot actually do that in a dictatorship,” is how
Poppe expressed it.'* In the eyes of Czechoslovak oppositionists, the
behaviour of the East German basis groups could appear as mildly con-
formist or reformist. Nevertheless, the images of reform did not diverge
from one another all that much; they differed as to the extent of the reforms
that were viewed as necessary and in the readiness to include the experi-
ences of the democratic west in the considerations.

Above all in the perspective of the Czech Protestant church - and not
just there - there was an awareness of the strongly divergent position of the
Protestant church in the GDR. Protestant pastor and signer of Charter 77,

121 Viclav Havel, ‘Politika a svédomi’ (Feb. 1984), in his Do riznych stran: Eseje a
clanky 7 let 1983-1989 (Prague: Lidové noviny, 1990), 41-59, at 49.
122 Dys freie Wort’, 133.

128 1hid., 135.
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Jan Simsa, admired the youth work that a few of the youth pastors in the
GDR were doing. He learned about the church schools at which ex-matric-
ulated students or young people could study who had been refused a regular
education. And he heard about the conscripts doing construction work. Yet,
in his opinion his son who was a conscientious objector for Christian rea-
sons, was influenced more so from Poland. Anna Sabatova saw ‘a latent
oppositional function’ for the Protestant church in the GDR, which in her
opinion had contributed to that fact that the border between those who
thought differently and the rest of the society in the GDR did not run with
the same sharp edge as in Czechoslovakia.'**

Conclusions

One can conclude that the East German side was overall substantially better
informed about the CSSR than conversely. The Czechoslovak expatriates
fostered that. Many texts and declarations were very quickly translated into
German, which facilitated that perception. In the CSSR, it was primarily
the Information about Charter 77 which published things about the develop-
ments in the GDR. Although the cooperation of state security services of
both countries made direct contacts more difficult, it was nevertheless
possible in the second half of the 1980s to internationalise the dissidence.
That then contributed importantly to the collapse of the communist re-
gimes. For, the mutual solidarity and support put pressure on the rulers.
The meaning of the joint actions was to be found, however, not mainly in
the creation of political contacts. Much more so, as Ladislav Hejdanek
expressed it, it was about ‘bringing things into the light of day: we knew of

each another and were ready to work with one another in the future’.'*

124 Anna Sabatové, interview with the author, Prague, 10 Aug. 2007.

125 1 adislay Hejdének, interview with the author, Pisek, 4 Sep. 2007. This work came
about in the context of the research project GAP 410/12/2287.
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JULIA METGER

WRITING THE PAPERS

How WESTERN CORRESPONDENTS REPORTED
THE FIRST DISSIDENT TRIALS IN MOSCOW, 1965-1972

Introduction

‘Accused Soviet Writers Appeal at Trial
for Artistic Freedom’ (NYT)

‘Russians Can Dissent, But’ (NYT)

‘Russian Writers Say They Had No Poli-
tical Motives’ (Times)

‘Der Moskauer Literaturprozef’ (FAZ)!

In mid-February 1966, two Russian writers, Andrei Sinyavsky and Yuli
Daniel, stood trial in Moscow. While the New York Times (NYT) corre-
spondent Peter Grose focused on the writers’ appeal for artistic freedom
and their act of dissent, the unnamed journalist of the Times of London
reported that the writers had no political motives, and the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ) merely reprinted a news agency report about the
writers’ trial. These captions and the ensuing articles in the three newspa-
pers differed from each other in vocabulary and appreciation of the situa-
tion, as well as in how they related the accused’s appeals and in the sources
they were based on.

In these aspects they also differed from the reporting in the following
few years and from today’s analyses on dissent in the eastern bloc which
highlight the emergence of Soviet dissent and civil rights activism. In
hindsight, the trial of 1966 appears to have been a watershed moment in the

! Peter Grose, ‘Accused Soviet Writers Appeal at Trial for Artistic Freedom’, NYT, 12
Feb. 1966; Peter Grose, ‘Russians Can Dissent, But’, NYT, 13 Feb. 1966; Monitor,
‘Russian Writers Say They Had No Political Motives’, Times, 12 Feb. 1966, 7; dpa/AP,
‘Der Moskauer LiteraturprozeB’, FAZ, 11 Feb. 1966, 28.
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emergence of the Soviet dissident movement” - but in 1965/66, none of this
was foreseeable.

Picking up on these differences, this paper argues that not only the
intellectual dissent within Soviet society developed in the years following
the trial of 1966, but that the transfer of information to the west and the
circumstances under which it occurred evolved as well. One group of
people that greatly contributed to this transfer of information were the
western foreign correspondents who worked in Moscow in those years.
Their reports about the Soviet dissidents appeared with increasing promi-
nence in major western newspapers and can thus be assumed to have been
widely read. However, the articles only hint at the process of how the
journalists gained and transferred their knowledge: How did they obtain
their information? From whom did they get it? How did their Moscow-
based experiences reflect in their appreciation of the situation? These
questions call for a precise inquiry into the working and living conditions
in Moscow at that time. More abstractly, they call for an inquiry that
highlights the interactions at a specific geographical location in the eastern
centre of the cold war world, where the Moscow-based journalists made
and processed their observations and related them to their western audi-
ences, i.e., an inquiry that takes the spatial context into account.

A perspective that pays attention to these entanglements is one that is
currently provided by the concept of ‘transnationality’. Merging the differ-
ent approaches that have been put forward in the debate around the transna-
tional, the editors of the Palgrave Dictionary of Transnational History,
Akira Iriye and Pierre-Yves Saunier, describe it as ‘an angle, a perspective
that can be adopted by everyone who wants to address the entangled condi-
tion of the modern world’ when they are interested in questions of ‘links
and flows, and want to track people, ideas, products, processes and pat-
terns that operate over, across, through, beyond, above, under, or in-
between polities and societies’.> A classical analysis of reception in the
west or a classical comparison of these receptions would not explain the
process of gaining, interpreting and transferring information. By taking a
transnational perspective, however, and by focusing on a specific place and
time (namely, Moscow 1965-72), the correspondents, their actions and

2 Sece. g. Wolfgang Eichwede, ‘Archipel Gulag’, in Wolfgang Eichwede, ed., Samiz-
dat: Alternative Kultur in Zentral- und Osteuropa: Die 60er bis 80er Jahre (Bremen: Ed.
Temmen, 2000), 8-19; Dietrich Beyrau, ‘Die befreiende Tat des Wortes’, in ibid., 26-37.

3 Akira Iriye and Pierre-Yves Saunier, ‘The Professor and the Madman’, in Akira Iriye
and Pierre-Yves Saunier, eds., The Palgrave Dictionary of Transnational History (Basing-
stoke et al.: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), xvii-xx; Agnes Arndt, Joachim Héberlein and
Christiane Reinecke, eds., Vergleichen, Verflechten, Verwirren? Europdische Geschichts-
schreibung zwischen Theorie und Praxis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht 2011).
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their vocabulary can be analysed within the context of the time and space in
which they were situated. This enables us to grasp their interpretive accom-
plishments in translating for their readerships in the west the dissident
developments under way in the east. More abstractly, this perspective
highlights the contingency of the knowledge about Soviet dissent.

This paper will show that the close reporting on the dissident trials
became possible, firstly, because of the correspondents’ establishing con-
tact and trust with members of the liberal intelligentsia. This possibility
was due to a general shift toward investigative journalism in the west, the
cuing by ambitious and well-informed editors in the newspapers’ home
offices, and the open-mindedness and interests of the correspondents and
their wives who were posted to Moscow and came into contact with the
Muscovite intelligentsia. Secondly, it was advanced by the correspondents’
personal astonishment when witnessing the developments, using highly
impressionistic language to convey their feelings of amazement and support
to the reader. They also hinted at increasingly reliable sources, with this
secretive vagueness intensifying the sense of bravery and personal proxim-
ity, all within a general atmosphere of détente and intensifying mutual
interest between people in the west and east. Thirdly, with increasing
proximity between correspondents and dissidents, the newsmen transmitted
the dissidents’ claims with more precision, shifting from the outsiders’ first
interpretation of a matter of possible re-Stalinization to an almost-insiders’
recapitulation of the vocabulary of legality and civil rights. Finally, a brief
contrasting of the three newspapers’ articles indicates the entanglement of
the western newspapers, which reprinted agency reports and each other’s
comments, and thereby steadily began to use similar vocabulary to describe
the phenomenon they were witnessing.

This paper will provide an empirical basis for these hypotheses by
means of a brief case study focusing on the reporting about three major
trials against Soviet dissidents in the years from 1965 to 1972.

Briefly: The Cold War, Soviet Dissent and the Media

Internationally, these were years of ambiguous change. They encompassed
superpower détente and West German Neue Ostpolitik, leading up to the
negotiations at the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). Armed conflicts under the auspices of the superpowers in various
parts of the world eased while the quagmire of the Vietnam War left its
imprint in polarizing standpoints among the political elites and broader
parts of the societies on both sides of the east-west divide. Both in the east
and west, students and intellectuals voiced their calls for more open and
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civil societies, which culminated in 1968 and challenged (although in
completely different ways) the conservative parts of their respective societ-
ies. Within the Soviet sphere of influence, the Prague Spring and the inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and the violent ending of the wave of
protests in Poland in 1968 and 1970 cemented the Kremlin’s claim to
power while at the same time shocking parts of the societies. In the Soviet
Union, Brezhnev emerged as the leading political figure from the collective
leadership at the head of the state after Khrushchev was ousted. The ‘thaw’
that had begun under Khrushchev ended, and the Soviet intelligentsia
apprehensively watched the struggle within the political realm between
conservatives and reformers over the future course. The liberal wing of the
intelligentsia feared re-Stalinization and a few of them spoke out openly for
freedom of artistic expression. Within these ambiguous international,
western, eastern and Soviet developments, public discourses were split
between a longing for change, for a stabilization of the status quo and for
a return to a status quo ante.*

Within this constellation, a wave of trials against some of the outspoken
members of the liberal wing of the Soviet intelligentsia took place in Mos-
cow. It began with the trial against Andrei Sinyavsky and Yuli Daniel in
February 1966 and found its preliminary culmination with the one against
Vladimir Bukovsky in January 1972. These two cases will feature promi-
nently in this paper, along with another trial that took place in-between,
shortly after international attention focused on the Warsaw Pact invasion to
end the Prague Spring in August 1968. All three trials received much
attention in the west and incited international protest against the Soviet
Union.

Western media are generally assumed to have been an important voice
broadcasting the agenda of the emerging dissident movement in the east,
providing them with a certain insurance against persecution by focussing
western public and political attention on those dissidents who stepped from
anonymity into the limelight. The dissent in the Soviet Union has been
widely documented and studied, fascinating observers and historians with
the inner drive and audacity of the protagonists who voiced their opinions
in a hostile political environment.’ Various studies have focused on several

4 See for a multi-perspective compilation Melvin Leffler and Odd Arne Westad, eds.,
The Cambridge History of the Cold War, 3 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2010).

® See the rich literature on dissent in the Soviet Union and eastern Europe, e.g. Anke
Stephan, Von der Kiiche auf den Roten Platz: Lebenswege sowjetischer Dissidentinnen
(Ziirich: Pano, 2005); Dietrich Beyrau, Intelligenz und Dissens: Die russischen Bildungs-
schichten in der Sowjetunion 1917-1985 (Géttingen: Vandenhoek & Ruprecht, 1993); Man-



Writing the Papers 91

different points: inter-bloc exchange and interconnection via samizdat and
tamizdat®, the western reception of developments within the Soviet Union
as perceived via information transferred by the media (‘Gulag-shock’)’, the
instrumentalization of the media for propaganda purposes®, and, recently,
both the role of western radio transmissions in providing information to the
societies on the eastern side of the ‘iron curtain’® as well as the journalists’
involvement as political avant-garde thinkers'®. However, the journalists as
acteurs and the process of gathering, interpreting and transferring informa-
tion have so far received little attention in studies on the cold war." In
contrast, studies on correspondents as actors in west European and trans-
atlantic relations in the late 19™ and the mid-20™ centuries have highlighted
journalists as autonomous and politically involved actors within a specific
political, social and cultural setting.'> These studies provide the impulse to

fred Sapper, Volker Weichsel, Wolfgang Eichwede, eds., Blick zuriick nach vorne: Samiz-
dat, Internet und die Freiheit des Wortes, thematic issue of Osteuropa 60 (2010).

6 Wolfgang Eichwede, ed., Samizdat: Alternative Kultur in Zentral- und Osteuropa:
Die 60er bis 80er Jahre (Bremen: Ed. Temmen, 2000); Christian Domnitz, José Faraldo
and Paulina Gulifiska-Jurgiel, eds., Europa im Ostblock: Vorstellungen und Diskurse,
1945-1991 (KolIn et al.: Bohlau, 2008).

7 Seee. g. Ulrike Ackermann, Siindenfall der Intellektuellen: Ein deutsch-franzdsischer
Streit von 1945 bis heute (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 2000); Sonja Hauschild, ‘Propheten oder
Storenfriede? Sowjetische Dissidenten in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland und Frankreich
und ihre Rezeption bei den Intellektuellen 1974-1977°, available at www.epub.ub.uni-
muenchen.de/1359/ Virtuelle Fachbibliothek Osteuropa (last visited 31 October 2011);
Robert Horvath, ‘“The Solzhenitsyn Effect”: East European Dissidents and the Demise of
the Revolutionary Privilege’, Human Rights Quarterly 4 (2007), 879-907.

8 For an introduction see Nicholas J. Cull, ‘Reading, viewing, and tuning in to the

Cold War’, in Cambridge History of the Cold War, vol. 2, 438-459; Jessica C.E. Gienow-
Hecht, ‘Culture and the Cold War in Europe’, in ibid., vol. 1, 398-419.

% Conference report, Voices of Freedom - Western Interference? 60 Years of Radio
Free Europe in Munich and Prague, 28.-30. April 2011 in Miinchen, available at
www.hsozkult.geschichte.hu-berlin.de/tagungsberichte/id =3750, H-Soz-u-Kult, 30. July

2011 (last visited 30 October 2011).

0 Guido Thiemeyer, ‘“Wandel durch Anniherung” Westdeutsche Journalisten in

Osteuropa 1956-1978°, Archiv fiir Sozialgeschichte 45 (2005), 101-116.

11 . . . .. . .
Whitman Bassow provides a journalistic overview of American correspondents’

experiences in Moscow during the Soviet era. Whitman Bassow, The Moscow Correspon-
dents: Reporting on Russia from the Revolution to Glasnost (New York: Paragon House,
1988). Barbara Walker is currently analysing how the dissidents received the correspon-
dents: Barbara Walker, ‘Moscow Human Rights Defenders Look West: Attitudes toward
U.S. Journalists in the 1960s and 1970s’, Kritika 4 (2008), 905-927.

2 Jessica Gienow-Hecht, Transmission Impossible: American Journalism As Cultural
Diplomacy in Postwar Germany, 1945-1955 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University
Press, 1999); Frank Bosch and Dominik Geppert, eds., Journalists as Political Actors:
Transfers and Interactions between Britain and Germany since the late 19th Century
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take a new look into the role and involvement of the western foreign corre-
spondents who were working during the cold war and reporting from one
of its centres.

By combining research on dissent and on press actors in a transnational
perspective, our knowledge about dissent appears less as a given, less
clear-cut and automatic, and more dependent on the agency of the transmit-
ters. This approach will reroute our attention to the Moscow-based corre-
spondents as acteurs and to the process of how they gathered, interpreted
and transferred their knowledge on the trials mentioned above.

This sketch is based on a close reading of the articles featured by the
New York Times and will briefly refer to the Times of London and the
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung for support or contrast. All three were
newspapers with an international reputation for being reliable, well-in-
formed and widely read. Choosing these newspapers provides the opportu-
nity to contrast different approaches to reporting the trials while extracting
it from the individual paper’s national contexts. The newspapers are not
considered to be representing ‘their’ countries.

Assuming the perspective of an avid western newspaper reader, this
paper will highlight what he or she would have read and perceived ‘be-
tween the lines’ about the reports on the three trials. While the choice of
sources as well as of the perspective of the contemporary reader provide
the advantage of tracing the developments step-by-step without focusing on
the outcome, this approach, of course, imposes limits on the analysis by
providing impressions and perceptions from the side of the readers. In this
article, I will transcend these limits to some extent by an analysis of NY7-
related archival documentation (and I will do so more thoroughly in the
Ph.D. project to which this paper is leading).

Moscow, February 1966
The first news about the arrest of the two writers Andrei Sinyavsky and

Yuli Daniel and the first western protests blindsided the Moscow-based
western press.'> When Soviet authorities arrested them in September 1965,

(Augsburg: WiBner, 2008); Antje Robrecht, Diplomaten in Hemdsédrmeln? Auslands-
korrespondenten als Akteure in den deutsch-britischen Beziehungen 1945-1962 (Augsburg:
WiBner, 2010).

13 [N.N.], ‘Crackdown is Feared’, NYT, 19 Oct. 1965; Hermann Porzgen, ‘Die
unbequemen Autoren’, FAZ, 10 Nov. 1965, 24; Reuters, ‘Investigation of 2 Writers Goes
on, Soviet Aide Says’, NYT, 9 Dec. 1965; Reuters, ‘Soviet Writers 3 Months in Detention’,
Times, 9 Dec. 1965, 10; Peter Grose, ‘Noted Poet Detained in Moscow Protest’, NYT, 18
Dec. 1965.
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the correspondents heard about it through rumours spreading back from the
west. In the following months, attentive readers who perhaps were devour-
ing a few of the main international western newspapers for breakfast could
only wonder what was happening in Moscow. They learnt about rumours
and unverified information spread by word of mouth among the Moscow
intelligentsia. It was impossible to know from whom the newsmen were
gaining their information since they seemed to rely on ‘some observers
here’ and ‘authoritative sources’. In fact, the Moscow correspondents
seemed to be more or less simply contextualizing the news that had already
spread in the west with a time-lag and with barely any further or in-depth
information. It was only several weeks after the arrests that they could
finally report an official comment from Soviet authorities about the arrests
and the upcoming trials. Interpreting the Moscow events, the correspon-
dents suggested the arrests presaged the beginning of a new political drive
against the liberal wing of the Soviet intelligentsia, which they con-
textualized in the overarching concern present in the west as to whether or
not the Soviet Union under Brezhnev was re-Stalinizing.

In mid-December, however, an article by an American correspondent
forecast the relationship between western correspondents and the independ-
ent thinkers of the Moscow intelligentsia: a demonstration on Pushkin
Square by students and university teachers against the arrests took place on
December 5, the anniversary of the Soviet constitution. This was reported
two weeks later with an air of perplexity by NYT-correspondent Peter
Grose, who related the protesters’ demands word-for-word, namely, to
hold a public trial in accordance with the provisions of Soviet law and the
Soviet constitution (18 Dec. 1965). Grose reported about it without naming
his sources, indicating only ‘an authoritative source’. Nevertheless, this
was a rare in-depth background article — which a cursory reader might
easily have overlooked.

But then, when the trial finally took place in February 1966, even the
less attentive newspaper reader could not have helped but perceive the
following picture:"

14 Ppeter Grose, ‘Kremlin Cracks down on Smuggling Authors’, NYT, 23 Jan. 1966;
Peter Grose, ‘2 Soviet Writers Plead Not Guilty’, NYT, 11 Feb. 1966; Peter Grose, ‘Ac-
cused Soviet Writers Appeal at Trial for Artistic Freedom’, NYT, 12 Feb. 1966; Peter
Grose, ‘Russians Can Dissent, But’, NYT, 13 Feb. 1966; Peter Grose, ‘Hard Labor Asked
for Two Russians’, NYT, 13 Feb. 1966; Peter Grose, ‘Soviet Sentences 2 Writers Today’,
NYT, 14 Feb. 1966; Peter Grose, ‘2 Soviet Authors are Convicted’, NYT, 15 Feb. 1966;
[N.N.] ‘Excerpts from Soviet Reports on Trial of Writers’, NYT, 15 Feb. 1966; Peter
Grose, ‘Soviet Reported Tightening Surveillance over Nonconformist Intellectuals’, NYT,
17 Feb. 1966; Peter Grose, ‘Two Score Writers’ Trial’, NYT, 21 Feb. 1966.
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It was a very cold week in mid-February. A few western journalists
showed up at the site of the trial, although they did not reveal how they had
learnt when and where it would take place. Surely, it had not been the
Soviet authorities who had informed them. They arrived vaguely expecting
to be allowed to attend the hearings, but instead found themselves blocked
from entering the building. Officially, the trial was declared to be an open
public trial in accordance with Soviet procedural law, but the correspon-
dents were sent away with the explanation that the courtroom was already
overfilled with spectators. So they turned away — and then they witnessed
something utterly unexpected: there, in the freezing cold, in the side street
where the five-story yellow courthouse was located, they caught sight of a
shivering band of young people, pacing up and down the street and openly
expressing their sympathy and concern for one of the accused, their teacher
Andrei Sinyavsky. The same thing happened on the following days of the
hearings. Now, the NYT-reporters overheard students and older people
debating in the street, mainly about the question of varying opinions and
artistic freedom within the communist system. They watched Mrs Daniel,
the wife of the arrested Yuli Daniel, leave the courthouse in tears. Amazed,
the western journalists reported that the two writers pleaded not guilty to
the charge of anti-Soviet propaganda, learning about it by relying on a mix
of official Soviet newspaper accounts for information about the proceedings
within the building and on eyewitness observations and grapevine-rumours
in front of it.

On the fourth day of the trial, the two writers were convicted and sen-
tenced to several years of labour camp. The newsmen continued to gather
their information in front of the court building, still relying on a mix of
official press and unofficial rumours. But now, apparently, they were
slowly making connections with the other shivering persons in front of the
building, watching attentively and trying to establish personal contacts:
“The wives of the two writers were in tears as they walked from the court-
room into a driving snow. They kissed each other and walked off in oppo-
site directions with friends. The Komsomol youth prevented newsmen from
talking with them’ (15 Feb. 1966). Immediately after the trial, the NYT-
newsmen could provide background information they could not have re-
ceived in any other way than through personal acquaintances with members
of the liberal literary intelligentsia, for instance, about the repressive treat-
ment of the defendants’ supporters on the site. They quoted their sources
vaguely as ‘reliable sources’, ‘reliable informants’, and as ‘friends of the
two writers’, guarding their anonymity.

Then, within a week, Peter Grose met with Aleksandr Yesenin-Volpin,
‘a prominent member of Moscow’s literary “underground”’, for an inter-
view in his three-room Moscow apartment, which he quoted word-for-
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word, providing Yesenin-Volpin’s full identity, background and political
standpoint - something Grose must have, under Moscow circumstances,
had Yesenin-Volpin’s explicit permission to do. Why his Soviet acquain-
tance was still free despite his open criticism of the regime, Grose could
not explain.

This is, in a brief sketch, the picture as a New York Times reader would
have envisioned it. And it was, in fact, backed by a number of intertwined
developments that took place behind the scenes. By the mid-1960s, the NYT
was shifting from a newspaper-of-reference to a more vivid style in re-
search and writing. The newly appointed managing editor of the NYT and
his assistant, Clifton Daniel and Harrison Salisbury, had both spent several
years in Moscow a decade earlier.”” They had enjoyed the sense of novelty
and adventure that a posting to Moscow provided, and they had endured the
hardship of that posting which left the correspondents rather isolated within
a Soviet society that was still upset by the terrors of war and Stalinism.
Both had learned Russian and had tried to get to know local people, and
both had tried to provide their readers with a full picture of life in the
Soviet Union. A little after their Moscow postings, during Khrushchev’s
‘thaw’, it became easier for western correspondents to come into contact
with the cultural elite of Moscow, and the NYC-based managing editors
urged their successors to find and intensify contacts."

So when Peter Grose was transferred to Moscow in 1965, the NYT-
editors prompted him to bring a new depth and liveliness into his articles,
to inform the western readers how Soviet society thought and lived, and to
go beyond traditional fact-and-politics-based journalism. They also encour-
aged Peter Grose and his wife Claudia to learn Russian and to delve into
Moscow cultural life. The Groses apparently gladly complied, as did simi-
larly Theodore Shabad (also NYT-correspondent) and his wife.!” From their
acquaintances with the Moscow intelligentsia, each received a tip about the
trial. And they went to watch and listen. Within weeks after the trial, Grose
and Shabad informed their editors that they were ‘getting deeper and deeper
into the so-called clandestine writers’ circle’.'® As early as March 1966, the

% Tnterview with Clifton Daniel, folder 13, box 1, and interview with Harrison E.

Salisbury, folder 17, box 3, Papers of Whitman Bassow (henceforth: Bassow Papers),
Library of Congress, Manuscript Division.

18 Folder Moscow Bureau 1965, box 595, Papers of Harrison Salisbury (henceforth:
Salisbury Papers), Rare Books and Manuscripts Library, Columbia University.

7 Interview with Theodore Shabad, folder 21, box 3, Bassow Papers; interview with
Peter Grose, folder 5, box 2, Bassow Papers; Papers of Peter Grose, box 1, Manuscript
Division, Princeton University.

18 Letter, Grose to Salisbury, 28 Jan. 1966, folder Moscow 1966, box 595, Salisbury
Papers.
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NYT sent a third journalist to Moscow, Raymond Anderson, to support
Grose and Shabad in the coverage of the events around those whom they
called the young people and the writers.

Similarly, the London Times reader saw in detail the ‘small, bearded
Sinyavsky and the tall, thin Yuli Daniel’ not pleading guilty at their trial. It
was held ‘on the second floor of a mustard-coloured building belonging to
the Moscow regional court in a quiet courtyard in the western part of the
city’ and at the conclusion of it, the forty young people who had gathered
in front of the building presented the wives of the two defendants ‘with
bunches of flowers’ when they emerged from the building in the evening
(11 Feb. 1966). Verbatim, the Times printed parts of the debate between
the prosecution and defendants, as provided by the Soviet news agency
Tass. But it also reported on the discussion between journalists and students
in the street, namely, on the question of whether or not the western press
should be allowed into the courtroom. The news coverage, however, seems
vaguely impersonal in comparison to the NY7-coverage. While critically
relating Tass and Izvestia information and adding personal impressions
from the site, no correspondent was identified. Instead, Monitor was the
vague source of the articles. Oxford-based scholar Max Hayward contrib-
uted commentaries, describing the events as ‘coercion [by Soviet authori-
ties] to silence awkward voices’ (1 Feb. 1966). In the days leading up to
the trial, Hayward had already pointed out that ‘for all the known cases
there are others which we [the collective West] may never hear about’ (1
Feb. 1966).

An FAZ-reader would have learnt much less about the events, the pro-
tests and the atmosphere.” The FAZ’s Moscow correspondent, Hermann
Porzgen, who had in November reported ‘rumours in Moscow literary
circles’ about the arrests of ‘Alexej [sic!] Sinjawski’ and ‘Jury [sic!] Da-
niel’ in the Feuilleton part of the paper, was out of town during the first
weeks of 1966. He only returned to Moscow in mid-February, when Soviet
authorities finally issued a visa readmitting him to the country. In the
meanwhile, the paper had featured dispatches by various western news
agencies, mostly the West German Deutsche Presseagentur (dpa) as well as
the American Associated Press (AP) and United Press International (UPI),
to provide the basic facts of the case - featured, up until the date of the
trial, in the Feuilleton and only afterwards in the political pages of the
paper. Editor Karl Korn - again in the Feuilleton - contributed from

19 dpa/AP, ‘Der Moskauer Literaturprozef’, FAZ, 11 Feb. 1966, 28; UPI, ‘Arbeits-
lager fiir Schriftsteller’ FAZ, 15 Feb. 1966, 5; AP, ‘Kein Problem gelost’, FAZ, 16 Feb.
1966, 2; Karl Korn, ‘Der ProzeB beginnt’, FAZ, 21 Feb. 1966, 24; dpa/AP, ‘Moskau zur
Rechtfertigung gendtigt’, FAZ, 22 Feb. 1966, 2.
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Frankfurt, not only commenting but also adding the vivid imagery which
the other newspapers had already provided their audiences a week earlier.
Porzgen and Korn both considered the trial to be a continuation of the long
line of political trials against liberal writers that had previously taken place
back in tsarist times.

The newspapers revealed further information on the proceedings within
the fortnight of the verdict,” with the NYT reprinting an article the London
Times had published based in turn on an article by the Italian I/ Giorno (25
Feb. 1966) that had included excerpts from what was considered to be a
transcript of the writers’ statements. The NYT commented: ‘The paper did
not disclose how the transcript had been obtained, but it indicated that it
had come from Moscow by way of an East European capital and Vienna.’
(25 Feb. 1966) A few weeks later, the Moscow newsmen mentioned a
petition by forty prominent liberal intellectuals to the Soviet government,
having been informed by ‘reliable sources’. And in mid-April, the NYT
printed at length a description of the trial and a transcript of the proceed-
ings that had reached New York from the Paris-based Polish magazine
Kultura. It was Kultura that also published ten letters of protest signed by
more than ninety Soviet intellectuals in November 1966, having received
them in early autumn and believing them to have been passed ‘from hand to
hand in several major Russian cities’. Shortly afterwards, NYT-correspon-
dent Theodore Shabad informed his readers about one of these letters of
protest which the American publishers had received via ‘undisclosed chan-
nels’. They considered it authentic and provided it to the Moscow corre-
spondent before publication and it was also reprinted by the NYT.

In hindsight, the trial is generally considered the watershed moment in
the emergence of the dissident movement. But even though it attracted
much western attention and unleashed strong protests mainly by western
writers, the implications were unclear at that time. The journalists con-
cluded they had witnessed two novelties, firstly, the defendants’ pleading
not guilty, and secondly, the ‘dissent from the party line’ by prominent
members of the literary establishment refusing to turn against the two
accused writers, with the students milling in front of the courthouse giving
evidence of the tug-of-war between liberal and conservative strata of the

2 Rome-correspondent of the Times, ‘Sinyavsky’s Defence Speech Quoted by Newspa-
per’, Times, 25 Feb. 1966, 10; [N.N.] ‘“My works are not hostile”, Milan Paper Quotes
Sinyavsky’, NYT, 25 Feb. 1966; Special to the New York Times in Paris, ‘95 in Soviet
Union Protest Sentencing of 2 Fellow Writers’, NYT, 14 Nov. 1966; Special to The New
York Times in Moscow