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SUMMARY

This thesis draws on aspects of the history of

Czechoslovak sociology prior to 1945. The discipline was

74_ﬁhgn;a4partigfﬁthe‘mainstream of western sociology. It
could not however continue after 1948, once Marxism-Leninism
had established itself as the leading social scientific
theory.

The remarkable come-back of sociology as an autonomous
discipline in the 1960s was closely associated with the
period of liberalization culminatingiin the Czechoslovak
reform movement of 1968. Sociology both presénted a
serious challenge to the prevailing dogmatism of the time
and symbolized the rising ambitions of the new modernizers.

The problematic nature of this dual role was resolved
by the emergence of sociology.as an empirical, data-
providing discipline. Drawing on the same traditions as
those of pre-war Czechoslovak sociology, but without the
necessary time to develop its own theoretical basis and
maturity, sociology in the 1960s ran into many contradict-
ions. The most serious one was that despite its claim to
be scientifically impartial it provided direct ideological
input for the reform programme in 1968. It enabled the
construction of a new orientation of values towards
'market socialism', thus departing from sociology's
detached status and beginﬁing to serve the new - if short-
lived - social order under Dubcek's leadership.

The inability of both sociology and the liberal leader-
ship to survive after 1968 raises a much wider gquestion

about future reforms in Eastern Europe.
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Introduction

This thesis focuses on the role of Czechosiovak
sociology during the 1960s, and argues that sociology
played a vital role in linking the democratic tradition of
pre-war Czechoslovakia with the technocratic needs of én
‘industrial society of the '60s. The aim of this thesis is
to clarify the connection between the newly emerging socio-
logical ideas, their roots in earlier sociological
tradition, and the nature of the practical application of
sociology in the reform movement culminating in the events
of 1968.

The intellectual and political battles in which
Czechoslovak sociologists wére invqlved in the 1960s ﬁere
indicative of the difficuliies associated with the aftempt-
ed de-Stalinization during that period.

‘After an almost total silence imposed in 1948, socio-
logy in Czechoslovakia re-emerged in the wake of
Khruschev's speech made in 1956 at the twentieth congress
of the CP USSR. Khruschev's speech opened the way to a
broader debaté within the social sciences on the direction
of future ‘'socialist' development. Sociologists in
Czechoslovakia encouraged political democratization and
contributed to the content of the reforhs which have gone
down in Czech history as a period of 'socialism with a |
human face'. It is the ideological content of that
'socialism' which needs to be called in question. Czecho-

slovak sociology ought not therefore to be seen as a purely




academic discipline.

By considering the 'Action Programme' of the CP Cz,
published in April 1968, as the official statement of
intent by the Party liberalizers, it is possible to show
how their ideas are embodied in the sociological works
which preceded it. Certain views which the sociologists
propagatéd, including the so-called ‘'post-industrial'
nature of 'socialist' society, 'non-antagonistic' strati-
fication, and 'achievement orientation' as a new economic
drive, had been instrumental in shaping the proposed
policies. The Action Programme was a reworking of these
ideas. The ability to change policies as well as public
opinion from 'bureaucratic centralism' td ‘democratic
socialism' was decisive for the future leadership. Thus
consideration must be given to the fact that sociologists
aided the liberalizers by providing them with a utilizable
ideology.

The almost spectacular come-back for sociology in
Czechoslovakia in the 1960s, after being branded as an
undesirable ‘'bourgeois' discipline, needs to be understood
within the broader political tradition of the Czechoslovak
intelligentsia.

The pre-war development of sociology was closely
linked with the emergence of Czechoslovakia as an indep-
endent state from the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918. Its
post-war development, particularly in the 1960s, was
linked with the reform movement which waé intent on
creating a self-defined democratic 'socialist' society

inside the East European bloc. The character of socio-



logical works in the two periods (pre-World War Two and

the 1960s) when sociology flourished could be said to be
influenced by the political climate of the time. The
interruption of soéiology in Czechoslovakia between approx-
imately 1948 and 1962, which did not occur in its East
European neighbours, such as thé.USSR and Poland, adds
significance to the sociologists' later involvémént in
current affairs. The enforced interruption in many wayé
strengthened the intellectual affinity between the develop-
ment of sociology in the 1960s and its pre-war counterpart.
It is important to note that: the work of many sociologists
in both the pre-war period and in the 1960s was concerned
with abstract humanism as well as preserving links with
European thinking and tradition. On the whole, sociology
was not forward-looking; intellectually it was rather
conservative.

The Czechoslovak 'road to communism' in 1945 had av
number of specific features, such as the éountry's well-
developed industrial base, its short-lived yet nationally
created parliamentary structure of 1918, and its relatively
affluent working class. The bourgeois-democratic coali-
tion government of 1945 included the Communist Party, but
by 1948 it had turned into a one-party regime. In the
years to follow, Czechoslovakia became one of the most
ardent advocates of Stalinist practices, evidenced by ther
purges in 1952. The scale of changes after 1948 towards
total nationalization and the centraliéation of all

decision-making, towards the elimination of all 'bourgeois'



elements, and towards switching economic planning away

from domestic needs to the needs of the Soviet system as a
whole, contributed to highly uneven development subsequ-
ently. Czechoslovakia became for a short time 'the machine
shop of Eastern Europe', but by 1962 the whole third five-
year plan had to be scrapped and economic production
declined severely. A wide-ranging discussion about the
imperativeness for economic reform began. Sociologists
together with economists came to provide a series of
attractive propositions for such reform. The strength of
their intervention was in addressing the practiéal problems
of the day, as opposed to the past strategies of administra-
tive directives and ideological apologia.

After the first sociological conference in November
1966, sociology came to be seen not as mainly a theoretical
discipline but as one having direct practical application
in 'building socialism'.l

A member of the Secretariat of the CC CP Cz suggested
at the same conference that an 'invasion of sociology into
the domain of practical politics' was desirable.2 This
practical aspect of sociology, the acknowledgement of which
was accompanied by a degree of openness in talking abouf
the 'real malaiée' of society, unprecedented in Czecho-
slovakia, was also a sdurce of conflict. It was a conflict
over who holds the key to the ‘'truth'. Until this period
'truth' was supplied by official doctrine but was now to be
discovered through empirical findings, open to factual
scrutiny. Before long this conflict became a real bone of

contention between the Party hardliners and the liberaliz-
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ers. In 6ne wayvthen, sociologists made an important
contribution in defence of the 'new efficient socialism',
and in doing so threatenedAthe legitimacy of tﬁe existing
order. This thesis attempts to clarify the sources and the
direction of this emergent empirical sociology.

Chapter One of the thesis deals with the 'founding

fathers' of Czechoslovak sociology, and with T.G. Masaryk
in some detail. He is undoubtedly better known as a
politician than as a sociologist. Being the first pres-
ident of an independent Czechoslovakia in 1918 as well as
the first professor of sociology in Prague in the 1880s,
Masarvk epitomizes a philosophically grounded approach to
polifics as much as a praghatic approach to sociology. He
was passionately concerned with national issues. His
influénce on the social sciences was in shaping the frame-
work for whaﬁ he called a 'realistic' sociology. This
realistic sociology should be free, he claimed, from all
dominant ideological trends, including the current trends
of positivism and materialism.3 Masaryk argued for ‘value
freedom' which led him to say that 'I can't accept either
materialism in general, nor Marx's materialism in partic-
. ular'.4 Without singling out his more outspoken critique
of Marxism, which tends to polarize ‘individual self-
determination' and ‘'collectivist terror', it is important
to note that Masaryk's commitment to 'realistic' sociology
is little more than a moral stand in support of bourgeois
" liberalism. The aspirafions to 'value freedom' symbolize

the clearest link between the ‘'o0ld' and the 'new' sociology.



Chapter Two looks at the re-establishment of sociology

as a discipline in the period 1964-66. In these years
there was debate and discussion about soCiology's independ-
ence from the dominant ideology of Marxism- Leninism.
Marxism-Leninism represented the total ideological monopoly
of the Party and during this period some aspects of it were
identifiied as being too dogmatic and unable to provide a
closer look at existing reality. Sociology won itsAindep-
endence from Marxism-Leninism with _.a promise to remain
‘value free'. The chapter covers fhe initial stages of the
institutional development of socioiogy as well as the
conceptual and political controversies surrounding the
issues of the dominant ideology, which were current in the
early '60s. |

Chapter Three of the thesis is an appraisal of a major

socio-political study, R. Richta's Civilization at the

Crossroads, commissioned by the CC and the CSAV.5 The role

of science and scientific neutrality is at the centre of
Richta's work. Science was presented as a means of over-
cohing all non-scientific approaches of the past, as a
universal, non-ideological language, vital for the progress
of the coming new '‘socialism'. Undoubtedly, this concept
of science appealed to a wide audience: from the Party

" bureaucrats who could issue statements that real solutions-
were on the way, to the liberalizers and the technical
intelligentsia who were coming to represent the future
éociety. Richta's proposals formed a major part of the

Action Programme in 1968.



Chapter Four is a discussion of P. Machonin's

Czechoslovak Society, the only sociological macro-study

produced in the 19605.6 Machonin writes in the introduct-
ion that he and the team of social scientists with which he
worked for several years were acutely aware of the uncritic-
al and often sterile interpretations of social reality up
to that time. Furthermore, they argued that Marxism had
been stagnating for some time.7 They responded by develop-
ing a new Marxist sociology with an emphasis on empirical
data.8 ‘Value freedom' became an important statement of
principle promulgated by these sociologists, a cautious move
to begin with, as the concept was not totally alien to the
guardians of crude empiricism among the Party ideologues.
Both the sociologists and the Party officials in their own
ways aspired to characterize the world 'as it really is'.
The sociologists claimed to 6pt for 'value freedom' in order
to escape the narrowness of Marxism-Leninism, as well as to
preserve sbciology's acceptance as a legitimate social
science. Later in the book Machonin states that the
authors had gained a certain theoretical input from other,
non-Marxist perspectives, such as structural functionalism.
They acknowledged that 'structural functionalism belongs to
the tradition of European structural thinking, of which
Marxism represents one of the key achievements'.9 Marxism
was thus to be seen as one among many theoretical sources
of their work. The new brand of 'scientific sociology"
which both Machonin and Richta were proposing, though with
a slightly different emphasis, was ultimately a challenge

to the Party's veto over what is the 'correct' theory and



the 'correct' practice. Machonin's conclusions however,
about the emerging 'socialist social stratification'
opening new opportunities to the qualified strata, in no
way indicate that he was challenging the basic inequalities
of the system as it was.

The Conclusion draws together the link between the

sociological works produced in the 1960s and the formulation
of the Action Programme in 1968. The shortcomings of socio-

logical analyses of Czechoslovak society could be found in

the shortcomings of the Action Programme itself. The Soviet-

led invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 put an end to the so-
called 'counter-revolution' of the reformers who unsuccess-
fully attempted to re-define social reality within one
country of the East European bloc. The Action Programme
attempted to legitimate a new-dynamic form of 'socialism' in
which the old-Pafty hardliners would be replaced by a group
of modernizing experts. Such 'reality' was never to be.

It is interesting to note that the majority of socio-
logists working in the 1960s were educated in the Institutes
of Marxism-Leninism. This gave them access to litérature
and resources often otherwise unavailable, but it also
influénced the content of their work. They treated Marxism
not as a philosophical method but as an organizational
principle, and this, particularly in the case of Machonin.
and Richta, paradoxically allowed them to incorporate
the 'realistic' sociology of Masaryk's tradition.

The~apparent contradiétion of trying to reform é
Stalinized‘system while drawing inspiration from the

reformism of the '20s becomes more understandable when one

e



looks at the ambiguities in Marxism-Leninism itself.
Marxism-Leninism is not so much a theory as a blend of a
crude materialist view of history and a series of associat-
ed organizational statements. It is the official doctrine
of the Party, which specifies the inevitability of trans-
ition from capitalism to communism via the dictatorship of
the proletariét. The Party claims to embody the historical
interests of the proletariat.

In a textbook on philosophy published in Czechoslo-
vakia in 1964, entitled 'Why and How to Study Marxist
Philosophy?'lo, the basic premise of Marxism-Leninism is
outlined. A striking feature of the book is that Marx is
not quoted once, apart from references to Marx, Engels and
Lenin together. The starting point is to present 'Marxist’
philosophy as the 'rightful' philosophy of the proletariat.
'Only the proletariat, as the representative of tﬁe future
classless society can be the carrier of a thoroughly
scientific philosophy'll; it can 'afford to be thoroughly
scientific, even in evaluating its own position and inter-
ests because its economic situation does not allow any
distortions in the interpretation of the reality‘.12 How-
ever, this ‘'scientific philosophy as the core of the pro-

letarian ideology, has to be transmitted [my emphasis]

from science into the labour movement'.13 Inevitably,
it is the Party which is the transmitter. The sheer
pragmatism of Marxism-Leninism therefore allowed for
‘realistic' piecemeal reforms to be gradually introduced
by the sociologists themselves.

It should come as no surprise then, that the socio-
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logists drew their inspiration from the past, and also that
their theoretical 'Marxism' is far removed from western
understanding of its content. The sociologists, together
with the reformers, were the 'doers'. Their 'realistic!
approach left the doubts of the ideologues behind. What,
however, was alSp lagging behind was the sociologists!'

own theoretical development. Their Marxist-Leninist educ-
ation had obvious bearing on their work. They did not feel
bound by any existing philosophical principles; on the
contrary, they felt encouraged ﬁo offer their own practical
outline for 'scientific socialiém'. Sociology in Czecho-
slovakia in the 1960s, thus far from providing an alternat-
ive, formed the basis for yet another in the series of

modernizing ideologies that failed.
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Chapter 1 ,

The 'Founding Fathers' of Pre-War Sociology:

Some Comparisons with the 1960s

The comparison suggested in the Introduction between .
pre-war Czechoslovak sociology and the reinstitutionalized
sociology of the mid-1960s requires more than just a list
of sociological topics or titles. Many of the non—MarxiSt
theories produced in Czechoslovakia at'the start of the
century later affected both the flavour of sociological
thinking and the shaping of actual events. We must look
at these theories in their historical context and examine
their influence. What was the role of pre-war socioclogy,
and whaf was its level of political involvement? Why was
sociology officially abolisﬁed after World War II and then
re-established twenty vyears later? How did this affect the
content of sociology, and in what way were sociologists
instrumental in bringing about the new 'liberal' reality
of the '60s?

The structural differences in the society from which
sociology drew its material gave rise to the divergencies
between the sociological thinking of the two periods of
Czechoslovak history. The social and political structure,
the source of social conflict and change, as well as the
requirements for theoretical sociological discipline, were
very different in the 1920s and 1930s from how they were
in the 1960s. Moreover, the striking similarities in the

acceptance of sociology as part of the intellectual super-



structure of society, its applicability.to a wide range of
social legislation, and its liberalizing effect on polit-
ical decision-making cannot be overlooked. It is difficult
to make a comparison between particular sociological
schools, but an attempt can be méde to show a certain
convergence in the sociological methodology, similarities
in social thinking and in the general approach to problems
that typified the.l9205—19305 and the 1960s, both periods
which were especially fruitful in the development of
Czechoslovak sociology.

The beginnings of Czechoslovak sociology cannot be
dissociated from the figure of T.G. Masaryk, who is better
known internationally as a politician. According to the
1970 edition of the Czechoslovak Sociological Dictionary,
T.G. Masaryk (1850-~1937) is the founder of Czechoslévak
sociology.l His role is seen as analogous to that
occupied by A. Comte in wofld soéiqlogy. Masaryk
pioneered the methodplogical‘groundwork for socioclogy in
Czechoslovakia. However, the dictionary also points out
that there were other Czechoslovak intellectuals, for
example, G.A. Linder (1828-1887) and F. Krejci (1858-1934),
who expressed interest in the field of the social sciences.
Their work followed the.world trend of ‘'classical
positivism‘,vfavouring the establishment of specialized
sciences, including sociology. These early works were
heavily influenced by philosophical positivism and social
psychology. Clearly, at that time, contact with western
sociology was a major source of information and inspira-

tion.



19

Undoubtedly though, the institutionalized, systematic
development of Czechoslovak sociology can be dated from
Masaryk's academic teaching and propagation of sociology.
He gave lectures on sociological topics at Vienna University
as early as 1878-81 and became Professor of Sociology and
Philosophy at Prague University in 1882.2 Masarvk's
emphasis on the need to interpret Czechoslovak society in
the light of Czechoslovak history formed an important focus
for a politically engaged social science.

Traditionally, social thinking has been a part of
philosophy, embracing a critique of society. The strong
influence which the Enlightenment continued to have on
European thinking in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries resulted in a preoccupation with the ideals of
individual liberty as appropriate to democratic political
systems. However, the historical development of Europe
did not result in the abolition of class differences.

On the contrary, more rapid industrial development produced
deeper social inequalities, growing division of labour,

as well as a sharpening of international conflict. One
could argue that there was'a parallel differentiation

of sciences, whereby divisions became more obvious,
resulting in philosophers being preoccupied with philo-
sophy, and sociclogists with sociology, all defending

their sectional interests. Demarcation lines were erected,
and the various disciplines became more and more integrated
into the rational institutional order of socie{y. Social
sciences did not develop differentlybin Czechoslovakia.

They were a part of a divided academic world and attempts



at a critique of society were emasculated because of the
overriding influence of that institutional order.

In the context of the development of the modern
Czechoslovak state Masaryk was one of the last personal-
ities to combine both philosophy and politics. He was in
1918 the first president of the first national state of the
Czechs and Slovaks. It could be argued that in both of his
roles, as a politician and as a philosopher, there were
inevitably some anachronistic features, some last glimpses
of Enlightenment optimism. Masaryk became famous for his
vigorous supportvof Czechoslovak national independence in
a divided Europe, with little possibility of finding
allies. At that time, the Austro-Hungarian Empire could
never tolerate a pan-slavic movement, and in fact, such
a movement never really managed to get off the ground. ‘As
with many ézech writers influenced by the Enlightenment,
the theme of Masaryk's work remained the meaning of
Czechoslovak history and culture in the European context.
Masaryk engaged in what he considered to be unavoidable
.political manoeuvring in order to gain support for his
cause amongst the ruling elite as well as amongst the
peoplé.3 His position as a delegate of the Young Czecho;
slovak Party to the Austro—Hungarién parliament in 1891
enabkled him to proceed with his strategies. At this
point it is interesting to note the sudden change in
attitude and political practice amongst some Czechosldvaks
aware of the natidnal guestion under the Empire's rule.
From about 1860, the Czechoslovaks had intensified their

struggle for political rights under Austro-Hungarian



domination. Gadourek argues that:

- They pursued the policy of passive resistance
while protesting against an unjust constitution
by abstaining from the right to send their rep-
resentatives to the Austro-Hungarian parliahent
until 1878.4

Afterwards, according to Gadourek, they changed their .
strategy to ‘'taking an active part in reforming the const-
itution via constitutional means'.5 Masaryk could be seen
as symbolizing a particular approach to political reform

of his time and the times to come. However, after a short
time, Masaryk resigned from the position of a delegate and
returned to his university post and to freelance journalism.
He produced the majority of his theoretical works in the
period between 1880 and 1918.

Two of the most important contributions which Masaryk
made to Czechoslovak sociology were first, his analysis
of’the 'moral crisis' of modern society and second, his
critique of Marxism. When looking at Masaryk's theéretical
sources one needs briefly to mention Comte, Durkheim and
Weber. There are two views . of Comte's influence on
Masaryk. One is that Masaryk shared Comte's fear of socio-
logical subjectivism, while accepting his principles of
statics and dynamics.6 The other view claims that Masaryk
overcame Comte's positivism via critical realism.7 It is
true, however, that Masaryk's work gave rise to the Prague
school of sociclogy in the 1930s whi;h combined both of
these points of his work. The school tried to achieve an
tobjective empirical science', following Masaryk's

'realistic sociology', which would be independent of
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‘positivism as well as any ideology.8

The exact influence of Durkheim on Masaryk is more
difficult to pinpoint. What they may have in common is
their more abstract emphasis on epistemology, attempting
to define a specific sociological methodoleogy, rejecting
historical materialism, while encouraging a world view of
universal harmony. |

Inevitably, Weberian sociology, which for many at
that time was a strong counter-current to Marxism, also
affected Masaryk's thinking. It is claimed that Masaryk
adopted Weber's leaning towards typology.10 More important-
ly though, Masaryk seemed intent on combining his knowledge
of philosophy, the philosophy of history and psychology in
an overall analysis of the development of contemporary
Czechoslovak society. He was particularly careful not to
dismiss the role of religion and ethical influences in
shaping the country's structure.

Masaryk's most socioclogically oriented study,
Suicide, was published in 1881, independently of, and
earlier than, Durkheim's study. It was the result of
Masaryk's observations of the immediate political situation
at that time. In this work, Masaryk analyses the ideo-
logical crisis of bourgeois‘society, or the ‘'spiritual
crisis', as he terms it. In much the same manner as
Durkheim, Masarvk studies the 'collective' facts as they
manifest themselves. Simultaneously, Masaryk brings in
subjective psychological aspects of human society, an
appreoach which was criticized as his 'anthropocentrism'.'ll

His emphasis on 'moral' crisis seems to override a concern
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for a more thorough structural analysis, and is a weakn¢ss
which later becomes apparent in his dismissive attitude
towards Marxism.

Masaryk views sociology as a useful antidote to 'the

12 He advocates a

sheer speculativeness of philosophy'.
scientific criticism of existing social evils, and polit-
ically he is committed to the notion of an 'ever reforming
democracy' and class peace. He opposes both what he terms
'reactionary conservatism' and ‘'revolutionary radicalism'.13
Masaryk holds that political realism is positive because
it fits into the 'organic continuation' of Czechoslovak
humanism.14
From both a sociological and political point of view
Masaryk's definition of 'social evil' is rather weak. He
believes it to be essentially a 'lack of morals, or a
crisis of socialization'.15 Although these aspects stem
from the totality of society, they are never studied by
Masaryk as a part of the social and political structure,
which illustrates how interdependent his fheoretical and
practical positions are. His 'critical realism' is part
and parcel of his pragmatic politics, where the object of
criticism is obscured by philosophical and moral abstract-
ions. Masaryk continuously avoided studying structural
social meéﬁanisms and their institutional framework. He
summarizes his positivn in the statement: 'The institﬁtions
are, after all, only the people;.l6 At the core of
Masafyk's analysis is indi§idual consciousness and individ-

ual behaviour, isolated from modern social reality.

Masaryk's methodologically valuable monograph on the



'spiritual crisis' of society, Otazka Socialni (The Social
17

Question), introduces his broader, more clearly defined
political views. His main preoccupation is with a justif-
ication of social democracy and a rejection of Marxism.
The theoretical conceptions which Masaryk summarized in
this work have continued to play a significant rqle in
Czechoslovak politics. ‘Masaryk's basic contention, that
democracy and Marxism are incompatible, has reappeared in
the recent history of Czechoslovakia in many guises,
whether in the form of elevating 'Marxism'’ above all else
in the 1950s or as a 'positive' appreciation of democracy
in the 1960s.

One example of his influence on modern Czech history
is the suggestion that the 1968 slogan of 'Socialism with
a human face'!' was a symbolic resurrection of the Masaryk
ethos.18 A less obvious manifestation of Masaryk's
political influence, and more difficult to prove, is the
"suggestion that in Czechoslovak politics there has always
been a definite leaning towards moderation. As has been
pointed out elsewheré, '‘However revolutionary the
implications of the ideas (of 1968), reason and moderation
prevailed?.19' This has by no means been restricted to the
protesting intellectual strata, or the liberal wing of the
Party. The TUC of Czechoslovakia (ROH) voted in September
1969 to support the government's 'normalization' policy
on the economic and political front, if this would ‘speed
up the final withdrawal of the éccupying forces'.20 This

attitude of the leadership, in this case the TUC, is

comparable to Masaryk repeatedly stressing that 'conscious-



ness of national self-preservation has to come before
socialism'.21

The roots of this attitude could be traced back more
specifically to Masarvk's political evolutionism. At tge
time of the formation of the Czechoslovak state in 1918,
understandably enough there was no desire to undergo
further changes or upheavais. Instead, there was agreement
on the necessity of building up some form of continuity and
integrity in Czechoslovak history. A recdgnition of the
cultural and spiritual values of the_Czechoslovak nation
was encouraged, together with a renaissance of the ideal of
humanity.

Masaryk writes that 'Nations are the natural organs
of humanity'22 and he stresses that 'between nationality
and internationality there is no antagoniém'.23 For
Masaryk, the universal task of twentieth-century humanify
is to create a modern democratic society. This especially
refers to Czechoslgvakia. Masaryk's assumptions are
summed up by his statementvthat 'Europe and humanity are
becoming more unified'-.z4 It is astonishing to see how,
in formulating a political programme for the new Czecho-
"slovak state, Masaryk expresses support for the persistenqe
of political rivals elsewhere in Europe. His anachronistic
blending of politics and philosophy leads him to use
'*Humanity' and 'Social democracy' as identical concepts.
'Democracy 1is the political organization of society
resting on the ethical foundation of humanism'25 is a

strong statement of principle, and a peoint at which

Masaryk disagrees with, and rejects, Marxism.
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Masaryk contends that Marx's méterialism is a refut-
ation of all ethical considerations, and that for him,
Marxism is nothing more than moral 'nihiliém'.26 The
contradictions in Masaryk's criéique of the 'moral vacuum'
of}communism can fo some extent be attributed to a false
dichotomy which he posed between 'materialism' and ‘ethics'.
In many ways Mésarykfs more direct rejection of Marxism
reveals the falsity of his 'realistic sociology'. One
cannot simultaneously be oppoSed to materialism, defend
democracy and make claims for 'value-freedom'. Masaryk,
like many others around him were locked in the ‘'paradigm'
of a rationalism that aided the modernizing of twentieth-
century capitalist systems. This 'rationalism' was, they
claimed, based on science, not ideology. Masaryk himself,
however, never sought a solution to social confligts by
investigating the social structure of society. A statement
by the writer Karel Capek, a friend of Masaryk, illustrates
how abstract was their preoccupation with social change and
social morality: 'Poverty is not an institution, nor a
class, but a misfortune'.?’ Masaryk adds: 'the social
guestion is not merely the problem ihvolving workers ...
[it] involves a decision between morality and immorality,

: . . . 28
between violence and effective humanism'.

For Masaryk
the 'social question' is a question of individual mcrality,
not one of social conditions. He stresses conscience, not
. social consciousness. It is clear, I think, that Masaryk's
micunderstaﬁding of Marxism was a result of the dominant

social trends of his time.

'Evolutionism does not correspond to the idea of



dialectics and historical materialism'29 writes Masaryk.
'There is no such thing as an objective dialecfics. There
are no dialectical contradictions in things themselves'.30
The so-called fheoretical criticism‘of Marxism that
Masaryk offers is based on his assumption that Mérxism is
characterized by reductionism and fatalism.3l Masaryk
attacks the 'objectivism' of Marx's thinking, as it leaves
'no room for feeling', and the 'individual means nothing
and the mass eve;ything'.32 This psychologically loaded
argument affected future visions of socialism in Czecho-
slovakia to a considerable extent, and it also helped to
create a certain methodological distrust of Marxism as a
whole. Masaryk expresses his views in a concise form when
he says that the theory of socialism carries a basic
conflict within itself, a conflict between the 'individual-
ity of its aspirations and the coilectivity of its pract-
ice'.33 Masaryk's alternative is to offer a concept of
moral reform, not just economic reform. It is the social-
ization of human actiﬁity which has meaning for him, not
socialism. This is because socialization is deeply rooted
in the concépt éf evolutionary change, a concept which he
always supported. |
Although it is rather a crude comparison, nevertheless
it is interesting to look at Masaryk's emphasis on the
socializing role of education in shaping the future man in
a 'morally better' society, and the later ideas of Richta,
-for whom an evolutionary development’would lead to a more
perfeét form of socialism through the general application
of scientific knowledge. Embhasis'on education and know-

ledge was certainly one of the themes of the reform move-



meht in Czechoslovakia in 1968, which echoes Masarvk's
beliefs. There are a number of closer similarities

between Masarvk's reformism and that of the 1960s. 'I
cannot become enthusiastic about economic centralization',
Masaryk writes. 'Both in politics and economics, I support
autonomy and federalization ... I acknowledge the useful-
ness of com_petition'.34 He adds that it is a 'moral duty
to support specific political and social demands ... made
by our workers'.35 Howéver, Masaryk might also be indirect-
ly exposing the contradiction of the reformist approach

. when he writes:

The-state is a positive and lasting organization
of society, a thought out, worked out co-ordin-

ation and subordination of individuals and their

associations into one whole .... The state was

-and is legitimate.36

An evaluation of Masaryk's contribution to the social
sciences is still an open gquestion in Czechoslovakia.
Taborsky argues that because of his strong political and
philosophical influence

... his ideals of humanitarian démocracy and
social justice for all are bound to appeal

strongly to Party members disappointed with the

gospel of dialectical materialism and searching

for a better alternative.37

Though, of course, nothing of this sort has ever been
publicly admitted. Today, Masaryk is described as belong-
ing to the Czechoslovak ‘bourgeois past'. However, there
have been many fluctuations in the official interpretation

of Masarvyk's role. These have coincided with the greater
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or lesser rigidity of the official doctrine. In 1948,
attempts were made to posthumously claim Masaryk as some

38 Later though, he was to

sort of 'non-Party Bolshevik'.
be an enemy of socialism and of the working class.

The lack of a real critigque of Masaryk has had the
effect of surrounding him with an almost mystical aura.-
It is not sd much Masaryk himself as the political and
philosophical spirit of his time which had not completely
disappeared from the political practices of Czechoslovakia
in the 1960s. The 1960s witnessed a highly selective
appraisal of Masaryk's sociology and thinking, and the
idea of 'Socialism with a human face' also left many
fundamental questions unanswered.

Turning to the development of Czechoslovak socioclogy
as an indepéndent science in the inter-war period, one
could begin by looking at sociology as it was being taught
at the philosophical faculties in Prague, Brno, Bratislava
and other, smaller centres. Sociology had penetrated into
theologicél seminaries, commercial academies, agricultural
colleges and even high schools. The bulk of the theoret-

ical work was centred on two major journals, Sociological

Review, founded in 1930 and Social Problems, founded in

1931.39 Much research was undertaken on empirically based

topics, and the sociology of small groups and 'middle
range' sociological theory flourished. Sociology contin-
ued to grow around the work of a few key personalities,
such és B. Fouétka and J. Kral in Prague, I.A. Blahsa,

E. Chalupny and J.L. Fischer in Brno, and A. Stefanek

in Bratislava. Together, their influence spanned the



period from the end of the last century to the 1960s and
even the 1970s.

Kral's main interest lay in the documentation of the
history of Czechoslovak socioclogy. He edited the journal

Social Problems, and a group of younger sociologists
40

gathered around him. His main contribution was to the
teaching and defence of sociology during the 1950s. The
so-called Prague school of sociology, of which he was a
member, concentrated on an 'objective empirical' sociology,
equipped with an exact method, and free of 'éubjective pre-
judices'.41 The Prague school conceived the role of a
sociologist\as that of describing and defining a given set
of facts. It studied those sociai phenomena and processes
which would enable it to arrive at a generally applicable
thgory. In contrast, the Brﬁo school propagated an involv-
ed and evaluative sociology.42
Chalupny, a member of the Brno school, synthesized

the results of the sociological knowledge of his time in
his extensive work, Sociology. He defined sociology as
the science of culture, and so for him, sociology was a
branch of anthropology.43

| The main representative of the Brno school was Blaha,
who concentrated on questions of general sociological
theory. He was a pupil of Durkheim, and in some ways he
can be said to have transplanted his teacher's influence
into Czechoslovak sociology. Blaha was also influenced
by Masaryk's ideas of 'critical realism', which led him
to overcdme to some extent the 'ontological and method-

ological subjectivism' of his French teachers. Biaha
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helped to perfect the technique of ‘'social introspection’.

In 1930 he founded and edited Sociological Review. This

journal, besides keeping abreast of trends in world socio-
logy, included a regular section on the theory of social-

44

ism This section was supervised by one of the earliest

pro-Marxist Czech sociologists,'L. Svoboda*.45 Blahat's
contribution to Czechoslovak sociology can be summarized
in those parts of his writing where he combines ﬁhe know-
ledge of classical sociology with his own eléborated
general theory of society. He tried to formulate what

the ‘'constants' were in a changing social world. He was
interested in studying 'the autonomous reality' and the
'phenomena of social association and human aggregation'.46
In his definition of the structural phenomena of human
society and collectives, Blaha gradually moves towards a
particular structural functionalist view. He advocates
concepts like 'unity' and 'harmony', keeping well in the
tradition of Masaryk, Spencer, Znaniecki, Merton and

Lazarsfeld, from whose sources he readily draws. His best

known works are The Town (1914), The Sociology of the

Peasant and the Worker (1925), The Sociology of Childhood

(1926) and The Sociology of the Intelligentsia (1937).

The nascent functionalism of Blaha is said to have its
roots in three main areas: (1) Comte's conception of social
consensus; (2) the organizational theories of Durkheim;
and (3) Blazha's own interest in the practical problems

facing the existence of a small nation which seeks harmony

* L, Svoboda was one of my teachers at Charles University,
Prague, in the period 1966-67.
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within itself and with others.47 However, Blaha rejected
a static functionalism, and his position is more comparable
with that of some modern sbciologists who manage to incorp-
orate the theory of social change into their ‘'grand
theories' of society. Blaha introduced 'function' and
'disfunction' to Czechoslovak sociology in his work
Sociology (1968).48 In this work he defended orderly
activity as an expression of the self-preservation of a
group, in addition to being an integrating agent.

Several sources attribute to Blaha a 'Marxist

43 He claimed himself that

50

dialectical historical' method.
he was an 'ideological socialist'. It is difficult to
accept this, though, because the political content of
Blaha's writing is very ambiguous. He is similar to
Masaryk in rejecting ‘revolutionary violence',6 but in
contrast, he supports the establishment of a new economic

51

order that would 'give equal opportunities to all'. It is

claimed that Blaha adopted the motto 'Now; not then; realism,
not historicism'.sg

In»such a brief account there is no room fof a thorough
criticism of Blaha's contradictions. However, Blaha's
influence on a whole generation of modern Czechoslovak
socicologists must be mentioned. Blaha was an academic
sociologist, and so, unlike Masaryk, he could not later be
criticised on the evidence of his political activities..
Despite its 'bourgeois' origins, Blaha's theory was incorp-
_orated into the revival of sociology in the 1960s, even if
its presence was largely unacknowledged. Many of the

sociologists in the '60s were either Blaha's students,



students of his colleagues, or else had become acquainted
with sociology through his books. As has been mentioned
since, Blaha's advocacy of a socialism suffused by liberal-

53

ism is very reminiscent of the ideas of 1968. Blaha

was convinced that a revival of political life presupposes
'good leaders, good party membership, and good practice'.s4
There is nothing here aiien.to the 1968 reform notion of
the possible renaissance of the Party, with its optimistic
‘new practice'. An area of convergence between the
attitudes of 1968 and Blaha's general observations is his
view of the role of the intelligentsia. The function of
the intelligentsia, Blaha said, was to unite society.55
The specific task of the intelligentsia should be 'to

56 This

fulfil a rationalizing and harmonizing function'.
theme recurred, albeit differently phrased, in many a
manifesto and prbclamation of 1968. ”
Inevitably, Blaha's contradictory liberalism runs
through his sociological work. There is a current of
scientism in Blaha's work, the emphasis on a positive role
of science, while disregarding it as an ideology. This is
analogous to some of the ideas current in the 1960s among
sociologists and political scientists. ‘'Besides the class-
determined truths, there exisés scientific knowledge which
is beside and above social classes'.57 Clearly, knowledge
of Blaha's ideas and those of his contemporaries can
provide some insight into the sociological thinking of the
1960s.. The main linking theme is the emphasis on. the.

importance of ‘'horizontal', e.g. ‘cultural' aspects of .
P ' ' .

social structure rather than on 'vertical' social differ-
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~entiation. A structural analysis is largely missing,
because 'a scientific approach compares like with like'.
In this respect, Blsha in his Sociology, like Machonin in

his Czechoslovak Society leaves similar problems open.

J.L. Fischer was one of the most active sociologists
in the 1930s, and he also contributed to sociological
works of the 1960s. He put an extensive entry into the
1967 first sociological dictionary, where he summarized
his own position, using predominantly Parsonian terminol-
ogy.58 Although a 'functionalist' of a kind, Fiscﬁer could
be seen as typical of the left-orientated intelligentsia
of the 1930s. His view developed in an atmosphere of
ideological conflict between social democratic and fascist
ideologies. His theory is rooted in the tolerant 'scient-
ism' of many of his colleagues, but his insight into the

rise of fascism forced him to present his ideas in a more

radical manner. In his book Crisis of Democracy59 Fischer

attacked the anti-democratic regimes of his time, including
the Soviet system as well as fascism. During the 1950s,
after he had been expelled from his academic posts, Fischer
openly criticised Stalin's writings.60 |
To summarize the contributions of this period of
Czechoslovak sociclogy, I would like to suggest that
although there was a hiatus in the development of scociology
beginning in 1948, the connections between the sociology
of the 1920s and 1930s and that of the 1960s remained
intact. The social circumstances from which sociology

grew were very different; nevertheless, the picture of

society which was being offered during both of the periods



rested on similar abstract criteria. Both in the 19205
and 1930s and in the 1¢%60s sociologists issued calls for
the recognition of the universal value of eguality and
freedom. Their moral standpoint séems to have overridden
their concern with structural analysis, at least as far as
putting the nétion of moral ‘'improvement' above that of
class is concerned. They worked as ‘'honest' scientists
who felt that they had some professional responsibility
to aid moral and national unity. Examples of this attit-
ude in the 1960s are Machonin and Richta. Machonin stated
that the role of sociology was to describe the malaise of
society, which was principaliy1to rid it of any inherent
conflicts; while Richta advocated the restructuring of
society on a scientific basis, leading to an 'improved'
version of democratic post-industrialism.

The national preoccupation reméined a focal point for
Czechoslovak sociology. The vision of a national revival,
however, was often linked with a less imaginative idea of
the inevitability of linear progress through technical
innovation. The Czech sociologists in both periods were
showing signs of being close to the mainstream of western
sociology. This meant that they were, at diffefent times,
reproducing the patterns of structural-functionalist and
positivist thinking. Empirical reality was seen as some-
thing more or less 'nmeutral'. Science was the key to
technological revolution; it was to enhance social equi-
librium. It is my contention that the selection cof basic-
ally conservative aspects of western sociology had an

impact on the sociologists' interpretation of Marxism



itself in e 1960s. Their tendency to‘see Marx:ism as
inseparable from 'Marxism-Leninism' is both surprising and
understandable. The fact that an analysis of 'Marxism-
Leninism' as an ideology of the ruling strata is lacking
prejudiced Czechoslovék sociologists towards uncritically
accepting the existing political reality. I shall deal
with this issue in more detail in the conclusion when
looking at the sociologists' reinterpretation of the cont-
ent of 'socialism{ in 1968.

Perhaps one could also’add that Czechoslovak sociclogy
was more directly influenced by neo-positivism through the
Vienna circle of linguists.61 Twice in the period 1929-38
they held their conferences and seminars in Prague. Their
critique of traditional philosophy and their espousal of
utilitarian pragmatism can be seen in Masaryk's writings
" as well as among many of his followérs. After 1938 many
European social scientists sought asylum from Marxism in
Amefica, These included some Czechoslovak sociologists,

e.g. Machotka, Ullrich and Mertl.62

There was a genuine
disintegration of the sociological community in the war-
time period. Many of their experiences and writings,
however, lived on.

After the end of World War II the nery opened
universities in Czechoslovakia reintroduced sociology.63
However, after 1948, sociology was proclaimed to be a
non-‘'socialist' discipline, and so most of the work was
stopped. All remaining research in the social sciences

was taken over by the departments of 'Marxism—Leninism‘,

and this was the situation until the late 1950s.
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Chapter 2

The Institutional Development of Sociology

During the 1960s

During the 195Qs sociology in Czechoslovakia managed
to survive under the guise of 'Marxism-Leninism' in much
the same way that pre-war sociology existed under the
protective wing of philosophy. However,.the limitations
on theoretical work imposed by political and ideological
changes in the 1950s were obvious. The emphasis on histor-
ical materialism and scientific communism along the offic-
ial lines of 'Marxism-Leninism' prevented any original
wbrk from emerging. Sociological work in this period was
largely repetitive in nature. |

From 1948 to 1950 sociology was still taught in_
academic institutions, but even then legislation was
proposed for a ‘reformed study of sociology' in the Prague
philosophical faculty.® From 1950 until about 1958 the
study of social problems was suppressed, and in fact the
very existence of such problems was denied. The political
and ecénomic dominance of the Party's official ideology
became apparent and emphasised. The 'building of socialism'
became a task to which all sciences were to address them-
selves. During that period political opportunism was
expressed in formulations supporting the official 'Marxist-
Leninist' line, which was that Czechoslovakia was a
'relatively homogeneous and conflict-free' society. 1In
the arts, for example, it was expressed through ‘'socialist

realism'. The thoroughness and seriousness of the Czecho-



slovak transition to 'socialism' was manifested in 1960 by
the government's adoption of a new constitution. It gave
Czeéhoslovakia the title of"Sociglist', making it tﬁe only
country in the Eastern European bloc to share that appell-
ation with the Soviet Union.

Several sociological studies began to appear in the
late 1950s and early 1960s, written by social scientists
intent on bringing about a so-called 'Marxist' science.
They attempted to go back to 'authentic Marxism' in contrast
to the dogmatic, Stalinist version of 'Marxism-Leninism'.
The impetus behind this shift of emphasis was the twentieth
congress of the CP USSR in 1956. This congress cleared the
way for a closer e%amination of the domestic social and
political life throughout Eastern Europe. However, this
stimulus was not felt in Czechoslovakia very strongly until
1964, when the Czechoslovak Communist Party cautiously
approved of using 'scientific research to improve economic
production’.2 . Khruschev's secret speech to the twentieth
congress included an amendment favouring professionalism,
and the need to reintroduce academic research.3 The
Céechoslovak CP, though following the given guidelines
ciosely, nevertheless left the scope of scientific research
to -be defined by others, for example, the'newly emerging
scientific strata. The effect of this slow 'de-Staliniz-
ation' was a form of decentralization preducing a more
tolerant attitude in the Party and making the idea of a
reform more acceptable. By the early 1960s the Czecho-
slovak Party appeared tc be split, and different groups

formed amongst the Party members and the dissenting intell-



igentsia.4 These represented differing viewpoints on
exactly how and to what extent any economic refofm was to
be carried out. Two camps can be distinguished: the
bureaucratic modifiers and the reformers, the latter repres-
ented by Ota Sik, the economist. A number of professional
economists prepared a series of economic suggestions which
later formed the foundation for several team projects
centred at first around Sik, and then also around Mlynar
and Richta. The theme common to these groups Was a call
for greater efficiency coupled with ratipnal decision-
making based on scientific criteria. These teams included
prominent Party members of a new kind. This is not surpris-
ing as the composition of the Party itself was changing;
according to Hejzlar: 'In 1946, the Party COunted 58% of
workers, 13% of farmers and 9% of the intelligentsia,
(while) in 1965, it was 39% of workers, 6% of farmers and
23% of the intelligentsia.'> This shift indicates the
importance of the new interest groups. Most significant
was the growing proportion of white collar workers - e.g. the
32% unaccounted for - and their potential coalition with
the technical intelligentsia. in fact, that was the
scenario in Machonin's and Richta's later works. These
changes also meant that it was now less meaningful to talk
about polarization between the Party and the fundifferentiated
massesg! (as,rfor example, Aron and Parkin do).. The real-
ization that the intelligentsia was emerging as a separate
interest group is shown by the fact that severai studies

on the role of the intelligentsia were conducted during

the 1960s.



In the economic sphere, Selucky argues that the
years '1953-58 represented the bigoest increase in the
living standard since the war'.6 However, in 1962 there
was an unexpected combination of unfavourable factors
which led to the cancellation of the third five-year plan,
and to a return to the centralist management methods of |
the early 19505.7 This 'neo-Stalinist' upsurge brought
polifical opposition from the 'de-Stalinizers'. The polar-
ization of the opinions of the 'hardliners' and the
" ‘reformers' became more pronounced. In the social and
political sciences, 'de-Stalinization' became manifested
in the |
self criticism of a generation who had bona fide
served wrong goals and now wanted to prove, both
to itself and.to others that it (Stalinism) was
not its mistake but merely an abuse of a
brilliant theory.8
Thus the participation of sociologists in the reform move-
ment was initially characterized by a return to a rigorous
conceptual énalysis, which would mark a new era. Studies
of the so-called deformations led to investigations of the
past, and then on to the then current political practice.
These studies laid the basis for a new interpretation cof
'socialist' Czechoslovakia, leading to Machonin's rejection
of class analysis as inadeqguate.
The earlier studies produced in the Party institutes,
or published as dissertations, mainly attempted to justify
'Marxi$m~Leninism' as a tool of class offensive. These

publications centred on questions of class ‘'subjectivity!



and scientific 'objectivity'. Scientificr'Marxism' was
eguated with Party spiritedness.9 Some people argued that
Lenin's 'quantitative methods', if correctly employed,
would provide a 'qualitative analysis'.lo There were also
criticisms of neo-Hegelianism as a 'deformation of material-
ist dialectics', published in the Party's theoretical
journal, Nova Mysl.ll Though these were the voices from
among the Party apologists, nevertheles; the confusion as
to what constitqtes 'Marxism' persisted. Alongside this
tofficial' theoretical deveiopment, an independent critique
was also emerging, notably Karel Kosik's attack on the
vulgar interpretations of the relationship between

economics and morality.12

Kosik consistently criticised
what he called a metaphysical belief in the future, which
degrades- the meaning 6f the present.13 This could be
directly translated as a reference to the Party's insist-
ence on the importance of future goals which became trans-
parent as little more than empty promises. More generally,
a critigque of the manipulative role of ideology was being
developed by the philosophers, typified by Cvekl. He
aftacked the idea of substituting society for the individ-
ual, arguing that the two are of identical substance and
thus equal, though never reducible to one amo‘cher.l-4 These
criticisms began to be coloured with political undertones,‘
reflecting some individual dissatisfactions with economic
and other shortcomings of the system.15 Examples were
~Fibich's critique of bureaucratism and Mlynar's analysis

of the state. Mlynar saw the state as a social phenomenon,

and not just as a means for holding political power.l6
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However, these issues were still being raised predominantly'
in abstract terms.
Some attempts were made to set philosophical
guestions within a broader social contéxt. “Sociologists
in particular began to use 'Marxism-Leninism' as a tool for
the analysis of existing social reality. This was a break-
through of a kind, from a previously defensive attitude in
theoretical works. It was also pointed out that the every-
day politics of the Party may not necessarily be scientific,
and therefore historical materialism should not be confused
with its activity.17 Though a sign of fundamental dissent,
a temporary truce was reached between the Party and the
" dissenters on the ground that scientific knowledge. must of
necessity favour progress and hence 'socialism;.18
Although much of the groundwork for sociolégy had
been done in the early 1960s, in 1966 it was admitted by
the same people who had taken part in the 'Marxist' debate
that there was still no clarity on basic Marxist
corlcepts.l9 There was still confusion between the diversity
of views that existed on the role of historical materialism
and its relationship to the emerging social science. How-
ever, the questions were no longer about the official recog-
nition of sociology. In 1964 the Czechoslovak Sociclogical
Association was founded. There was difficulty in preserving
and defining the areas of competence for different scientific
fields. The compartmentalization of subjects and special-

izations remained and became a source of competition and



prestige-seeking rather than cooperation. A prolonged
debate took place about the methodological independence of
historical materialism ahd sociology which went further
than academic debate. On the one hand there was the view
that sociology could not replace historical materialism
because the latter dealt with crucial philosophical guest-
ions such as 'objectivity' and 'subjectivity', being and
consciousness.20 On the other hand, historical materialism

was said to be too general and 'encyclopaedic'21

, and there
was therefore a need for an exact scientific sociology.
Some historical materialists directed their efforts to -
insisting that all social sciences should be based on the
classics of 'Marxism—Leninism'.22 The majority of their
works utilized a deductive method, and allowed some spec-
ificity of outlook only when the methodological priorities,
for example, class analysis, had been stated. Sociologists
on the other hand insisted on their own definition of their
research methods and research content. A gap déveloped
between different methodologies, largely corresponding to
the approaches of the ‘hardliners' and 'liberalizers' to
current problems. Some of the dispute centred aroundkthe
theoretical work of Dubska, who stressed the 'scientific!’
and political aspects of sociology in their ‘dialectical’
unity.23 As it was agreed to favour an empirically
oriented sociology the dispute subsided. Exactly how
successful this resolution in favour of empirical sociology
was cannot be assessed without first looking at the process

by which sociology came to be recognized by the Party

Central Committeé itself.
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It was no coincidence that 1962 marked a watershed in
the official acceptance of sociology. In 1962 Czecho-
slovakia had allegedly completed the first phase in the.
transition to 'socialism', and this meant that 'antagonist-
ic' classes were expected no longer to exist. This‘was
the background to Machonin's argument for the necessity of
studying the 'non-antagonistic' social relationships anéw.
This was mentioned in a report from a conference organized
by the Philosophical Institute of the CSAV in 1962. At the
conference several areas were suggested as suitable for
sociological analysis. These included the changing
structure of the working class, and its consequences for a
'‘socialist' society. However, there still remained areas
which were debated in a rather more polemical manner. The
leadihg papers were presented by Machonin, Slejska and
Mlynar. Machonin's paper contained fhe outline of his

Czechoslovak Society. His 'scientific', detached position

is shown in his statemenfs on the importance of understand-
ing the 'socialist! present, by evaluating it in the light
‘of the 'capitalist' past, and the ‘communist' future.
Politics is, for Machonin (and here he refers directly to
Lenin) a part of and an expression of social structure.ZS
This position was later to become‘a focus of disagreement
between Machonin and Brokl. ' However, the net result of

all this discussion was that the Party agreed before the
twelfth congress of the CP Cz that sociology could proceed
aé long as it provided an analysis helpful to the formation

of the Party's own prescription for change. The reguired

compatibility between 'Marxism-Leninism'’ and sociology was



then to be accommodated within a framework of a 'non-
ideological', 'value-free' science,4ready to lend its
hand to 'progressive' social planning.

Even though a form of victory had been won over the
more conservative forces of 'Marxism-Leninism' it was not
complete. A commission fbr sociology and scientific
communism was established in 1964, with Machonin as chair-
man. The commission was drawn from different departments

of the philosophical branch. of the CSAV.26

In the opening
meeting it was stressed that there'was a need to coordinate
any work done in sociology with that done in scientific
communism. The work should no longer concentrate on any
further discussion on the subject and method of sociology
as such, but on solving the practical probiems of construct-
ing a sound scientific discipline in Czechoslovakia-.z7 A
resolution on the development of sociology, presented to
the Secretariat of the CC‘CP Cz haé been revised by the
commission and this revised draft was shortly to be |
discussed by the ideclogical commission of the CC.28 The
commission was also developing proposals for the fields of
research that the new Sociological Imstitute (to be estab-
lished in 1965) should pursue. The first two main areas of
sociological research were to be areas in which there was
practically no empirical information available. One was to
do with the puzzling lack of information on the poocr
economic performance, including the low productivity of the
workforce. The other was to be an attempt to glean inform-

ation on people's motivation - or lack of it - in particip-

ating in the 'socialist relationships of production'. How-



ever, at the same time, the Party sounded a clear warning.
'The (sociological) journals can not create or inspire new

social values, without first consulting the Party.'29

The
commission on sociology and scientific communism therefore
presented the CC with suggestions not only on what future
centres there should be, but also on the content of their
work. There were to be several new institutes, divided -
into seven main categories: a) those concerned with theor-
etical work and the education of sociological cadres:
b) a central commission for demography and statistics;
c) institutes for specialized sociological disciplines;
d) faculties of Marxism-Leninism to develop special socio-
logical disciplines and collective team work; e) Party
‘departments concentrating on team research; f) institutes
concerned with theoretical problems arising out of
‘scientific communism and sociological aspects of historical
materialism: and g) institutes dealing with other related
disciplines, e.g; social psychology.30 It was also
suggested by the same commission that gualifications in
scientific communism should be changed henceforth into
sociological qualifications.3l To this end, the ministry
of culture was informed of the suggested incorporation of
sociology as a subjéct to be taught at university level.32'
The first intake of students for sociology at the Charles
University in Prague was in 1965, By that time, there’
were also 50 registered sociological work places‘throughout
Czechoslovakia.33

The Sociological Association, like western assoc-

iations, provided an .important back-up role for academic



work by disseminating information. In addition, it

34 It is

was envisaged that it would coordinate research.
interesting to note that the process of setting up this
function was analogous to coordinating economic prodﬁétion
"or any other activity in a centralized society. Socio-
logical research was to be coordinated from one centre as
an insurance against the possibilify of controversial
results. It was stressed time and time again that socio-
logy was not only a science but a means towards understand-
ing our social reality, and hence part of the scientific
management of social life.35 ‘Indeed, in that respect,
sociology was defended in the Party journal as no longer a
luxury but a necessity.36

A new debate had also opened about the professionalism
of sociologists and the required 'code of conduct'.
Examples were drawn from the Soviet and Polish ‘experiences
in particular. It was pointed out that Soviet academiciahs
had long been utilizing 'Marxist political economy' togeth-
er with sociology for making ‘'scientific predictions in

Soviet planning'.37

Polish sociology too was looked up to
as a ‘'respectable science'. For example, a proposal for
the professional training of sociologists in Czechoslovakia

was modelled on the Polish system. An article in the

Czechoslovak Sociologicial Journal stated that it was

important that sociologists should learn from their
colleagues in Eastern Europe not to stand aside from the

38 On the contrary, they should be

world they study.
incorporated into the team work at places of work at all

levels, including directorship level, as this would be



more effective than their individual activity.39 The

criteria to be observed in the preparation of professional
sociologists were thus specified as: training for maximum
effectiveness and tfaining in decision-making techniques.
However, the article also stated that there may be some
negative éonsequences from the integration of sociologists
solely on the level of enterprise management. One more
useful lesson from>the Polish experience was the success
of the centres of decision-making above the enterprise
level, directed straight from the academy of sciences.40
Under such a scheme the sociologist becomes divorced from
the immediate group interests of the enterprise and so can
obtain an overall ‘'neutral' view of the existing problems‘.ll
This.was a clear statement of political loyalty to the
Party. The author of the article did ﬁot fail to mention
that 'democratic centralism'... 'not only requires, but
ensures that highly specialized cadres are not wasted'.42
This and many other statements repeatedly emphasized that
the new 'Marxist' sociology should be viewed as the Party's
ally in the struggle against 'bourgeois' ideoclogy by
providing it with the much needed 'écientific' insigh£.43
With this background then, it is really not surprising
that theiparty developed a more open attitude towards
sociological research. This change of attitude, however,
was not born of benevolence. In fact, the Party commiss-
ioned several sociological investigations with the aim of
44

sustaining and enlarging its ideological control. In

1960 one of the first collective projects was launched at



the giant heavy engineering enterprise, CKD Sokolov in
Prague.45 The purpose of this investigation was to
enquire into

the elements of communism in working life,

and the social relations of the Czechoslovak

working class, with particular emphasis on the

problems arising from the new attitudes to

work.46

Even though the research had comménced, it had its shért—
comings. Due to the short preparatory time available, and
because of the lack of theoretical béckground, most of the
empirical work was not utilized.47 In fact, it was noted
that the general boom in research projects resulted on the
whole in 90% of them being wasted, with no direct préctical
application.48

In March 1965, after final approval by the CC CP'Cz,
a report was published drawing up proposals for the

division of labour and of work in sociology.49 It was

stated in the pages of the Sociological Journal that a
preconditién for the successful development of sociology
would be close contact with 'progressive socio-political
praxis'so and that 'the fundamental link between sociology
and practical life is empirical research'.51 The report
stated that illusions cannot be fostered about sociology
providing a universal social remedy. It was suggested
that the main areas of research to be concentrated on
should be: the material and technical infrastructure of
society; social changes resulting from the changing nature

of work; social structure; problems associated with social

management; the cultural revolution; and the problems



52 It is inter-

associated with the teaching of Sociology.
esting that the proposal also supported a classical divisQ
ion of sociology into sub-disciplines, such as the socio-
iogy of law, of youth, etc. This allowed the academic
faculties to specialize in fragmented areas, more easily
controllable from one centre. The view of sociological
development around 'micro-sociological' areas was propa-
gated by M. Kalab, the director of the Sociological Assoc-

53 However, a wider view of the social structure

iation.
and stratification was beginning to be seen as essential
by several circles. One was based in the Institute of
Marxism-Leninism, and the other in the Institute of
Scientific Communism.54 Ironically, it was from these
institutes that the major, and perhaps the most original,
work in Czechoslovak sociology had originated, namely
the above-mentioned work of Machonin's and Richta's teams.
Earlier phases in the theoretical rehabilitation of
Czechoslovak sociology, however, consisted of 'catching
up' with the main trends in western sociology. Klofac
and Tlusty filled the much needed gap in sociological
textbooks, which were virtually non-existent in Czecho-

slovakia in the 1960s. In their two~volume book,

Contemporary Sociologyss, they introduced a review of most-

ly outdated western sociological literature. ‘'Bourgeois'
sociology was criticised for its a-historical approach, and

56 Ki1ofac and Tlusty

its pseudo-humanitarian leanings.
regarded structural functionalism, the thedry of conflict
"and Dahrendorf's theory of class conflict as being among

the major systematic socioclogical theories.57 Although



these theories were seen as inédequate in themselves, the
evolution of western sociology from what was described as
speculative sociology to an empirical science was seen as
positive and worth following. What was described as neo-
positivist, quantitative methods were considered as being
useful, if 'used in a correct balance with qualitative

social perspective'.58

The book provides an illuminating
insight into the methodological background of many socio-
logists who were ready to digest western sociological
thought second-hand, and making no reference to the
original sources. The authors of the book expressed a
general agreement with the development of 'global socio-

59 and indicated that: 'A new evolutioh—

logical theory'
ary conception of society has been added to previous
conceptions, and this renews continuity in sociological

thinking.'%0

On this point, Czechoslovak sociologists
themselves could identify with western sociology by join-
ing in with the dévelopment of its theory. In fact,
development of the continuity of sociclogical thought

- became a legitimate aim, and ;t was mentioned that some
'Marxist' sociology was actually becoming respected in the
West. The role of what the Czechoslovak sociologists saw
as a 'genuine Marxist' sociology was thus to deepen and
enrich other theories.sl. Conversely, theories such as
those of conflict were seen as instrumental in deepening
the analysis of social phenomena in ‘'socialist' societies.
Although conflict theories were seen as someWhat fragment-

ed, partial theories, their analysis encouraged 'Marxist’

sociologists to develop further their views on 'dialectic-
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al contradiction'. The authors of the book Contemporary

Sociology expressed their views on the combatibility of
western and 'Marxist' sociology even more clearly in their
comments on’the contemporary western révision of tradition-
al functionalism which had led to the incorporation of
the theory of change. According to Klofac and Tlusty, a
model that accepts change as well as stability as being
‘ﬁormal', i.e. functional, is one that has become less
dogmatic and more dialectical.63 . They view the develop-
ment of functionalism from being a theory of ‘'static
equilibrium' to one of 'dynamic equilibrium' as being
unquestionablypositive. The authors thus see little real
difference between functionalism and dialectics, this
being the clue to many of the theoretical inconsistencies
among their contemporary so-called 'Marxist' socioiogists.
A hybrid theoretical position seems to have been
emerging - one which drew on a critique of 'Marxist-
Leninist' dogmatic thinking, but @hich did not want to
deviate from the 'natural' equilibrium model. 1In a
separate article justifying sociology in a Party journal,
Professor Klofac‘argued that sociological work could
provide the Parfy with an accurate analysis of the
extremely complex social phenomena of modern industrial

64

society. It would only be with this information, he

continued, that the Party could reach decisions which
would adequately solve the problems‘of ever-changing
sociql relations. ‘As sociology was an analytical,
empirical science, it could form 'the basis for the

65

formulation of general societal laws'. In so doing, it

[



would form 'an integral component of the PartY's rich
life, and in particular its cognitive processes'.66 A
tentative conclusion can be drawn from these statements
that the battle to increase the respect of the Party
leaders for expertise and for 'the facts of life' had
still to be fought. It was a battle for more academic
freedom. .The Party, in return,‘was given the promise of
a 'faithful picture of the sifuation in the most delicate
and most pressing spheres of our contemporary life';67'
By what means were the sociologists to provide such
a picture? Expressions of dissatisfactioh with the pre-
valent state of the analysis of Czechoslovak society were
becoming more and more widespread. Klofac and Tlusty
pointed out that although we have both Marx's and Lenin's
analyses of class conflict in capitalist society, an
‘objective' analysis of our own societ§ was still missinc_:j.68
fhey went on to say that although we were witnessing the
emergence of a classless society in Czechoslovakia, as yet
no research had been done to investigate the process of
transformation with the new social conflicts arising in
such conditions.69 The conditions for such research had
to be created. The authors were fully aware thaf during
the so-called period of dogmatism it was impossible to
discuss any conflicts or antagonisms existing in a 'social-
ist' society, and they warned against the continuation of
that position.70 They insisted that 'we need to draw on
every objective finding of the westefn fheory of social

conflict'.71 Klofac and Tlusty appear to assume that

'dialectical contradictions' and indeed 'socialist!



structure can be adequately studied through the 'achieve-
ments' of western sociology.
The first volume of Klofac's and Tlusty's textbook,

Contemporary Society, opens with a historical outline

about the 'founding fathers' of sociology. The wofk then
goes on to deal mainly with Parsons' sociological theory.
Parsons is given cfedit for his attempt to construct a
'global' theory. He is also appreciated for the revival

of 'Weberian methodology', focusing on subjective aspects

72

of social behaviour. Some Parsonian concepts appeared

later in Machonin's work, for instance, Parsons' distinct-
ion between different types of authority, and a reference

to authority merging with power due to technocratic com-

73

petence as 'not being typically bureaucratic'. Both of

these ideas were seen as appropriate to Czechoslovak

conditions.74 Also, the categories of status, and the

role of status in social differentiation, as described by

Klofac and Tlusty, have been widely used in Machonin's

research on social stratification.75 Some aspects of

Dahrendorf's theory of class conflict were said to posit-

ively complement 'Marxism' with funtionalism.76

The debate on theoretical 'Marxism' was combined with
an investigation of how best to resolve conflict within

'socialist' management. Klofac and Tlusty suggest that

If a socialist society should surpass a modern
industrially developed capitalist society in its
productivity and effectiveness of labour, then-
it has to provide motivation for the behaviour
of individuals which would be directed towards

higher achievement, responsibility ....77



and they go on to call for the ending of the process
of levelling of material rewards together with the
élimination of the administrative-bureaucratic system.78

It was accepted that in an industrially,advanced society
the division of labour does not wither away. On the
~contrary, the differentiation and specializatidn based on
*scientific qualificatiohf creates a new kind of division
of labour, corresponding to the devélopment of a scientific

79

'socialist' society. Klofac and Tlusty state that

It seems that higher professional and scientific
qualification carries within itself a tendency

towards more democracy, cooperation and social

justice....80

'*Socialist' society can create a climate for the ;govern-
ment of expertise', which is inherently more democratic
because it overcomes the traditional relationships of
authority based on inherited positions of status.81 VThe
authors viewed the changes that would apparently be needed
in the emerging 'socialist' Czechoslovakia as being
primarily changes in the social ‘'function and roles' of
individuals, who would then be behaving 1in accordance
with the accepted 'socialist norms and values'.82 The
argument for a 'socialist' morality to achieve a 'cgnflict—
free' society seems to have been shared by many Czecho-
slovak sociologists in the 1960s. Klofac's and Tlusty's
book almost preempts Machonin's concern with the 'lack of
concrete action'. They mention that so far resolutions
about changes have been passed, but they have not been

implemented in practice. In order to forestall any ideo-

logical controversy over the possible convergence of



‘socialism' with fcapitalism', the authors argue that
science, technology and 'rational management' are polit-
ically neutral. They are common to all indﬁstrial soc-—-
ieties. It is their inherent quality and so there is no
need to fear convergence just by the acquisition of a‘
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similar social organization. Under ‘'socialism', they

continue, what is important is not who manages, but how.84
It is no longer important who owns .the means of production
but what the consequences of ownership are for the develop-

85 Tf

ment of production and genéral social welfare.
'socialism' was to become more progressively managed than
capitalism, it has to give its managerial strata a new
chance.86 In fact, Klofac and Tlusty had echoed many

of Richta's ideas. They issued a warning that if we were
nof Capable of putting 'scientific' management into pract-
ice, we would end.up‘with a progressive ideology but a
'‘backward economy'. Thus our 'socialist' ideology would
écquire a more and more utopian character.87 Klofac's and
Tlusty's book thus seems to point out the general concensus
among the smail number of prominent Czechoslovak sociolog-
isté in the 1960s. The proposal for a 'scientific-
teqhhological; revolution ﬁad been put forward by them as
~a moral obiigation.

One of the most notabie events for Czechoslovak
sociology was a conference on the social structure of
'socialist' Czechoslovakia, organized by the Institute of
‘Marxism-Lenihism and the Philosophical Institute of the

88

CSAV in June 1964. A number of East European contribﬁ—

tors took part in this conference, and many of them part-



icipated later in Machonin's study of social stratific-

89 In fact, material for this study was presented

ation.
in outline at the conference. The diverse nature of this
material has been criticised. 1Indeed, some of the contrib-
utions were seen as consérvative, deductive and non-empir-
ical, while others were seen as 'already grasping' the
specific sociological concerns.90 The problems of combin-
ing theoretical and empirical analysis was seen as acute.
It was stressed throughout the conference that sociology

- had two fundamental functions. Firstly, to be the reposit-
ory of 'social expertise' and secondly, to provide the
'self-knowledge of soéiety'.91 In his discussion, Machonin
outlined his basic terminology, which was'adopted'from
Polish sociology, mainly from Wiatr. He centred on the
‘decreasing relevance of the dichotomous class model' of
society, and the new differentiation of the division of
labour in 'socialist' societies. The Polish sociologists,
he said, were instrumental in clarifying the concept of
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non-antagonistic social relationships. For example,

7. Bauman saw the basis of social differentiation in the

%3  an interesting contri-

professional division of labour.
bution from Mlynar and others questioned the relationship
between social structure and the method of formation of the
political-administrative system. Mlynar pdinted out that
the electoral structure was based on regional divisions
formed during the time of 'antagonistic' class structure
and class struggle. Hévquestioned the extent to which fhis

structure corresponded to the structure of contemporaryﬁ

'socialist! society.94 He mentioned the Yugoslav system
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where representation was based not on regions bdbut on the
social groups arising from the social division of labour.95
In November 1964 another conference took place in
Warsaw.96 Its main topiés were the 'division of labour
under socialist conditions' and 'alienation'. Wiatr's
statement that politics had begun to play a primary role
under 'socialism' created a heated debate. Hirszowics
and‘Morowsky referred to their research in which they had
shown that the division of labour limits a worker's identif--
ication with the aims of an organization and that this
97

situation is not automatically resolved under 'socialism'.

In the mid-1960s the Sociological Journal became a°

platform for the most outspoken groups of sociologists,
providing continuity for their debate and publicising the
discussions from the now more frequent conferences. A
substantial summary of Machonin's proposed research
project on the social stratification of Czechoslovakia was

98 He boldly identified

published in the journal in 1965.
Czechoslovakia as the first country to approach the form
of a 'socialist' industrial sociéty, and therefore the
most suitable.one to study for the general characteristics
of other 'socialist' societies.99 He stated that the
first moves to study stratification arose under the
auspices of 'scientific communism' in the late 1950s.
Machonin was among those at the Institute of Marxism-
Leninism. He then explained that his team understood

social differentiation to be an aspect of social structure

and its change. Therefore, he said:



we consider it fruitful and serving our purpose
in the - %pansion of Marxist thebry of social
structure to use some of the suggestions of the
structural functional school, e.g. Parsons and
Merton, as well as those of pre-war Czechoslovak

sociology, e.g. Fischer and Blaha.100

This by now acknowledged 'symbiosis' of Marxism and
functionalism had begun to characterize much of the team's
work.

The second issue of the Sociological Journal published

Richta's notes on the future division of labour under

'socialism'. In these notes, he presented his view that
the division of labour was not only a form of production
relationships but that it developed as a specific form of

101

the social productive force. For Richta, specialization

of functions had less to do with the division of labour
than with the ‘'universal law of human development'.102
This degree of generalization for a self-proclaimed empiri-
cal 'Marxist' is rathervastonishing, even if consistent.
In later issués‘of the journal, Richta summarized the rest
of his view of the 'scientific-technological' revolution.
These were then published in book form in 1966.103
A broad debate on the role of the intelligentsia in
Czechosl;vak»social life took place in the pages of the
Party theoretical journal Nova Mysl (The New Mind). It
emerged as such an importanf topic that in 1966 the politQ
ical school of the CC CP Cz organized a conference on the
socialist intelligentsia.lo4 The report of the conference

stated that the utilization of the mental potential and

knowledge of the intelligentsia was a major way forward.



Under ‘'socialism', it was declared, the intelligentsia

was becoming part of the progressive forces.105 This

_view, so clearly in line with the current development, was
subsequently reinforced by the work of L. Dziedzinska. She
argued that until now the relationship between the intellig-
entsia and the wofking class had been interpreted in the

106 Class differences

iight of traditional class analysis.
had been overestimated, and had been considered as the only
approach to the problem. Under 'socialism', though, the
intelligentsia is a 'co-producer' of social wealth, and the
management of social wealth is done in 'favour of all'. It
was due only to the low level of automation and mechaniz-
ation in Czechoslovak industry, she continued, (2-4 timee
lower than that of other industrial societies) that new
professions integrating manual and mental labour had not
developed to any great degree. Thus, even though the divis-
ion remained between manual andrmental labour, it was an

107

artificial one. This line of argument was taken up again

by Richta, who thought that the so-called ‘collective worker'
fofmed a dialectical unify under ‘socialism'.los

The first naiionel sociological congress was organized
b§ the>Sociologieal Institute, the Sociological Association
- and the Institute of Marxism-Leninism. It took place in
November 1966 in the town of‘Spindleruv Mlyn and drew 500

participants.109

- Among the topics were yet again method-
ological questions. One of the contributors  argued that
the multi-dimensional perspectives of current structural

functionalism were also present in 'Marxism', which could

not be looked on as a"monistic philosophy'.llo It was



also necessary to repeat that only dialectical materialism
could help us to understand social structure, though social
structure could be described by means of structural funct-

111 The level of theoretical as well as political

ionalism.
Ac0nfusion here was publicly evident. The general tone of
the contributions was mostly self-congratulatory. The
participants applauded the completion of the institutional-
ization of sociology in Czechoslovakia, and the end of its
alliance with 'dogmatism'. The need to utilize sociology
in political praxis was stressed, as waé the need to end
the relative isolation of sociology from political life.
The introductory report stated that initiatives were coming
from other disciplines, when in fact they should have been

112 It was noted that at the time of

coming from sociology.
the congress 40% of sociologists taught, and 30% worked at
research institutes; and so the majority of them were
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divorced from practical life. The main report stated

that it would be a progressive move if Czechoslovak socio-
logy could find a common language with world sociology.114
'Marxist' sociology was gaining a world reputation, it was
said. Thus the conference endorsed Klofac's and Tlusty's
conclusion that the building of the 'Marxist' conception of
social struéture was a higher stage of understanding than
either functionalism or conflict theories alone.115 A prog-
nosis fof‘Czechoslovak sociology until 1980 was given, aséum—
ing generally favourable conditions for its continuing devel-
opment.116

By the mid-1960s sociology had been institutionalized

to such an extent that it was no longer regarded as just a



marginal science. Even the Party ideologues involved with
the shaping of the coming economic and social reforms took
more than passing notice of sociological findings. The
selection of Richta by the CC CP Cz in 1965 to examine the
‘scientific-technological revolution' and the presence of
sociologists in the preparation of material for the twelfth
Party congress in 1966 are two significant examples of a
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trend which continued up to 1968. Several sociologists

participated in the preparation of, and later invthe defence
of, the Action Programme of the CP Cz.118

A brief review of the sociological and socio-political
journals from the mid-1960s demonstrates that the majority
of the debates among sociologists remained highly abstract
and academic. Political discussion on the nature of
'socialism' often sfressed the advantages of 'socialism'
over 'capitalism', in the same vein as the more céutious
views of Machonin and Richta. An article in Nova Mzslllgas
late as_l968 praised the involvement of the technical
intelligentsia in 'socialist' development. We now had at
our disposal a revised interpretation of a 'socialist' soc-
ial structure, it said, but there was also the Party's
increased dependence on expertise. This was followea by a
warning that there might be a danger of reducing the Party's
role to that of an 'ideologicél figuréhead'. Although it
was saild that 'We have already learnedkhow much we would
pay for any sectarian relationship to the technical intell-
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igentsia’ , it was made clear that the Partyfs role in

any reform movement was to provide ideological clarity; to

regulate and to stabilize the present structure.120



There were other more critical studies circulated
amongst the small groups of sociologists, but censorship
interfered in the popularized versions intended for larger

. 121
audiences.

In 1968, the general debate on political
issues, of course, extended beyond sociology. The histor-
ical context of the October revolution and indeed many

classical political theories previously suppressed were

debated in the pages of the Sociological Journal. This

was part of the process of reinterpreting the many histor-
ical and political issueé which had been either misrepres-
ented or else totally ignored during the years of ideo-
logical 'dogmatism'. Nova Mysl carried a substantial
study on the politics of the 1950s, together with details
of the cold wér, which ended with an appeal for a
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renaissance of political consciousness. It was quite

safe to discuss the past. Kulturni Tvorba (Cultural
123

Weekly) presented a discussion on pluralism. The
principle of plurality, it said, is in harmony with the
'Marxist' idea of development as a strﬁggle between contra-
dictions, whiéh brings tovthe surface the question of
opposition and thus of the division of power. It was

pointed out, though, that the debate was not about 'anti-
communist parties, but a variety of non-communist parties'.124
The same journal published another article condemning
bureaucratization, and it urged that it be replaced by the
‘moral qualities' of responsible politicians. Power would
not necessarily éorrupt, if we were capable of regenerating

125

the 'moral' thinking behind politics as such. This was

an unmistakable reference to the ideal type of politician,



as represented by the figure of T.G. Masaryk.
There were specifically sociological articles, centred
around isolated issues such as the sociology of youth, the

family, management, and so on. .These reflected a tradition

in Czechoslovak sociology of studying small groups. 26

Other debates discussed more topical proposals for workers'

self—management.l?‘7 One of the periodicals to print such

discussion was the literary weekly, Literarni Noviny, where

debate went on throughout June, July and August, 1968.128

This paper allowed génuine attempts to express the various
ideas and uncertainties about the workers' councils. It is
evident that sociologically informed journalism had a .
direct impact on the selection of issues for debate in the
reform movement as a whole.

A philosophical and theoretical critique of Stalinism
and 'vulgar Marxism' entered a second phase when Nova Mysl
published an article which characterized 'Stalinism' as the
'fetishization of an ideological position' which was kept>
in existence by a repressive apparatus. This was comp-
ared Eo the previous critigque of 'Stalinism' as merely a
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form of nationalism. There was also a condemnation of

'‘allowing Leninism a monopoly of interpretation'.l30 A

postscript to the whole debate was provided by Machonin,

writing on the teaching of 'Marxism'. His view was that

*Marxism' could be changed into a science of society by

'ridding it*' of any institutionalized form of state ideo-
131

ology. A clash between 'Marxist-Leninists’ and the

self-defined 'Marxists' of Machonin's type was now taking



68

place in the open. The controversy over the ideological
direction of the reform movement was illustrated by a
‘dialogue' between Machonin and Svestka, a journalist on

the Party daily, Rude Pravo. The hard-line position con-

sisted of clinging to the o0ld party line by making refer-
ences to the welfare of the working classes. In his
article, Svestka stated that
the most basic attack on socialism in Czecho-
slovakia at the moment is not an attack on the
social ownership of the means of production, but

an attack on the working class. It is an attack

on its social position and an attack on its

role.132

Svestka accused the reformers of not paying any attention
to the working class, as the most powerful social force in
the country. At the same time, though, he offered no
opinion of his own on the relationship between ownership
and the working class. He mainly criticised the reformers
for not giving the<workers what had been promisedvin the
Action Programme. They were being excluded and pushed out;
The workers were the main losers of the policy. Indeed, he
continued, there had been no clear statements on what the
workers could expect from the new policy, only statements
on freedom and democracy.l33 These éccusations from a
worfied spokesman for the apparatchiks provoked a prompt
reply from Machonin. In defence of the post-January '68
policies, he declared that there had never been so many
activities taking pléce at factory level, nor so much work-
ing class support for the next Party congress. (An extra-

ordinary, fourteenth, congress had been called for August



1968.) Nevertheless, Machonin could not help but make a
reference to an abstract working class. This is consistent
with his sociological writings and his description of

the workers (as) sober people, (who) know that

it is not in their interests to maintain

inefficient production, unjust prices, artificial

privileges, and technical backwardness.134

One could almost say, then, that Svestka by default was
right in pointing out how the reformers perceived the work-
ing class as passive receivers of the suggested changes.
Yet, what was made clear in these debatés was that the
apparatchiks were fighting their own battle over the
control of the working class. The political intentions of
the two groups, the reformers and the hardliners, became
exposed. Neither could sustain its influence without
directly manipulating the broductive working élasses.

The sociological debate was therefore very much part
of the political movement in Czechoslovakia during these
years of political ferhent. It revealed the influential
position of a few prominent ‘'theoretical leaders', as well
as many of the political shortcomings of the reform move-
ment as such. A worker's reaction to the major political
document of the 1968 period, the Action Programme of the
CP Cz, summarizes some of thé feelings *‘from below':

There is a little bit about free enterprise, a
bit about abolishing the old system of directors,
and giving the enterprise some autonomy. This

does not help you to solve anything ... in actual

fact, the only thing that is happening is that we

can write a little bit more now.135
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Chapter 3

R. Richta's 'Civilization at the Crossroads':

An Appraisal

The intellectual frustrations as well as the growing
political involvement of sociologists in the 1960s was
parfially evident in the socio-political and socio-philo-
- sophical studies they produced. R. Richta's work

Civilization at the Crossroadsl illustrates the relative

freedom that 'scientific' workers acquired in the process
of economic change; The economic difficulties which the
Czechoslovak government faced brought the technical intell-
igentsia to the forefront. Initially, theoretical works
attempted tok'catCh up' with western sociology, and later,
to re-establish the reputation of Czechoslovak sociology
itself. Out of the many works produced by authors involved
in multi—disciplinary research, Richta summarizes most of
their aspirations. His work was a statement of the polit-
ical attitude of the new 'scientific-technical'! intellig—
entsia, which was gaining social respect among the
liberalizers. |

The repeated economic crises which Czechoslovakia
faced throughout the 1960s helped to produce an atmosphere
in which gqualified people were now cailed upon. Neverthe-
less, it was never clearly stated what exactly was required
from the newly gualified university and technically trained
people. Their brief lay between regenerating the
'socialist' economy and attempting to propose remedies

once the social problems had been sociologically defined.



Richta himself was a weli—knOWn personality who had
previously conducted research for government ministries
and institutions. His theoretical and practical approach
to what would be required under the prevailing conditions
depended more or less on his own poiitical judgement.

This was the time for a redefinition of the role of the
‘scientist!, and at the same time Richta's work and ideas
were growing in popularity and were accepted almost with-
out criticism. His work has been translated into several
languages and is still regarded as one of the most outspoken
and original contributions from Eastern Europ? on the theory
of ‘'scientific-technological®' revolution.

In his work Richta argues that by its inner logic
the epoch of the 'scientific~technological' revolution is
intimately connected with the birth of ‘communism'. Such
people as Sik favoured an application of Richté's ideas
wholeheartedly. At that time, Sik was head of the govern-
mental commission for economic reform. In fact, it was the
ideologiéal commission of the CC CP Cz and the praesidium
of the CSAV that commissioned Richta and his group of

collaborators to commence work on Civilization at the

Crossroads in 1965. Richta and his interdisciplinary

team constituted themselves under the umbrella of the
Philosophical Institute of the CSAV in Prague. It was no
accident that the CC and the praesidium of the CSAV took
an interest in research on tﬁe 'technological fevolution'.
In 1966 special commissions were established to ensure
effective control over the economy by the Party apparatus

through a body of 'reliable experts'.2 It must be noted,
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however, that Richta is among the very few people at
present, in the 1980s, still able to carry out research
and contribute to the only official sociological journal

in Czechoslovakia, Sociologicky casopié. There has been

hardly any change in his professional position, compared
with that of others like Klofac and Kosik who lost their
jobs (Klofac died in the late 1970s presumably from the
effects of enforced manual labour).

The principal objective of Civilization at the

Crossroads is to re-evaluate the role of science in a
technologically developed society. ©One of the main

reasons for the book's popularity was its thorough
criticism of existing indﬁstrial society and its 'dehuman-
izing' effects. In many ways, Richta's starting point ié

a loose reference to Marx's theory of alienation, though
only in an abstract outline. The aim of the béok was to
highlight the missing 'human' factor in industrial product-
ion.3 While the Czechoslovak experience occupies the major
part of the study, many general points emerge, and refer-
ences are made to American, British and French papers
published in the 1950s and early 1960s. It is undeniable
that the theoretical conclusions of the book were influenced
to a considerable extent by the trend of early Taylorism, by

cybernetics and the managerial revolution. Civilization at

the Crossroads first appeared in Czechoslovakia in 1966,

followed by several revised editions. The preparatory work
began earlier and coincided with the rapid expansion of
sociological disciplines during the mid-1960s.

During the course of the book it becomes apparent



that Richta's most serious disagreement is not with the
organization of the political superstructure in Czecho-
slovakia but more with what he calls the 'misuse and mis-
management' of the country's economic and technological
resources. 'Dogmatism' to him is an obstacle to technical
progress. Richta classifies Czechoslovakia as an industr-
ially devéloped society. When discussing the development
of advanced industrialism he makes little distinction
between East and West. Their common characteristic,
according to Richta, is that they are moving away from the
period of rapid industrialization to a period of planned
automation. To Richta, the 'scientific—technologidal'
revolution is a social and historical necessity. It is’
the next stage after the industrial revolution, but does
not have identical aims; it follows different objectives.4
While a fully industrialized capitalisﬁ is a necessary pre-
condition for the development of the 'scientific-technolog-
ical' revolution, Richta places his emphasis on establish-
ing the 'qualitative' differences between 'capitalism' and
a society that would 'utilize science to its maximum
potential' for the emancipation of man. In his opinion,
Czechoslovakia as a 'socialist' society has the prerequis-
ites for this emancipatory society to emerge. However,
Richta goes on to say that in spite of the level of
industrialization in Czechoslovékia, the present economic
systeh, based on administrative directives, is unable to
inifiate any fundamental change. What is needed, he
elaborates, is a change in the relationship of society to

the development of 'civilization'.5 Science in future



would no longer be just another product of industrial
development but would directly affect all spheres of
human life and creativity.6 Science itself, Richta
contends, will become a primary productive force; instead
of a 'by-product' of production, and as such it will play
a direct role in the process of social transformation.
In Richta's words, in the light of 'Marxist' analysis, we
must first of all re-define what is meant by productive
forces. The old notion of productive force as productive
means plus labour is fully identified with the period of
industrialization and caﬁ now be seen as outdated. : In
the contemporary situation, Richta argues that we have to
understand the concept of productive forces as a changing
complex of all human activity, including the old concept
of productive forces, plus all human creativeﬂfaculties,
including science.8

Furthermore, Richta elaborates the implications of
this view. The success of a 'scientific-technological'
revolution lies in its reliance on the development of
specific social conditidns conducive to advancing the
human creative potential.9 Richta presents the view that
once science has become the central productive force, it
will trigger off the creative development of every individ;
ual, as well as that of mankind. Science will become the
'decisive parameterin the development of civilization‘.lO
As the direct relations of production change, so will the
whole structure of human life. That is, the whole struct-

ure of human life will change with the new productive force,

that is, scientific knowledge. According to Richta, this



will mark the start of a qualitatively new stage of civil-
ization. Up to a certain point in the development of
civilization, material production and reproduction were
the primary determinants, while the development of man's
creative faculties was regarded as a 'material or time
loss'. Now, the whole relationship is going to be
re§ersed. With the growing opportunity to apply a whole
vériety of human activities, thé 'scientific-technological'
revolution would make the 'investment into man' an except-

11

ionally profitable and hopeful enterprise. Any omission

in the utilization of man's creative faculties would, for
Richta, become economically harmful.12

No doubt, many westefn political and economic reform-
ers would like to share in Richta's vision of science
becoming the all-powerful productive force. Richta argues
that science will not only become a part of the new
'reality' but will be its main regulating agent. Science,
according to him, will play the decisive role in the
'prediction, regulatién and programming' of.production.
Historical development itself will no longer be a ‘'natural’
phenomenon, but will assume a ‘purposeful' character.
Richta maintains that this, of course, will have a direct
effect on the restructuring of social systems and the
patterh of decision-making. This argument, in my opinion,
is a key to understanding Richta's political alliance with
the new 'progressive' decision-makers.

The attractiveness of Richta's theory to some of his
adherents lies in the presentation of science as 'giving

a new chance' to a ‘'new future'. He specifies the sphere



of leisure and self-education as crucial creative areas

in the 'de-alienated' society. However, he omits to men-
tion how this creativity would become a part of the 'demo-
cratic process of participation', particularly among those
involved in production. In Richta's work the discussion is
unmiétakably dominated by a cult of managerial expertise,
while he uses terms such as 're-division of labour' to
forestall accusations of elitism.

Moreover, Richta argues that man'é position‘within the
pr;duction process cannot be simply improved by bringing in
the 'socialist human factor'. There is, he suggests, a
need for technology to téke over the actual production,
while science will supervise the planning and preparatory
stages of production. The problem is, what will become of
the working or producing class. It will not just disappear,
says Richta. His solution is to elevate the producing class
to a higher level, along with science; that is, 'the only

13 This

solution will be to make professionals of us all'.
is a similar concept tQ Machonin's 'qualified worker', who
is expected to unite with, and ensure support for, the scien-
tific-technical intelligentsia. Heilbroner makes an approp-
riate comment on Richta's solution, and sayé that it
'‘reminds us of pious suggestions in our society that every-
one should become a capitalist'.14 What Richta is trying

to do, however, is to link up his ideas of 'scientific-
technological' revolution with a vision of a 'classless’
social structure. The"classiess' future Czechoslovak

society is where a unification of the working class and the

intelligentsia could take place. If the unification of the



working class with science could proceed, it would mark

'the total emancipation of man'.15 This, on closer examin-
ation, represents a sort of cautious revision of a 'Marxist-
Leninist' principle. The statement refers to an abstract
concept of the abolition of classes in a 'socialist' society
through the identification of the mass of the population

with one class, in this cése, the scientific strata. Further

on in Civilization at the Crossroads Richta elaborates on

the advantages of the intelligentsia's inclusion in a ‘class-
less' society, whereby they become a part of the 'total
worker' and not just a class 'in between'.16 He not only
believes in the intrinsic value of science as a progressive
force, but takes his belief further by attributing progress-
ive characteristics to a whole society run on a scientific
basis. It is important to note that such views were regard-
ed as a contribution to contemporary sociological thinking

in Czechoslovakia in the 1960s.

What would Richta's rational scientific society be
like? He sees the essence of the 'scientific-technological’
revolution subsuming a whole spectrum of philosophical and
economic questions. Essentially, the majority of his pro-
posals are a foundation for a refdrm-policy. His distinct-
ion between the present and the future is blurred, and the
whole work has the appearance of a timeless prophecy, which
in my view makes Richta's proposals applicable at any'time
under any system. According to him, the fundamental
achievement of the 'scientific—technologfoal' revolution
would be a reversal of the traditional relationship between

the object and the subject of production. Man, by becoming



dominant over the production process, would determine the
consequences of production, and thus his environment.
Therefore, according to Richta, he will be controlling his

own future evolution.17

This change would be reflected in
‘changes in the composition of the work cycle, that is, in
a restructuring of the labour force (his 're-division of

labour') and in changes in qﬁalificatioh.18 Richta envis-
ages a shift away from the traditional occupations such as

agriculture to a growth in the tertiary sector, in such

activities as business, finance and administration (my

emphasis). Scientific research will assume a new importance.
Inevitably, Richta thinks, the bulk of changes in the
division of labour would involve a stress on qualification,
with a concomitant reduction in 'non-qualified' labour.
This proposal involves‘two aspects. In the first instance,
Richta expects the transition to 'qualified labour' to be
a transition to scientific expertise, and in the second, he
assumes the 'humanitarian' development of individual creat-
ivity and potential. He combines these two aspeéts to the
point where it becomes impossible to distinguish between
them. 1In other words, he implies that scientific develop-
ment cannot mean anything else but an upsurge in creative
emancipation. Moreover, he argues that
if the whole process of the scientific-technolog-
"ical revolution is scientifically and purposefully
directed, then it can contribute to.the as yet
incomplete process of humanizing man.
Richta speaks further of a 'scientific socialism', where a
complex scientifié management will be an inevitable form

20

of social life. However, he warns of a danger during the



transition period of modernization, stemming from 'vulgar

21

egalitarianism'. This is manifested by an aversion to

science, technology and education by the conservative
'‘ungqualified strata'.22 It is the fear of social pressure
by the 'ungualified' working strata which is in direct
contradiction to Richta's stated belief in a democratiz-
ation of decision—making,.and in fact reduces his proposal
for an open 'humanitarian' societyvto a rather dangerous
utopia.

Since Richta himself had long ekperieﬁce of bureau-
cratic administration he is able to make a clear distinct-
ion between bureaucracy and expertise. Bureaucratization
and mechanistic administration, he says, should be avoided.
It is up to science to provide a remedy. The problem would
be solved for him once a proper flow of information hadA
been established. Richta thus sees cybernetics as‘central
in overcoming the problems of communication. The actual
developments and technological discoveries in such fields
as audio-visual telecommunication were welcomed by Richta
with an innovator's pride. He was quite plainly a forerun-
ner of the 'micro' revolution. Richta made it very explicit
that his concept of science penetrates all spheres of life.
He even mentions that the new technical conditions will
force people to acguire expertise in such fields as 'human
relations'.23 Richta makes this comment without reference
to the '"managerial revolution' and 'human relations move-
ment' theories with which he was acquainted. Cohtrary to
his declaratibns, his concept of’participation seems to be
confined within the narrow area of actual production. Any

attempt to exceed his described areas of 'expert' responsi-



bilities turns participation into a threat. The limits
to self-management expressed in many later proposals seem
to‘reflect this attitude.

In his book Richta produces some interesting inform-
ation from the USSR on worker participation in decision-
making, and he notes that in 1924 the average worker spent
109 houfs a year in ‘decision-taking', and that by 1959 the

24 pichta says

figure had dropped to only 17 hours a year.
that the situation is almost the same in other East European
countries; his explanation is that the participation dropped
after 'the elementary problems of the revolution had been
solved'.25 Although he concedes that the present society

is not without its problems, he concludes that this level

of participation will be insufficient for the needs of the
'sqientific—technological' revolution. “He then retreats
again into theoretical abstraction wﬁen he writes of
co-ordination in decision-making no longer being a one-way
process. According to him, participation, democratization
and even self-management are becoming more and moré a
'functional necessity'.26 As such, it is inescapable that
the 'scientific-technological' revolution will place an
'exceptional demand on the scientific selection of people
for various specializations'.27 Everyone, including the
Party, says Richta, will have to adapt to new circumstances.
The Party's credibility in cérrying out its role will rely
more and more on the utilization of science, and on the \
"creation of conditions beneficial for scientific expansion.28
This was, however, a good prescription for the actual

economic reforms in 1968. Once the Party had been subjected

to the same criteria of 'selection' and 'specialization'



as the rest»of society, the way was opened for a reform
movement to be headed by economists and scientific
experts.

It is interesting to look at the ways in which
Richta's other views coincided with those of the econom-
ists. 'One of the first solutions proposed by Sik and
other reformers for the revitalization of the stagnating
Czechoslovak economy was to change the traditional (for
Eastern Europe) extensive mode of production to an intens-
ive mode. By implication, Richta seems to have believed
that this change would mark the start of the transition
from the industrial phase of development. A large section
of Richta's book describes a society Qhere'constantly
expanding productive forces provide for more than a limited
satisfaction of people's needs. Richta asserts that the
'motive' force of the 'scientific—technolbgical' society
would be the real interest that the mass of the population
hés in the growth of productivity. In an intensive economy
productivity would no longer be solely dependeht on increas-
ed production but to a growing extent, on consumption too.
Thus, one could argue that Richta believes that the people's
‘real interest' in modernization lies in nothing more than
extended consumption and full satisfaction of basic needs.
Undoubtedly Richta is right to argue that material scarcity
is dehumanizing, but he also rejects the western version of
mass consumption. Nevertheless, his belief that consumption
could create the conditions for further production had far-
reaching ecoﬁomic and political consequences which will be

discussed more closely in the Conclusion.



For Richta, consumption as a precondition of growth
presupposes a market economy with a frée flow of supply
and demand. This would be in opposition to the existing
system, where only production can be a precondition for
growth. Therefore, it must signify a qualitatively new
stage of development. Although Richta does not give
blanket approval to 'consumption for consumption's éake'
neither does he consider the possibility that his 'cultured’
consumption could leéd to an individualistic version of an
affluent society. Extended consumption cannot simply buy
the motivation of people to work. This is clear both from
the examples of contemporary Czechoslovakia, where increas-
ed consumerism in the 1970s did not lead to greater product-
ivity, as well as from many western countries. Consumerism,
even as a 'transitional' measure, inevitably creates different
social requirements. These show themselves in the socio-
political structure, as they cannot be separated from wage
- price policies and other market criteria.

Richta's 'futuristic' attitude ié reflected in his
continuous emphasis on the 'human dimension of contemporary

29 Under this heading he discusses at some

civilization'.
length the increasing problems of urbénization, pollution,
ecological crisis, and so on: the very problems which
western planners have been grappling with since the 1930s.
When speaking of overcoming alienation, Richta mentions
the 'aesthetics of the early craftsmen'30, implying the
importance of the 'total' working environment. He emphas-

izes the physical and mental health of individuals as well

as active leisure and cultural fulfilment. Richta refers



to the successes which were achieved by British and Americ-

an applied industrial sociology31

, and he praises the
psychology of work and human relations which, he séys, has
a considerable 'objective value'. He gives this praise
despite the fac£ that in the west these disciplines have
been continuously used ‘'against the working class move-
ment'.32 But then, Richta does not = and cannot ; credit
modern capitalism with the capability of dealing with the
'human factor'. However, his explanations for the need of
a 'scientific' revolution are not fundamentally different
from the programmes put forward by western social democrat-
ic reformers. Richta does not consider the abolition of
fhe hierarchical division of labour, nor does he reconsider
the category of wage labour, even when he talks of an

33 How he con-

increased 'cooperation and participation’'.
ceives 'socialish' to be superior to 'capitalism' never
becomes clear.

If we 1odk a little deeper into Richta's self
proclaimed 'Marxism' there too is an inconsistency. There»
is a gap between his empldying ‘Marxist' economic categor-
ies and their social application. This could be due to the
fact that Richta's prestigious position in Czechoslovakia
meant that his theories had a direct unquestioned applic-
ability, because he offered to 'cure' the stagnating Czech-
oslovak economy; or it could have been a result of Richta's
uncritical incorporation of some of the ideas produced by
western 'Marxists' in the 1950s. Perhaps the explanation

lies in a combination of the two. A comparison can be

made between Richta's 'Marxism' and the Marxism of some of



his Qestern predecessors.. Among .those who influenced him
was J.D. Bernal, and it may be worthwhile pointing out some
similarities between the ideas of Richta and Bernal. Bernal
published many works lauding Soviet 'socialism' and pro-
claiming its unshakeable victory. Both Richté.and Bernal
share what is, I think, an elementary mistake. Both auto-
matically identify technical progress with a new revolution-
ary social order. Bernal's scenario for the future 'human-
itarian' society is similar to that of Richta. For Bernal
science is to play a major emancipatory roleras a product-
ive fofce, a sociai institution and as a basis for demo-
cracy.34 Although Bernal and Richta argue that science
practised under 'socialist' conditions will overcome class
differences, and is inherently more progressive because it
is no longer associated with 'private interest'{ they both
give a very unconvincing description of class relationships.
Particularly, when Bernal discusses the 'modesty' of future
scientists, 'subordinating themselves' to a common interest, .
making their collective contribution to the economic and

political decisions of the country35

, he is contradicting
his views on the ‘'leading role' of science in overall
social changes. He explains that while 'In earlier times,
science followed industry, now it is tending to catch up

with it and lead it ....'36

Bernal's ideas are strikingly
~similar to those of Richta, as is the general tone of

their work. Bernal concludes in his book Science in

History that 'No modern state can exist at all without

R \
science'37, and states that ‘ N



‘though the first growth of science itself was a
product of the economic and political factors,
once science was established as a means of secur-
ing economic and political power, its very

progress became a factor in political and

economic life.38

There seems to be a falsely 'socialist' ethics in the
'democratic' character of science about which both Bernal
and Richta are concerned. It is generally accepted that
‘scientists have more status ... because they can acquire
positions in business, government, university circles, .
etc....'39 The accepfance of hierarchical social differ-
entiation is implicit in Richta's work and in that of other
Czechoslovak sociologists of the 1960s. Moreover, Richta
does not hesitate to state the obvious, that is, that
expertise and professionalism will stimulate upward mobil-
ity. 1In fact, together with Machonin, he totally approves
of it; there is only a difference in emphasis. Whereas
Richta argues that a consequence of the ‘'scientific-
technological' revolution will be social differentiation,
Machonin calls for a 're—stratificatioﬂ‘ﬂof society before
the phase of the 'revelution' is entered.40

Richta's own analysis never questions the actual mode
of production in Czechoslovakia. While criticizing the
inadequacies of the centralized administrative system, he
assumes that this same system could incorporate 'self-
management'. His suggestions represent only a partial
structural modification of the existing Czechoslovak

economic system.  Although he stresses the positive

aspects of 'socialist' automation, automation under



capitalism is seen as purely a mechanism for accﬁmulation,
an increase in the rate of exploitation, as well as an
increase in the ratio of technical and maintenance workers
to direct production workers, and he concludes that these
tendencies lead to a growth of bureaucracy.41 What pre-
vents 'socialism' from falling into the same trap is,
again, he&er fully explained.

In conclusion, a pictﬁre emérges of a close affinity
between the economic and social reformers in Czechoslovakia
in the 1960s. What they hoped for was to create a stabile
‘equilibrium' economy in Czechoslovakia which would
enable an otherwise failing economy to become transformed
into a 'crisis-free' expanding economy. Such an economy
would be competitive with other world economies. A stimu-
lated demand for consumer goods was put forward as a pre-
requisite for a greater demand for labour, and an expansion
of production. It cannot be denied that many of Richta's
ideas sprang from different sources and were a combination
of many different aspirations. In discussing the role of
science, however, Richta clearly indicates the necessity
for éociety to move in a direction where morality and
ideology would come together. He states that: 'The new
technology, new science, can no more be run wifh the old
morality than it can be with thé old economic and political
system'.42 Richta's 'technological' society gives a raison

dtetre for a new 'market socialism'.
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Chapter 4

P. Machonin's 'Czechoslovak Society':

An Appraisal

It is clear that Czechoslovak society had undergone
visible changes since the 1950s and that by 1965 the
economic and political situation had altered consider-
ably. Czechoslovakia was thought to be the most stable of
the East European countries, and its political system was
one of the most faithful to the Soviet model. The more
radical changes of the 1960s were brought about by the
economic difficulties that the country faced, and although
the situation was to culminate in a dramatic event with the
invasion by the Warsavaact forces in 1968, what was happen-
ing in Czechoslovakia was by no means a radical alteration
of its social structure. -

One of the outstanding contributions to Czechoslovak
sociology in thé 1960s was the work produced by

P. Machonin‘'s team, in their book Czechoslovak Society.l

This was a 'macro-sociological' study of Czechoslovak

social stratification, giving a more or less accurate des-
cription of what was happening in Czechoélovak society at
that time. For this project to be feasible in the first
place, full official backing was necessary, including access
to materials, provision of statistics and close cooperation
with various academic and govérnmental departments. This
was possible because Machonin and his team commanded an
important position among the officially approved sociolog-

ists.



Czechoslovak Society (Ceskoslovenska Spolecnost) can

be regarded as the suhmary of the work carried out by a
whole school of Czechoslovak sociologists, as well as by
many non-sociologists. The team set themselves the task
of synthesizing their émpirical observations with a theor-
etical interpretation of the changes that had taken'place
in contemporary Czechoslovakia. To make use of empirical
data concerning political aspects of life for the purposes
of theoretical analysis was an unusual exercise in an East
European country. Indeed, it is the nature of this theoret-
ical analysis and the political implications for the changes
taking place whichare the focus of this appraisal. The book
represented the first attempt to give an overview of a
'socialist' society and for this reason needs to be regarded
as unique in an East European context.
Machonin's approach is stated explicitly in the intro-
duction to the book:
The authors ... started from a Marxist general
theoretical and philosophical premise .... (They)
feel that their primary responsibility is to
contribute to a more thorough, and as far as
possible, objective understanding of the new
social reality; this so far has not been suffic-
iently studied .... Sociologists who have chosen
as the theme of their research vertical social
differentiation and the mobility of the Czecho-
slovak population have done so in order to descr-
ibe the specific and characteristic dimensions of
the new social formation which is socialist Czecho-

slovakia .... (my emphasis) ... as such, it prob-

ably differs from a number of other societies.2

Thus they stated from the beginning that what they were



describing was 'socialist'. It remains an open question
whether by thus putting aside any doubts aS'ULtma'socialist'
nature of Czechoslovakia the authors were able to proceed
with their work more freely than they would otherwise have
been able to do. At any rate, they do not address themselveés
to the problem of a discrepancy existing between their notion
of 'socialism' and the findings revealed by their study.

The group working with Machonin deliberately set out
to challenge the official ideology from their own 'Marxist’
position. This meant that they had to carefully define
where they stood in relation to the official position. They
write in the introduction: 'We dissociate ourselves from a
vulgar interpretation of Marx's approach, particularly
economic reductionism and the absolutization of history as
class conflict'3, and later say that 'Stalin's class concept-
ion of society is the opposite of vertical social different-
iation as it actually exists.'4 The authors reject class
analysis outright as inadeqguate. They specify that they
see Czechoslovakia as a society which is 'no longer
capitalist, is comprised of non-antagonistic social relation-
ships, but which lacks a classical dictatoréhip of the

‘proletariat.'s

As 'ciass struggle is no longer a moving
force in society'G, Machonin goes on, it is necessary to
analyse anew the 'socialist' division of labour which pro-
duces the characteristic dynamics of a 'socialist' society.
Machonin proposes that the basic internal dynamic in
Czechoslovakia arose from three conflicting factors: the

emergence of communist relations; the characteristic social

relations .of socialism; and the remnants of capitalist



relations and influenceé.? By outlining his position in
these terms, Machonin sets out a situation whereby he can
argue-that observing the existing conflicts and tensions
in Czechoslovak society is appropriate because it is a
'transitional’ society,’basically moving in the direction
of communism. |

A clarification of some of Machonin's terminology can

be found in his preceding publication, Social Structure of

Socialist Societxs, a preparatory study for his later work.

While the team of authors involved attempted to 'go back to
Marx's original categories' and conceptions, at the same time
they based their work to a large extent on western socio-
logy. This blend is the heritage of the development of
Czechoslovak sociology throughout the 1960s. The authors
acknowledge that they accept the idea of society as a
'strﬁctural unity'. They describe social structure(as a
framework from which individual aspects of life can be
understood. After making a statement which they believe

to be derived from Marx, that the nature of the social
structure is determined by the changing productive process,
they then go on to analyse the mutual relationship between
culture and the sécial system. They describe what they
‘term social 'superstructure', applying various sociological
categories of status and value system, however, with no
further reference to the economic structure. This rather
orthodox separation of 'base' and 'superstructure', so
reminiscent of the 'Stalinist' model itself, is particularly
apparent in the team's description of political relation-

ships as though they were unrelated to the economy. The



authors also avoid any discussién on the nature of

property relations by arguing that these are irrelevant

in a 'classless' society, and they place the social divi-
sion of labour as the hain determinant of social structure.
They attribute the conflicts in Czechoslovak society to
this 'sociaiAdivision of labour', maintaining that it is
comparable to conflicts existing in any indﬁstrially advanc-
ed society.9 For ﬁhe most part they put themselves in a
position akin to functionalism, seeing conflict as a
!deviétion from socially acceptable forms of behaviour'.lO
As such, conflict can be anal&tically separated from other
'patterns' of behaviour, and treated as a temporary
‘anomaly'. An approach of this kind might appear surpris-
ing, as a number of the authors in the book specifically
criticise ‘non?Marxist' and ‘'bourgeois' theories of social
-structure.ll Their own 'Marxism' is at best very confused,
and at worst, non-existent. On the whole, however, this
earlier work is a collection of disparate sections and
essays.which do not amount to a coherent overview. It

could be seen as a logical precursor for the larger empiric-

ally oriented work, Czechoslovak Society.

Czechoslovak Society can be regarded as the most import-

aﬁt sociological study produced in Czechslovakia. It is
much more precise in its terminology, and more advanced in
its methodology than the earlier work. The book was the
result of the long effort of a team of 18 co-authors. The
observations were based on data obtained from a represent-
ative sample of the Czechoslovak population. The survey

took in a total of £% of Czechoslovak households. For the

4



purposes of the research they described a household as a
family, where the head of the family was an economically
active man. The main source of data wés a questionnaire
containing 199 questions. 'The field studies were completed
by the end of 1967. Despite the changed political climate
at thé end of 1968, the authors succeeded in having the
book published by 1969. Machonin himself was unable to
participate in the final preparation of the book as he had
been removed from his position at the Sociological Instit-
ute.12 |

'The,main aim of the work was to describé the mechanism
of the formation of social stratification, social differ-
entiation, and social mobility in contemporary Czechoslovak-
ia. The authors used the 'vertical dimension' of social
stratification as, for them, it indicated the main disting-

13 Their

uishing features of aifferent social structures.
- observation that social differentiation, particularly in
people's life—style; existed in modern Czechoslovakia
despite a great degree of economic egalitarianism and
levelling of incomes, they took to be the most significant
finding of the research. |

Social statué was used as a measurement of social
differentiation, and the authors worked on the assumption
that an analysis of 'macro-structural' vertical different-
iation could be obtained from an analysis of individual
social status. They considered the following features of
individual social differentiation to be the most important:
the complexity of work; the style of life, particularly

during leisure time; qualifications; the standard of living
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and income: and participation in decision-making.

Machonin and his team used these criteria to establish
what they called a ‘'composite' social status, which could
then give an adeguate profile of Czechoslovak vertical
stratification. There is an ‘internal structure' to this
composite social status, they argued, which is made up by
two separate types of vertidal social stratification. The
first type was called socio-cultural, and the second,
political—organizational.15 Machonin arrived at this con-
clusion by factor analysis, and by using a taxonomic descri-
ption to obtain what was seen as 'typical' status patterns.
Taking the 'socio-cultural' differentiation first,

Machonin found that there was a pear-shaped distribution
curve of social status, with 2.3% of tﬁe population occupy-
ing the highest position, 18.1% occupying the lowest,
while 56.6%, the bulk of the population, occupied an inter-
mediate position. From this data Machonin maintained that
an individual's position on the socio-cultural stratific-
ation axis was dependent upon education, complexity of work
and lifé—style. These results disproved the authors'
original hypothesis which stated that

The dominant determinant of social stratification

would be political-organizational differentiation

.... Contrary to the hypothesis of the levelling

role of education and the similarity of living

standards ... socio-cultural differentiation

proved to be the main determinant.16

Machonin then suggests what one could consider as one of the

most important insights into the political realities of an

East European country, that 'Socio-cultural status determ-.



ines participatioh in decision-making and not vice-

versa.'17 In other words, there has been a recent shift

in Czechoslovakia away from the traditional power elite.
These findings‘prompted Machonin and his co-authors

to ask fa. fundamental question: Why is it that in Czecho-

slovak society, where ﬁhere has been an equalization in

'incomes and living standards, people's cultural pattern

of leisure activity is similar to that in other industrial

societies, where people's individual behaviour on the whole

18 The

corresponds to their class/economic differences?
authors arfived at a very different picture of society
compared with the traditional 'Stalinist' class analysis, -
which until then was used to describe 'socialism'; They
produced an assessment of the 'new' situation which showed
a distinct professional vertical differentiation character-
ized by a sharp division of labour between manual and non-
manual occupations. This acknowledgement placed the.
authors in an ideological guandary. ‘'Class analysis'
would give the inteiligentsia a low status because they
were a ‘'service class', while in reality, they held a pos-
ition with high socio-cultural status. The>authors also
found certain ‘historic anachronisms' in CZechoslovak
society; such as groups characterized by high income, low
pafticipation in decision-making, and in ‘'simple manual'
oc;cupations.l9

On the whole, though, their conclusion was clear.
Income differentiatioﬁ alone does not form an independent
dimension of vertical stratification. When non-vertical

stratification was studied, for example the relationship



between industry and agriculture, or fown and country,

it was found that it was not a separate phenomenon from
vertical stratification, but always associated with it.
Professional status was seenras én important index of
‘position on the vertical stratification axis. In that
respect, Czechoslovakia compared favourably, the authors
said, with the chances of social mobility in other advanced
industfial countries, such as the USA and Australia.

| In his opening chapter, Machonin argues that Czecho-
slovakia is a variant of an industrial achievement society.
It is a highly differentiated and stratified society, ref-
lecting the differences in people's interests énd opinions.

He describes this state of affairs as an emerging, realistic

version of 'socialism' (my emphasis). It is a socially

just system, he says, that respects individual differences.
Here Machonin is feferring to (what he was later accused of
propagating) the idea of a 'p%uralistic democratic' society.
He quite deliberately argues against the pre-1918 version
of mechanistic egalitarianism. He views the bureaucracy

and egalitarianism of the recent past as part of a 'dictat-
orial superstructure erected on a substructure of a mass of
equals'.22 Machonin goes on to argue that the only stimul-
ant to cultural and individual progress in the 1960s was

'technocratic professionalism'.23

The results of his work,
he believed, demonstrated the existence of a tension

between the oid bureaucratic / egalitarian relationships and
the nascent 'socialist' relationships. Within that frame-

work he thought that the 'technocratic' type of relation-

ship represented a 'middle ground' between the two types.

20
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It is near to 'socialism' because of its stress on qualif-
ications and achievements, but there are still some
remnants of bureaucratism due to the 'slow introduction of

democracy‘.24

According to Machonin, the economic and
cultural crisis of the early 1960s was to do with the
bureaucratic-egalitarian syétem.' There was an influéntial
group of bureaucrats who supported the whole system,
Machonin argues, and théy wanted to extend the existing
bureaucratic conditions. In opposition, there was a group
of ‘cultured' technocrats and scientific-technological
intellectuals who wanted to modify the system along 'techno-
cratic' lines. Well paid, low qualified workers,
'‘obviously' supported the egalitarian system, Machonin
contends, while the qualified workers sﬁpported the new
trend because they could see that it offered a better
chance of achievinglprosperity and higher standards of
living. Machonin then makes the generalization that most
of the pbpulation therefore 'objectively' wanted to6 bring
about the new 'socialist' changes. They could see that
these changes would mean a“democratization of social life.'
That is, a democratization would allow room for the develop-
mént of individual interest, as his research revealed.25
These pressures for 'democratization' began to affect
policy-making. It could be said that Machonin rallied
significant support for the protagonists of the reforms,
particularly with his finding that the main supporters of

reform were the qualified groups.26

In another publication
Machonin went so far as to urge an active discrimination

against the 'unqualified worker' in favour of the ‘'qualif-



ied'. He thought that support should be given to the
qualified workef, who is more valuable (my emphasis) to
society. Machonin argued that a reduction in the number
of unqualified workers would mean an increase in the
living standard of the qualified.27

In his lengthy analysis of socio-cultural stratif-

ication, Czechoslovak Society, Machonin makes repeated

reference to the ‘'power elite'. However, only one chapter,
'Power and social differentiation' by L.‘Brok128, is
directly devoted to an analysis of 'political—drganiz—
ational' vertical stratification. Machonin's own view on
the significance of power relations existing in society
can be found in his conclusion. Although hierarchical
power relations are a basis for other inequalities, he
maintains that the main features of society are not formed
'by membership of the Party, as would be expected, but by

the 'complexity of work'.29

There 1is a contradiction bet-
ween this conclusion and Machonin's own admission that it
was impossible to study the power elite as such, because
the researchers were not given access to data on stratif-
ication at the top of the power elite. Conseqﬁently,
admits Machonin, it was not possible to draw any conclus-
ions relating the power mechanism to social stratification

30 In this respect, Brokl's conclusicns are

in general.
slightly different from Machonin's. After a theoretical
exposition of the nature of social organization, Brokl
asserts that power, particularly political power, plays a
dominant role in social stratification. His theoretical

definition of power, howevef, is based on the interpretat-

ion given by western sociologists, especially Max Weber.



Brokl sees poWer as the ability to control others, and he
argues that the main components of a power relationship
are authority and influence. Power relationships are a
universal characteristic of any social system. He lists
the specific features of Czechoslovak society as follows:
the Party directs the state; politicél and economic power
is integrated into state power, with a conseguent reduct-
ion of the citizens' own legitimate power; and a multi-
component power system has been reduced to a one;component
power system, producing an expansion of the central power
into all spheres of life.31
Brokl constructs two pyramids to demonstrate the
comparative distribution of authority and influence.
Contrary to expectations, the pyramid of influence is
sharper than that of authority. His figures show that
51.7% of the total sample did not participaté in the power
structure in the dimension of authority. If the figure
were to be corrected to account for those who did.noﬁ
answer, and for those who were not economically active in
the researcher's definition, the result would be 74.9%.
69% of tﬁe sample did not participate in the power struct-
ure in the dimension of influence, and 61% of the sample

32 One

had ho say at all in the decision-making process.
interpretation of these statistics, according to Brokl,
could be that there is a lessening of democracy in the
Czechoslovak social system which, he says, would be unjust-
ifiable if other factors outside the scope of the investi-

gation were not taken into account. His own interpretation

is that there is an unbalanced division of powér between



different levels of social organization. However, once
Brokl attempts to put theée figures into the context of
social stratification patterné he finds that formal power
has a greater effect than does influence. Formal power,
according to him, reduces influence to a peripheral sign-
ificance. Brokl finds some interesting correlations. For
example, those with a lower status were fbund to have a
high position on the influence dimension, while those with
a higher status were high on the formal authority dimension.
He also found a correlation between income and power, which

33 Nevertheless, Brokl's observ-

Machonin did not observe.
ations fall short of any firm conclusion. Asking why it is
that the cultural elite has managed to accumulate positions
of powér, he suggests three possible explanations: first,
it is a traditional pattern that those who are both cultur-
- ed and intelligent tend to accumulate social functions:
second, the nature of totalitarian power is such that it
tends to absorb the cultural sphere within its organization
and its ideology;’and three, there is is a tendency for the
bureaucracy to become more cultured and cultivated, thereby
transforming itself into a technocratic intelligentsia.34
According to Brokl, this last explanation is the most
adequate one.

Althopgh Brokl goes further than Machonin in naming
the bureaucfacy as a power elite, he too was - unable to
penetrate the highest echelons of the power organizations
and he admits that his conclusions are based on data from

the middle and lower apparat. Brokl shies away from a

discussion on the concentration of power by arguing that



there is not an absolute intensification of power in
Czechoslovakia, and that the power apparat is subject to
mobility. What he was observing, he explains, is an
expression of the different types of activities, organiz-
ational frameworks, and division of roles, which do not
necessarily coincide with an intensification of power, and
he adds that this may have more to do with the legitimation
of authority.35 Though not a satisfactory conclusion in
itself, Brokl nevertheless goes on to say that the exist-
ing organizational patter was found to be at variance with
the ‘'official' ideology, which maintained that the working
class did play a leading role in society. On the

contrary, Brokl found that power was concéntfatedvin the
non-manual strata, in administrators and state employees.
The least favoured section of society were the peasants and
some categories'of industrial manual workers.

There is some confusion in Brokl's conception of
bureaucracy and the 'power elite'. . He argues that the
traditional criteria of power, such as the ownership of
property, is not applicable. Instead, he bases his categ-
ories of power on adminisfrative functions, for example,
bureaucratic functions, and he defines his own conception
of the power elite as a 'functional group' within the social
organization which holds, or thinks that it holds,
power.36 He identifies power with the possession of a
strategic role in an organization, due to the ability to
coordinate and organize. Brokl also found a close correl-

ation between power and high status, and other socio-

cultural characteristics. He observes a stronger correl-



ation between education and authority, than between
education and influence or power, and concludes that power
is a collector of other attributes. Party membership is
only one of them. When he emphasizes that the power

elite is a collector of other structural characteristics,
for example socio-cultural status, he gives the following
statistics: the holders of authority.at the level of
directors of enterprises comprised 15.4% of the research
sample. Of these, 56% are Party members. Of the subord-
inates with no power, who comprise 63% of the sample, only
24.3% are Party members, and the whole remaining 74.7% aré

not~37

(my emphasis). Although one could argue that more
power is still associated with Party membership aﬁd Party
functions, Brokl suggésts that hierarchical relations are
no longer based on pure political authority, but that now
they rest on 'legal authority'. The ‘'new technocratic'
strata are clearly assuming an important position as far
as the ofganizational authority is concérned. Brokl,
therefore, although exposing the present power elite,
does not go beyohd the 'technocratic' framework set by
Machonin Himself. Machonin also criticises 'Stalinist'
bureaucracy,‘but as something apart from the Party, as if
they were separate phenomena. He indicates that bureau-
cracy is a generalized phenomenon, having its roots as
much in the present 'socialist division of labour' as in

- the o0ld centralized system, and thinks that bureaucratiz-
38

ation has happened 'behind the back of the revolutidn'.

By this, he is referring to the 1945-48 period in Czecho-

slovakia. Moreover, according to Machonin, bureaucratiz-



ation took place independently’of the Party, 'withdu£.its
knowing', and he cites as evidgnce of this the 'fact' that
today's power elite refers to the 1950s as 'the fruit of
deformations on the road of transition to socialism'.39
Brokl goes on to voice one of his most significant
and perhaps daring comments, that the Party is stratified
in the same Way as the whole of society, and that society
is not stratified according to membership or non-membership
of the Party.40 Although not being able to expand on the
implication of this conclusion for the actual formation of
the power elite, Brokl states that 'the results of the
findings invalidate the class criteria of our political
mythology'.41 The situation, according to Brokl, is
characterized by a shift away fromvthe present Party polit-
ical elite because its arbitrary exercise of power is
giving way to a legalistic expression, more in line with
Western Europe. Consequently, the apparat is assuming

more of an executive role. Here, Brokl conforms to the

view shared by those active in the reform movement in 1968.

Discussion

While the research for Czechoslovak Society was being

done, the liberalization process was‘well under way, and
this allowed the research team to be reasonably well inform—
ed. Their conclusions bear the mark of the team's prominent
social'poéition. The aim of their work was to present an
'objective', empirically based account of the nature of
Czechoslovak society. One of the many problems of that

position is the team's methodologically interchanging



'empiricism‘ with"Marxism', which was indicative of the
then prevalent theorétical as well as political '‘conservat-
ism'. Machonin's Zb—authors always claimed to be 'dialect-
ical materialists', but the following statement taken from
a definition of the mainstream of positivism could equally
be applied to them:

The description of facts and phenomena is the

highest stage of scientific knowledge ....

science should be based on exact, non-speculative

observations. The essence of the methodology

should be based on that of the natural sciences.42

Machonin announced in the chapter on methodology that the
analysis of the research was based on sophiéticated mathem-
atical and statistical models, and the team was proud qf
having achieved this. According to him, the data were
accompanied by a de-coding of correlations, classification
and the testing of hypotheses.43 The choice of these
methods is not in itself a subject for criticism; however
what is, is the way in which the team uses the data, which
is Symptomatic of their confusion between scientific tech-
nique and scientific method. The data which Machonin's
team collected gave them an 'adequate picture' of Czecﬁo—
slovak society. Nowhere do they attempt to point to the
sources for their data and explain those. They imply that
if a scientific technique is applied, then the conclusion
‘Will necessarily be 'objective'. In other words, the data,
if properly collected, are supposed to 'speak for;them—
selves!'. In this respect, Machonin's work is a link which
the 'new' sociology made with the 'value-free' sociology of

the past.



There are a number of tautological arguments in the
book. Machonin sets out by constructing a hypothesis that
by its nature Czechoslovak society is a 'socialist’,
industrially advanced society with corresponding forms of
social stratification. His data is then used to identify

’

these particular forms of ‘socialist social stratification'

(my emphasis). There is, however, no attempt to measure if
Czechoslovakia is indeed a socialist country, or to define
what the characteristics of a 'socialist' society are.
Machonin concludesrby arguing that the hypothesis was
proven correct and that Czechoslovakia was in his inter-
pretation even more ‘'socialist' than expected at the begin-
ning. This logic only works if one accepts that there is

a 'socialist' stratification because Czechoslovakia is

a priori a 'socialist' society. In this sense, empirical
data serve as mere illustrations. It is hard to accept the
team’s conclusions as those of 'detached' social scientists.
when they present us with a series of points, for example:
1) The social stfatification of Czechoslovakia in 1967 is
definitely non-capitalist; 2) Czechoslovak society in 1967
is no longer a society of the dictatorship of the prolet-
ariat; 3) Czechoslovak society is shown to‘be egalitarian
in tﬁe economic sphere of distribution, while there are
great inequalities in the division of power:; 4) There is a
growing trend towards a technocratic type of society.

These conclusions, however accurate they may be individually,
are presented together as an affirmation of the emerging
44

'socially just' system, the 'realistic socialism'.

Machonin's elaboration of an 'ideal type' of 'socialism’



has been compared by ErnestGellner to Marx's working
with an ‘ideal type' of nineteenth-century capitalism.45
In my view, however, Machonin's theoretical exercise is
more akin to Weberian sociology. In a critigue of Weber,
J. Lewis argues that
By analysing the existing system to show its
internal structure, its motives, its conscious- -
ness, its own logic, he (Weber) creates the model
of a rational order within the framework of its

goals and methods .... As he (Weber) explains,

he is by no means describing reality, he is

imposing a rational pattern of it.46

Perhaps this could equally wellybe applied to Machonin.
Contrary to Weber, however, one could say that Machonin
does not stand back from his theoretical constructs, but

is part of them, advocating the ‘'new technocratic order' as
if it were a reality.

Machonin himself was part of the intellectual movement
that was gaining position and prestige during the liberal-
ization process. It is to this movement that we must look
when Machonin points to the 'coalition of social forces'
that were bringing about the 'new socialism'.47 Although
Machonin said 'We don't want to invent our socialism, we
prefer to deduce it from the real trend of development'48,
this 'real trend' was the exceptional period of Czechoslo-
vak development leading to 1968. The kind of 'realistic’
aspirations which thé sociologists displayed during this

period is well summarized by A. Liehm, a Czech author of

the 1960s:

‘The cultural intelligentsia began to play a



significant role only after their dark prophesies
came true and the economic consequences of Stalin-
ism gradually manifested themselves to all. Thus
the Czechoslovak experience showed once again
that, while the intellectual may orient himself
guickly ‘in complicated social situations and
while he may be the first to sense danger and to
see possible” solutions, his insights are wasted
unless they are accompanied by political power.
As long as the intellectual is out of touch with
political leadership, his role is limited to that
of a Cassandra; his time comes only after theA

masses have become convinced of the accuracy of

his prophecies. In short, when it is too late.49

There was a short-lived symbiosis of the Party liberalé
izefs and the scientific-technological intelligenfsia in
1968, but that, it seems, was possible only so long as the
scientific-technical strata provided their expertise with-
out claiming too much political power. Machonin observes
that the 'insfrumentation of power is not vyet professionél

50 At the same time, it

and no longer purely ideological'.
became Machonin's and ,Richta‘'s motto that ‘technocratiz-
ation' is desirable and appropriate to an advanced industrial
society. It follows, then, that the small amount of critic-
ism of political dogmatism and the Party centralism present
in Machonin's book was phrased in such a way that it would
not give grounds for dispute. Nevertheless the tension
bremains. It is implicit in Machonin's writing on the so-
called 'egalitarian bureaucracy' that it is not only highly
inefficient, but is seen as retarding the inevitable histor-

ical development towards a 'democratic' society. Thus, it

is a historic task that needs to be fulfilled.



The Party could hardly deny that it too was seeking
'democratic socialism'. As long as both groups - the Party
and the technical strata - were then convinced of the
"rightness and mutual profitability of the proposed reforms,
their objectives were also similar. This compatibility of
objectives, however, masked their incompatible aims: these
were the retention of central political power and confrol
over decision-making by the Party elite, and the 'effective
running of society' by the scientific-technological intell-
igentsia. When Brokl argued that 'It is probable that in
the 1950s, Party membership had a direct bearing ... (on)

51, but that today there is

presence in the top power elite’
a comparatively open elite structure, composed of profess-
ionals, bureaucrats and technocrats, he is in fact endorsing

the technocrats' rise to power. It is my opinion that the

book Czechoslovak Society helped to cast the '0ld bureau-

cracy' as historically obsolete vis-a-vis the technocracy,
and the sociological 'facts' used 'set the scene' of a

new ideological climate for the reform movement in 1968.
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Chapter 5§

Conclusion

The argument in the Introduction is linked to the
conclusion on Machonin's and Richta's works, namely that
the reforms put forward in Eastern Europe in the post-
Stalin period show little original departure from the
status quo.

Looking specifically at Czechoslovakia in the 1960s,
what becomes clear is that the so-called reform movement
never posed a real opposition to the Party centralized
system as such. What critique of the system there was, was
directed at the o0ld, relatively weak and intellectually sub-
servient bureaucratic elite. A ‘'scene was set' by the social
scientists in accepting a society without the traditional
tdictatorship of the proletariat' as a new norm. It.was
vital that if the reform movement of 1968 was'to take off,
a new ideological reality of 'democratic socialism' had té
becoﬁe attractive to the Czech people ét large.

A strong evocation of the ‘'democratic' past was a
helpful first step. A vision Was advanced of a society
with 'non-antagonistic' social groups, with fresh horizons.
of achievement for the long oppressed and inactive
individuals, where the Party's political dogmatism would not
override all common sense, a society run on a ‘'rational
scientific' basis. This picture was one of a new social
reality, one full of new promises._ Indeed, one cduld
argue that the scientific technological intelligentsia
of the 1960s were gaining ideological legitimacy long

before they actually specified their intentions.



Moreover, social scientists like Richta and Machoﬁin
and economists like Sik were formulating specific reform
proposals jointly: with members of the existing Party
machinery. They were familiar with the requirements and
complexities involved in organizing a complex society in
a changing situation within the East European bloc. The.
Action Programme of the Czechoslovak Communist Party,
published in April 1968, goes further than any other docu-
ment in summarizing the aims of the broad spectrum of the
libéralizers. The core of their proposals holds a fine
balance between the essential economic changes which would
‘be welcome throughout Eastern Europe, including the USSR,
and a political move rendering the power of the old elite
obsolete.

—Basically, the economic changes proposed amounted to
an introduction of market criteria which, according to
the Action Programmé, 'would put an end to the previous
simplified schematic appfoach to ... production and t‘rade.'l
The Programme stated that 'The structure of entefprises

2 a11

must be varied, just as the demands of our market.'
East European economies were looking for 'revitalization'

of the economy, satisfying demand and leading to rising
production and living standards. What, however, is not
realizable is a combination of market mechanism with the

0ld centralist style of management. As they are two differ-
ent value systems there can be no conceivable reconcil-
iation between 'free flow of informatibn and freé hiring

and firing of labour' by competing enterprises'and a

command system with one centre of control. The reason



why many of the economic reforms in Eastern Europe fail
has to do with precisely this contradiction: that the
0ld elite cannot introduce'changes which would go against
its own ethos of power. Perceptively, the Action Programme
stated: 'The Communist Party, as a party of the working
class, won the struggle with capitalism and the struggle
to carry out revolutionary ciass changes.'3 In other words,
the present Party elite rose to power and is able to remain
there as long as it can claim its leading class poéition.
A society where working class interests no longer need
defending directly from the top is a society where clearly
the traditional Party elite has no role to play. The
Action Programme continues: '... with the victory of social-
ism, it (the Party) becomes the vanguard of the entire
socialist society'.4 The crucial term in this quotation
refers to what is being defined as a 'socialist' society.
Machonin and Richta unambiguously stated that the new
'socialist' society is an open, achievement-oriented
society. Theréfore, as the Programme makes clear,

The Party cannot enforce its authority but this

must be won again and again by Party activity.

It cannot force its line through directives but

by the work of its members ....5

The new members were now being educated. They were the
scientific-technological intelligentsia in alliance with
sections of the working class; In Machonin's and Richta's
terminology, here was the 'qualified worker', keen on
eradicating 'crude egalitarianism' and keen on introducing

new technocratic incentives. The battle between the ‘'hard-



liners' and the 'liberalizers' was clearly a battle over
winning the hearts and the muscle of the Working class,
with the old Party elite relying on the 'old' working
class, the new elite relying on the 'new; working class.

The message of the proposed scientific-technological
revolution was to retain the social structure with the
‘léading role' of the Party at the top, to rétain the
hierarchical differences and, in particular, to 'update’
the system of privilege so that it would include the non-
traditional Party members as well as some non-Party
members themselves. The Action Programme states that:‘

If the leading posts are not to be filled by
capable, educated socialist expert cadres,
socialism will be unable to hold its own in
competition with capitalism.6 .
Even the phrasiology of the hew elite is reminiscent of
the 'vanguardism' of the era of the 'dictatorship of the
proletariat'.

When in 1969 results were published of the composition
of members of the reform inspired workers councils, Machon-
kin and Richta could still satisfy themselves that\the
'qualified' workers were firmly behind the ‘cultured‘’
technocracy. It was shown that the majority of the elected
representatives to the councils were technicians and engin-
eers. Of the total of 92 councils elected in 1969, 70% of
their representatives were technicians and engineers, 24%
were workers and 6% were administrative persqnnel.7 Thirty
per cent of workers council members received university

education and 28%, full college education.8 These figures



were interpreted at the time as evidence for the ‘rational'’
’activity of the workers, and as proof of their ability to
appreciate the importance of the 'scientific-technological
revolution'. There is also evidence, though, that by
September 1968 a strong non-professional alliance of work-
ers, students and some intellectuals' had been formed.g‘
The important feature of this alliance was the rejectidn
of the scientific-technical intelligentsia's position,

together with that of the reformist wing of the Party.

Galia Golan's work, Reform Rule in Czechoslovakia, confirms

the view that after the invasion in August 1968 it was

'the workers ... (who) became by far the strongest pressure
group'.lO Since neither the economists nor the sociolog-
ists were seriously analysing power'dynamics in the chang-
ing climate of Czechoslovak society, they could not anti-
cipate the actual behaviour of th¢ people. It seemed that
the post—invésion initiative, particularly in creating a
different version of workers' councils to that suggested

by economists like Sik, did not point in the direction of
'technocratic socialism'. Although after the in§asion
there was nation-wide support for Dubcek and the'idea of
'Socialism with a human face', scepticism about 'what is
there for the workers' remained. It was not difficult to
see that in the eyes of the technocratic reformers the
'procedures to be followed when setting up the workers
councils' were to conform to what the new management called
'‘a well thought out and organized manner' .ll The grounds for
scepticism could'be found through careful reading of

the 'democratization' proposals contained in the Action



Programme itself. It was admitted that:

The drafting of the national economic plan and
the national economic policy must be subject to
the democratic control of the National Assembly
and the specialized control of scientific
institutions. ... This presupposes an instit-

utional set-up of central management which would

... harmonize ... the operation of individual

economic instruments and measures of the State.12

(my emphasis)

The 'failure'.of the modernizers could arguably be
seen in their desire to introduce changes from above by
injeqting the o0ld structure with the vigour of new
sentiments. Once the technocratic intelligentsia declared
itself as the new incumbent of power, the invasion was
inevitable. The threat to the East European bloc was not
in the boldness of the economic reform, nor in the
'democratization' of life (which would surpass what many a
Stalinist stood in sterile fear of) - both of which were
desirabie in thé eyes of the present Party elite. Rather,
the threat was in removing the present power elite as the
agents of control and agents of future changes, as this
woula open the whole idea of communist development inside
Eastern Europe to new interpretation. The Action Programme
confirmed this view 5y stating:

The main thing is to reform the whole political
system so that it will permit the dynamic develop-

ment of socialist social relations, combine broad

democracy with a scientific highly qualified

" management, strengthen the social order ,...13

That the scientific-technocratic intelligentsia might

bring about a successful 'market socialism' became a very



real and worrying possibility to those in power. 1In the
post-invasion days, the group of 'hardliners' who returned
to power launched a 'normalization' programme in 1969-70
which was managed back-stage by the Soviet Union.

The main thrust of this normalization programme was
an attack on 'counter revolutionary' forces, and the
direct result was a shift towards re-establishing the
links with the working class by introducing a 'consumerist'
version of 'socialism'. Even though this policy is now
failing badly it served temporarily as a popular measure
on the part of the traditional Party-elite protecting the
b'traditional' working class interests. At the same time,
sociology.  was returned to its status as a marginal discipline,

14 The Socio-

supplying specialized research on demand.
logical Institute of the CSAV was abolished in 1970, and
a new Institute of Philosophy and Sociology estéblished

15 The academic teaching of sociology as an

in its place.
independent discipline has ceased and most theoretical work
has been stopped. Only small-scale empirical research,

for instance work on gipsies or on factéry foremen, remains.l6
What teaching and research there is, needs to be yet again

interpreted in the light of Marxism-Leninism.

The new editor of the Sociological Journal chose a

vigorous defence of his version of scientific objectivity
as the leading article in his first issue. If sociology
was to be an objective science, he argued, then the
decisive safeguard of its objectivity would lie in its
phildsophidal affiliation. Clearly, sociology must not go

17

'beyond Party spiritedness’'. In his insistence on

'Marxist' categories, one can see that yet again the most



acceptable way of analysing socialism, as well as capital-
ism, is in terms of class analysis. As an article in
Nova Mysl spells out, 'Class contradictions and divisions

18

still exist'. Machonin's advocacy of pluralism was a

major blunder on his part, it is said.t? Masaryk, and
any associations with him, are also condemned as anti-
communist, and the idea of 'ethical socialism' no longer
has anything to do with the existing ‘socialist!' society.20

This 'fresh' reinterpretation of what 'socialist
reality' is, highlights the importance which’én elite in
power gives to 'data'. There is nothing absurd these days
in admitting to 'class contradictions' as long as this
‘fact' can safeguard the 'reality' of the ‘dictatorship
of the proletariat'. In the same way, the social scien-
tists in the 1960s believed that as long as they maintained
a ‘'scientific' approach based on empirical data, tﬁeir
social standing would not be threatened. In that respect
both the elites,; the old Party and the scientific-techno-
logical intelligentsia, were using identical means of
gaining ground. Both subscribed to 'scientific neutrality'
which is ‘'above ideology’ while 'wheeling in' their own
value‘system with vested political interests. Arguably,
the scientific-technological intelligentsia took a small:
step in depriving the Party of their monopoly of interpret-
ation over Marxism-Leninism in the 1960s, as well as in
depriving it of its monopoly of political control.

Moreover, the limits of de-Stalinization in Eastern
Europe can be seen in a similar way, or as an ever circular

process of reinterpretation in order to maintain ‘'socialist’

stability. The most visibly crude misrepresentation of



Marxism, for which East European reformers are well known,
is to use various intellectual sources to back up their
'scientifié' approach: from crude reference to Lenin's
empiricism, which has become a 1eéding source of 'natural-
scientific materialism', to the adaptation of positivism
ahd functionalism by Czechoslovak sociologists in the
1960s. This kind of 'Marxism', however, is more akin to
'pragmatism at any cost' than to genuine theory. Though
the 'reversal to bourgeois influences' which allegedly took
place in the 1960s is presently criticised, the 'laws of
nature' are still preferred to a Marxist analysis of social
contradictions which could reveal the depth of current
social and political inequalities.

In conclusion, the rapidity with which Czechoslovak
social scientists came into prominence in the 19605 was
facilitated by the availability of a sociological traditioﬁ
and sociological method bésed on work of the 1920s and 1930s
which subscribed to ;value-freedom' and which could be
‘safely' incorporated. Richta summarized the ambitions of
many in the 1960s when hé said that the separate sphere of
"politics could disappear as long as'we make sure that things
are done .... The Party is helpléss without production'.z;

The 'doers' of the '60s, however, tackled a much larger
problem than they could have anticipated. The idea of an
'open' society undoubtedly sounded fresh and revolutionary
in Czechdslovakia in 1968 but the people behind the idea
were by no means revolutionaries themselves. Technical
innovation, it seems, is one of the few uncertain but

tried avenues of regeneration available to modernizing

elites.
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