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E. Vorachek

CZECH HISTORIOGRAPHY OF RUSSIAN, BYELORUSSIAN AND U KRAINIAN
HISTORY AFTER NOVEMBER 1989: DIFFICULTIES AND POLIT ICAL CONTEXT

November 1989 brought on a vivid atmosphere inGhechoslovak society [1]. The period
was at an end when state-fostered official hissmyved, above all, as a tool for the ideology of
state socialism. The more so this was the caskeindasearch into the history of Russia — most
pronouncedly, into its latest history, that of thH8SR. The same applied to modern history of the
Soviet block countries in the Eastern and Centteibpe. The decline of state socialism in Europe
and of the bi-polar system in the world, the endhef Cold War led to the end of the USSR itself,
and later to the break-up of Czechoslovakia andtbedy disruption of Yugoslavia as well as the
reunion of Germany. Together with “European” intdgm processes, a number of new
independent nation-states arose on the territotigeoformer Soviet block, occassionally at the cost
of heavy violent clashes or even a civil war, whintiolved unspoken suffering of hundreds of
thousands people. “By the end of thé"2f@ntury, the cliché ‘image of the enemy’ has been
activated as well as nationalist stereotypes -udinog quite a number of those dating back long
before 1914 (!) — with all the adverse effectsdorexistence of peoples or nations” [2].

A new scope opened for objective research of modestory in the countries of Eastern
Europe and Russia, a new scope for free studyartteéves opened, and there were no taboo topics
any more. The new era, however, also brought newirements, anthis field of history had to
give reasons for its own existende understand the recent events and find sone@tation in the
intricate labyrinth of problems of Russia (and otphest-Soviet countries) definitely requires the
understanding of the deep historical continuity a@odrelation. It is necessary to perceive the
complex of problems not separately but rather exadbntext of general history. Historiographical
reflection of the consequences of the end of thgolar system, including its particular
components, undoubtedly involves re-interpretatadnnational and general history as well.
Particular national historiography in the regiorCantral, East and South-East Europe experienced
some very intensive shifts in evaluation of whakdrical periods, events and personalities, which
is also the case in particular fields of research.

A substantial problem in Russian studies in Czethia overcome a deep and long-term
crisis in the development of the field, which — eesgly following the twenty-year
“normalization” period — lost a lot of its reputati.

What may the Academy leaders of early 1990s hawsidered as the decisive reason for the
cuts of the institutional basis of Russian and Easbpean studies? According to M. Reiman, the
reason is the following: “The impression of oveffetd Russian and East European studies — which
has established in Czech public - is, above alg thuthe bureaucratic and totally ephemeral
propaganda of the former régime. Soviet historpeemlly the history of the Communist Party,
was treated just as a mighty tool of indoctrinatdrthe people, and thus wide popularization was
pursued, while independent research into the lyistod present affairs of Russia, USSR or East
Europe was neither required nor welcome” [3].

As a matter of fact, a lack of staff who are quedifin East European studies is not the only
problem at the Institute of History. Moreover, asential change of generations in the field has to
take place in about five years. Young specialiststnibe prepared in advance; the only plausible
way is close co-operation of academic and Univeisgtitutions.

Analytical part

The whole output of Czech authors on Russian angSbistory, including the problems of
mutual contacts and allied fields (history of lgimre and arts, politics) represents — within the
period in question — more than 1,050 items by al3&@ authors, which is quite a considerable
number, reflecting the wide range of people whoenatensively and informally interested in the
topics. Out of the total number, about 700 itermkfigures are by the end of December 1999)
relate to the period between 1917 and the preseat Ninety-six authors (i.e. about one fourth out
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of the total) were predominantly interested in dmsial topics (with two or more publications,
including articles but not book reviews). The higtos qualified in Russian studies were 39 in
number but only about 25 of them were systemayidallolved in the problems of Russian (or
Soviet, including Ukrainian, Baltic, etc.) histoijhe others were concerned with the more general
history of East Europe, mutual contacts, Czecha#lodiplomacy etc.; some authors were
archivists, publishing documents on CzechoslovagsiRun relations, specialists in the field of
politics (Z. Mlyn&), historians of literature etc. In 1990s, somerd&earch workers retired but
some of them are still active and read lecturesatersities.

Nowadays, i.e. in 2000, few research workers inGhech Republic, approximately 15, are
systematically concerned with the problems of mstf Russia, Ukraine, Byelorussia or Baltic
region as in their major field. About ten more artive in post-graduate education at university
schools (but how many will stay in the fieldAye they all too few, or too many for a small natio
of 10 million, with its relatively small communib§ historians?We must consider that the whole
historian public in Czechia amounts to 600 to 7@&spns, also including active archivists,
grammar school history teachers and others. Hastsrqualified in Russian studies may represent
about 3 per cent of the number.

* Chronological view on the Russian history reseatt topics

The earliest period was covered, above all, by PBwagek (in Brno), Dana Pickova (in
Prague), and iiProchéazka (in Ostrava). P. &k focused his attention on the role of religiod an
Russian church in constituting the Russian statBeaturn of 18 and 18' centuries [4-7]. As for
the topics, he overlapped with the writings of BanLasek, the church historian, and a team of
specialists in Byzantine studies who did reseantd the historical roots of Russian civilization in
the respective context [8].

Within the later period, the main interest was &l on the problems of Russian crises at
the turn of 18 and 28 centuries [9]. As R.\#ek pointed out repeatedly in his presentatithe,
history of the Russian empire as a complex of ecmsand nations has virtually not been studied
in Czechiawhere more attention has been paid to UkrainiaBadtic affairs [10-13].

Within the 20" century history, the focus of specialist inteiegtarticularly on the history of
Russia (while extremely little on that of UkrainedaByelorussia), namely the period of 1917-
1939. Though just for basic information, we nevelss include writings on Czech-Russian (or
Czechoslovak-Soviet) relations, Russian exile irdboslovakia etc. as well.

* Russia / Soviet Union 1917-1939

Regretfully, the researchers did not concentratg meich on the political affairs in Russia
in 1917, development of political parties and -€liose connection with the above — problems of
nations [14-19].

The period after 1917 is researched most frequagitigll — with nearly one fourth of all
publications, if those on the exile are includede War period and the 9&entury Russia follow
the lead, and only then, at a great, even surgrdistance, the post-war history of the USSR.

In that period, both internal and internationaleasp of the development of the USSR. By
far the greatest attention has been paid to patiaspects of stalinization of the USSR, espaciall
political ones, such as the question of stabilitythe system or Stalin’s purges in the army in
1930s.

Less interest has been taken in economic develdpmaether - traditionally — industrial or
agricultural development, or re-interpretation loé tollectivization. New views and concepts have
been presented concerning the questions of coonsdiietween economy and politics, mainly in
military politics and organization of defense inttysThis means studies making use of the newly
open Russian archives. Similarly, studied for tingt time in Czechia were the questions of the
role of the armed forces in stabilization of theegmment in the USSR, especially in the region of
the Central Asia, as well as the constitution & Bed Army, dispute about its concept and its
place within the fight for power in the USSR, esplygin late 1920s [20].

Few studies were concerned with the economic lyistbrthe Soviet Union, question of
forced industrialization and collectivization [22]2
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Of international aspects, the topics in questi@the foreign intervention in 1918-1921, the
Soviet foreign policy, co-operation of the Red Armigh the Reichswehr in 1920s and the Soviet-
German treaty of 1939 [25-31].

An attempt of research into some selected aspeastbéen made by the Institute of History
staff within the grant projecthe army as a tool of state integration of the U$BR3-1941)led
by B. Litera [32].

Some attention has been paid to the fate of Bedtimtries [33-40] between the World Wars,
sovietization of the territories annexed in 193@0,9Soviet agression against Poland, and Soviet-
Finnish War [41-50]. No attention at all has beamdgo such international affairs as the problems
of the Comintern, the relation of Soviet leadersh® Comintern and to the revolution in China,
and hardly any attention to the question of thel®@iar in Spain.

Monographs covering this period are, sadly, scatttere is a translation of Strobinger’s
work on Marshal Tukhachevsky [51]. Larger monogiaptorks only began to appear by the end
of 1999 (or beginning of 2000), which is — for tktsidy - beyond the period in discussion.

No one did any systematic research into the praoblefhthe Caucasian region, Central Asia,
Russian Far East, everyday life in Stalin's USSRd &ocial problems connected with the
processes of modernization, such as the intendplealetization and urbanization, including
pathological social phenomena, e.g. delinquensuamides.

Similar, i.e. hardly any attention was paid to fireblem of Soviet modernist art, which
especially in 1920s was immensely attractive ftirdeng artists throughout the world.

No detailed research was done into the demogragénelopment in the USSR, famine
casualties, its structure, reaction of the Sowateérs etc. Virtually beyond the scope of research
stayed the question of nations, e.g. Soviet Jevas Garmans, and persecuted social groups.
Regional topics were, understandably, chosen g@areh purely at random.

Now, let’'s concentrate on such a widely and inteomally discussed topic as:

Problems of Stalinism, or Soviet totalitarianism, ad its victims

Totalitarianism was systematically studied by Zkhdsk [52-54]V. Veber [55]of the older
generation, E. Vor&k [56] of the middle-age generation and, espsciall particular book
reviews, by some of the younger generation as wéle very genesis of Stalin’s cult was
researched by E. ¥k, M. Tejchman but also V. Veber [57; 58].

No substantial discussion was held yet, howevarsedous attempts to compare Stalinism
(or communism) with nazism were made, though ireotountries the discussion is very keen and
— understandably — ideologically influenced. On dleeasion of publishing dfhe Black Book of
Communismthe French institute for research in social smsn(CeFReS) organized an afternoon
discussion with the authors at the beginning of9199 number of both favourable and critical
points of view were expressed; among others, Mmagi took a restrained attitude. Somewhat
later, he was actually the only Czech historiaexpress — in the most precise and detailed way — a
complex view of the problem of totalitarianism [S%hough V. Veber gave a concise characteristic
of totalitarianism in the introduction to the bo@a svobodu a demokracfFor Freedom and
Democracy) [60], his text lacks in M. Reiman’s gysttic attitude and provides a somewhat non
differentiating picture in the comparison of bolgisen and nazism (also compare the recent
research and discussion in Germany).

Relatively little research on the base of archieeutnents was done into particular topics
within the above described scope, such as theiqunestf GULAG camps, Stalin’s purges in the
party and in the army (1937), their social consegae, contemporary communist propaganda etc.

However, it must be taken into account that — tinoagconsiderable number of documents
have been published — one has to “stick at it” us$tan archives first when researching any of the
above. This is very demanding as it requires cuit of both money and patience. Consequently,
too few Czech historians studied documents in Ruasarchives in 1990s, and their stays were, in
general, too short.

Russian, Ukrainian and Byelorussian exile

In the period in question, the study of Russian &lkdainian exile in Czechoslovakia
between the World Wars (and the allied questiomsed/es to be given a most prominent and
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exceptional place. It represents more than a teintie total publication output. Between February
1948 and November 1989, there was virtually no cldn introduce those questions in public at
all in Czechoslovakia. Tremendous sources of dootsnenot yet fully explored, must be
mentioned here, as well as the rich funds of bdokated in the Slavonic Library, personal
archives left by testaments in the National Museand still undervalued particular funds of the
State Central Archive in Prague. Anyway, aftercavflof studies and papers on a scope of various
particular aspects of the problem, some other patitins followed, above all conference
proceedings, or collective publications based a@tifjg grant projects to explore particular aspects
of life of the exile [61; 62]. In these publicat®nscores of specialists took part, including a
considerable number of those from abroad.

The topics covered ranged from the immigrantsvatrin Czechoslovakia to their activities,
political movements and — somewhat less — intelicttendencies within the exile. As
Czechoslovakia received, above all, the intelldctdamocratically oriented élite of the exile
(politicians, historians, lawyers, philosophersgistmgists, economists), more in-depth research
should have been done in the area. RegretfullyciChéstorians have not present a monograph on
the topic so far, though a number of studies haenlpublished [63]. Some systematic research
was done in particular studies by Vlad. @onwhile the rather neglected question of the Baras
movement was studied by E. Voek [64-68].

As for books, a useful publication was producedhsy literary historian M.C. Putna, who
covered the history and culture of the Russiareebatween 1917 and 1991 in the form of portraits
of particular personalities [69]. A comprehensivevey of the affairs of the “white” exile was
published by S. Tejchmanova [70]. In an interestingrror-like” way, lvan Savicky presented the
life of Czechs in Russia and Russians in Czechiaa iseparate book [71]. Z. Sladek and
L. BéloSevskéa also took part in publication of documenitthe Russian exile from Czechoslovak
archives [72].

While the Russian exile was given immense attentmnfar less in the focus was the
Ukrainian exile, let alone Byelorussian. No studme been published on the Jewish [73] or
Caucasian exile. Similarly neglected by the sp&tg&alwas how the Czech society received the
immigrants and replied their activities.

The overall survey of the research and discussiothe Russian exile was presented by
Zderek Sladek [74], who also was the only Czech autbguublish a number of papers in foreign
journals as well as in the great synthesis surdége by K. Schldgel in Germany [75].

USSR in World War 2

is a question, which — compared with the questiébnthe exile - decidedly is not
experiencing an ebb of interest. On the contrarplipations of this kind are still much in demand,
especially those dealing immediately with militaqyerations [76-84].

A new topic of interest were for example the prablef co-operation of oriental nations in
the USSR with Germans [85], and that of Vlasoviey[86; 87].

However, research into the problems of war-timel dife in the USSR, state of society,
supplying provisions and ways of surviving in thalfficult times remains scarce. The exception
is M. Borak’s studies about Polish army officersomiere murdered in Khatyn by order of the
Soviet leadership [88; 89].

* Research of the latest history of Russia (or USSRafter 1945

including Ukraine, Byelorussia and other territers2ems to be the weakest point within the
scope of the research. This is partly due to cHogial limitation of the research, introduced in
the Academy of Sciences for the Institute of Higtrp to 1945, including East Europe) and the
Institute of Modern History (Czech or Czechoslovastory after 1945 in a wider background but
excluding East Europe) after the dissolution ofltisitute of History of East Europe in 1993.

As for syntheses, a team publication was prepaneth® establishment, crisis and break-up
of the Soviet block as early as in the early 1990$. When the former Institute of History of East
Europe was still in existence, the staff were algsiematically involved in theoretical study of the
problems of the post-war USSR and Soviet block991L-Similarly, other specific problems of the
post-war development until the decline of the US&Re dealt with. Nevertheless, this publication
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activity was discontinued after 1993, to be onlyeanted by occasional individual or collective
papers, again mostly published by the former lutistaff.

Among the topics were the USSR internal politicsyadepment, the upheaval following
Stalin’s death, USSR foreign policy, stagnationaemBrezhnev’s leadership, development of the
dissent, and political and economic developmetiténperestroika period up to the break-up of the
Soviet empire.

Equally attractive for a reader and a historian laographies of famous personalities of
Russian historythough they may differ in quality. In minor wngs, some representatives of the
Russian exile were dealt with (e.g. historian AZMrovsky) as well as leaders of the former Soviet
state: studies were published about Stalin, Lemnotsky but also about the pre-war Soviet
ambassador to Czechoslovakia S. A. Alexandrovskl Marshal 1.S. Konev [94]. The period of
the tzarist Russia was not neglected in biograplstadies either. An interesting study on an
unknown Lithuanian astronomer, T. Zebrauskas (17238) was published but has regretfully
remained just one of its kind (and beyond the cbi@gical limits of this presentation) [95]. As far
as | know, neither VI. Moulis with hi&hru&ov nor M. Svankmajer with his monograph on
Catherine the Great have managed to publish thaiustripts so far. It is a delight to read the
already quoted monograph on Peter the Great, neutlpf print by the latter author, a part of the
output of his life-long studies.

Still neglected are the lives of representativesh& Russian exile who were active in
Czechoslovakia. Among these are the outstandingi&ugconomist P. B. Struve, who spent one
period of his intellectually rich life (1920s) irz€choslovakia as well; the Nobel prize sociologist
P. Sorokin, who also participated in establishingskyk Sociological Society in Czechoslovakia;
the renowned specialist on Russian history G. \@sky one of the foremost representatives of the
Eurasian movement; P. Savicky; the prominent Ctrigihal Democratic politician P. Milyukov.
All these are still waiting for their Czech authoes they were also active in Czechoslovakia
during their exile period. P. Milyukov, among otbeexchanged letters with T. Masaryk as early as
at the turn of 19 and 20" centuries. T. G. Masaryk’s role in the developmafiRussian studies in
Czechoslovakia must not be forgotten, becausestthia aspect of his activity that was somewhat
ignored. Also the personality of Jan Slavik, théhau of amendments in the historical part of
Masaryk’s Russia and Europedeserves more attention. Now, we had to limit shepe, only
mentioning the Russian exile, while some otheramatiand periods will require biographical
studies as well.

Political science approach is reflected in the imgg of untimely deceased Z. Mlyna
though by their nature they are rather memoiroiesextent. Some of them are translations of his
older works written during his exile period [96-99]

Historical Russian and Ukrainian studies in Czechftect — in a way — the recent problems
of Russian and Ukrainian society as well as ofrthmfessional public. It is the problem of mutual
delimitation, search for new identity, and the bld in Russia still explosive and much discussed
questions of relation between Russia and Europ#imzoty and discontinuity of history (above all,

I mean the Soviet period).

Russia and Europe, or relation of Russia to Europand vice versa

was the theme of the introductory discussion (noeetl above) at the re-established
Institute of History of East Europe in spring 1990t nevertheless we do not seem to be over-
concerned about the topic — rather the contrar@-{ll@6]. This formerly Slavophil dilemma, more
than 150 years old, was inherent for the persgnefil.G. Masaryk. Therefore it is so surprising
that no one has managed to publish the proceedintse conference on the very topic (with a
special regard to Masaryk’s attitude) which tooge! three years ago, in autumn 1997. It was the
notorious financial shortage that made it impossibfl the Masaryk Institute to publish the book.

On the other hand, the new edition Rfissia and EuropeMasaryk’s principal work on
Russia, even if this is not a critical edition [1OLittle known but a real contribution is Milan
Hauner’s workWhat is Asia to U¢in English), which extremely rich in new documeytfacts. In
the book, the author concentrated on the developragthought concerning the geopolitical
determination of the Russian sphere.
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Although a large number of minor, particular stgdgge available, the professional public
would nevertheless expect some substantial monbgrdgased on documentary facts and written
by Czech authors for Czech readers, to cover gquiteamber of topics. Moreover, such works are
needed that would bring syntheses of particulapgdsr

The new chance of approach to the documents invelenable new, objective evaluation
of those topics that were in discredit before, dwoe ideological over-concern, such as
Czechoslovak-Soviet relations between the Worldsvward during World War 2, as well as their
particular aspects (e.g. relations of the two Comistuparties, a topic totally neglected recently,
etc.).

* Documents Editions

Gradually, new publications of documents on Czeldvak-Soviet relations between 1939
and 1945 occur [108; 109]. Sadly, however, no closeoperation of Czech and Russian teams has
been achieved so far to publish more documents Rassian archives.

Obviously, in the Czech society such topics willdseferred that are more closely connected
with Czech history. These will undoubtedly make gist of the studies, but this does not affect the
above mentioned importance of studies immediateignted towards Russia and other former
Soviet territories.

Problems of the research

Very little, not to say unsatisfactorily are studliéopics from the demanding field of
economic and social history, such as problems efyelay life of the Soviet society, cultural
aspects of Stalinism, historical demography. Asdarl know, none of the Czech historians is
systematically concerned with (or at least profassily interested in) the questions of Russian
foreign affairs in 17 and 18' centuries, Russian colonial expansion, concerhiogh America,
Tahiti and Ethiopia — naturally, these may be nafiexripheral issues for a Czech research worker
indeed, not to speak of the poor availability oé tfespective documents. (No one to follow
V. Z&ek, then?) Not sufficiently dealt with are also t@blems of nations and russification,
although some works that have appeared, espethalbe by J. Wanner and B. Litera, are certainly
of contribution.

We cannot ignordghe substantial and keen dispute in western prafeak journals that
concerns the problems of Eastern Studiesir methodology, structure and direction — amdthe
other hand, the total absence of any dispute sfkind in Czechia. Why is it like this?

A contribution to the discussiamn the general perception of Russian histoag been made
by a group of Prague historians (M. SvankmajeXeler, Z. Sladek), who initiated the elaboration
of theses on the problem of continuity [110; 1Tje theses express a strong view, which is rather
disputable at a time; this was probably on purp@sethe authors intended to bring forth a
substantial discussion. A kind of analogy can henébin contemporary American historiography
of Russia, e.g. the dispute between R. Pipes arda#a.

The principal thesis is the idea of the “continwofyRussian history from the beginning up to
now”. This concept is largely the methodologicabibaof Svankmajer’s history of Russia. The
authors — in my opinion — somewhat overestimatecagpect of continuity, and underestimated the
factor of discontinuity. | find such a concept toleological, stressing some factors but treating
some others as marginal, without making the authibisk about comparisons with “more
civilized” world (such as the development of thetiBh or German Empires). To som extent, the
same problem that is being discussed among RuSsiaties professionals in Germany: a closed
character of Russian Studies, an insufficient daticn of “Ostforschung” or Russian history with
the general history, or at least the history ofdper.

As for syntheses:

in this field the Czech historiography of Russianighe heaviest debt. As a matter of fact,
only one major work was published by a team of futhors: M. Svankmajer, V. Veber, Z. Sladek
and VI. Moulis. It met a due response and had thd#gons at short intervals at the Lidové noviny
publishing (first 1995, last 1999), all of themis®ad and supplemented. The authors all come from
the “1968 generation” and — not to be forgotterre-aso the authors of the academic survey of
History of Russiaf 1967.
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No similar new work has been published so far om ltistory of the USSR, its origin,
development and decline. Compare — say — Poland!

It would be very useful to elaborate and publishrkgoon the latest period of Soviet or
Russian history, the break-up of the USSR and tbeie§ block, its causes and historical
connections. The H&H publishing company has givprauot of its impressive and far-reaching
plans. A number of works, includirgjistory of the Soviet Empire in ®@enturyby Z. Sladek, VI.
Moulis and E. Voréek, which had been ready for print, were rejectgdhle publisher in 1992 as
unmarketable. The former two authors participatadtlee above mentioned survey of Russian
history later, whose concept was somewhat different

A concise survey on this period of Russian histding history of the USSR, keeps still
waiting for its author. This circumstance we findyr@at debt of Czech historiography of Russia
from the point of view of both students and proi@sal public.

Conclusion

In the period following November 1989, a numberedearch topics were opened that had
been taboo ones, and the availability of so farcceasible archive funds increased.
Understandably, the opening of the archives alsaditt some new, so far unknown facts, which
in turn produced new questions. The scope of topidened substantially, but on the other hand
those topics that decidedly require a new critsaggdroach and re-interpretation were nearly missed
out. The possibility of contacts and co-operatiathvihe wide international specialist community,
including Czech historians who were active abraadfainly was inspiring for specialists back
home, but also held a mirror to the domestic resety judge with criticism its results, level of
professional education, quality of publications amethodology. The question is how to reflect the
mirror. So far, better conditions have not givesutts in more or less fundamental monographs but
rather in a number of detailed studies. The youngeseration are making their way through book
reviews, but virtually hardly any positions arerigemade ready for them at renowned institutions.
A number of monographs, however, are ready fortptiying to find a publisher [112-114].
Obviously, fundamental works of quality will — wigome possible exceptions — take their time.
These will mark another, next period.

Making an attempt to summarize the results of #gsearch in 1990 on the basis of own
reviews, we can clearly see that the Czech higimajzhy of Russia responds to topical questions
and has started fillin in the “white spots of hrgto But, on the whole, the topics are chosen more
or less at random, which is due to the grants weowell as the quantity of research community.
Then, there is no specialized academic institutionco-operate with the university circles.
Therefore, | agree with R. ¥k, the colleague from Brno, in his appeal for #idveco-ordination
of Russian and — more widely — Slavonic studieghla sense, establishing a research centre to
join the academic and university activities. Of i@y this is also about a high organizing activity
of the researches themselves. It seems nearlyegeient that the research workers in the
theoretical institutions should, considering theiver educational load, try and become more of
scientific managers in the field

It must be stressed that one of the problems ofi¢te: - from the point of view of its future
— is the constantly narrowing institutional basis of regarch, being too dependent on grant
money rather than doing systematic basic reseanch-alast but not least — not very clear
prospects for university education of young sp&iml e.g. at the Faculty of Arts (Charles
University), which also comprises the problem afafice. New phenomena of early 1990,
connected with the shift from pro-November colleetivorks towards predominancy of individual
efforts (as an understandable response to therdméigime methods of centralized planning of the
research, the so called State Plan of Basic Rdgeamw stay more or less unchanged despite the
efforts towards team work, which must lead to aseeconsequences unless there is a clear
prospect. Although a number of grant projects iadpeun, there is no guaranty of continuity in the
research. On the other hand, the results are edtaseffectively and information about individual
research projects is missing. Not all outputs atdiphed that would deserve that.
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What are the chances to improve the situationdfrttain thing granted is that more money
cannot be expected, and sponsorship can only a®mréain top conferences from time to time?
Again | find it useful to mention the chance — naich made use of, | am afraid —informal
meetings of research workers concerned with Russat regular table-talks (best once a year).

It is desirable to inform about these meetings & about the topics discussed — in professional
journals such aSlovansky fehledto give the people a better chance to meet edudr,@xchange
opinion and discuss a certain topic. An importah should be played by the Society for Research
of Central and East Europe, since 1993 an assomiateber of the International Council for
Research of Central and East Europe, as an indiceotdinator and organizer of regular annual
meetings. (Compare the prestige of similar meetmig&erman specialists). In the first half of
1990s, the Society produced quite numerous aesyithut after 1995 it seemed to abandon them
[115; 116].

Similarly, the only specialized Czech journal fire history of East Europ8lovansky
prehledshould organize regular editorial staff meetingsropo other specialists to discuss some
hot topics; compare the practice of the jour@ateuropa Slovansky fehled as well asCesky
casopis historicky (CCH) should bring much more reports or reviews abaoatv foreign
publications, research reports, discussions rdéfigdhe state of East Studies in general. It is
necessary to make a more intensive use of moddommation media and communication
technology. The same criticism may well apply te thzech-Russian Commision of Historians,
whose general information about the joint meetingdind too vague.

For historians, as well as other specialists mia®ciences, will have a lot to do within East
Studies, the more so when we consider the outptiteaf colleagues in Poland or Hungary, not to
speak of the immensely higher publication outputipalarly in Germany. And another question
that has not been discussed herthésproblem of the position of East Studies witheawhole of
universal history[117-119], which has not been reflected in Russiaftast studies in Czechia
either.
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PE3IOME

cratTi E. Bopaueka “Yecnka icTopiorpadis icropii Pocii, Ykpainu Ta Bisopyci micss
auctonaaa 1989p.: TpynHomi Ta MoJiTHYHUH KOHTEKCT’

3 mucromaga 1989p. po3novaBcst HOBHIA €Tam y PO3BHTKY YECHKOI iCTOPHYHOI HayKu. [3

JKBIJAII€0 comiaicThyHoro “tabopy” Ta igeosoriyHoro Tucky 3 0oky CPCP BuHuKIM HOBI,
OUIbLI CIPHUATIWBI JJI1 BUIBHOIO HAYKOBOTO MOIIYKY YMOBH. SIK BiJ3Haya€ aBTOp, BIAKPHUTTS
apxiBiB, 3aJly4eHHS /10 HAYKOBOTO OO0Iry 0araThoX paHille HEeBIAOMHUX (PAKTIB MalM HACITIIKOM
PO3IIUPEHHS TEMAaTHKH JAOCHIKEHb, pO3pO0KY HOBHX, paHilie 3a00poHeHUX TeM. OHOYACHO Ti 3
HUX, 110 BXe OylM BUBYCHI, BUMarajld HOBOTO KPUTHYHOTO OCMHUCIICHHS Ta pEiHTepIpeTartii.
CydacHuit ctaH 4echKoi icTopiorpadii BH3HAYMIO W PO3MIUPEHHS MOMJIMBOCTEH KOHTAKTIB Ta
CHIBPOOITHHUIITBA 3 MIKHAPOJHUMH HAYKOBUMH KOJAaMH, BKJIFOYAIOUM YECHKUX I1CTOPUKIB 3a
KOPJIOHOM. bimbIe TOro, 4acTWHa NWX CHEIaNicTiB MOBEepHYIach A0 Yexii 1 BKIIOYHIACH O
HAYKOBOI isTBHOCTI. 3’ SBHJIUCh HAYKOBI TPAHTH 1 30BHINIHE (DiHAHCYBAHHS ICTOPUYHUX CTYHIH.
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i ¢axTopu mamu NOWITOBX 10 Meperjsiay piBHA mnpodeciiHoi OCBITH, SKOCTI MMyOJiKallii,
METOJI0JIOTII 1, SIK HACJI1JOK, KPUTUYHOT OLIHKH PEe3yJIbTaTiB MOMEPEIHIX TOCIIIKEHb.

[T03UTHBHUM MOMEHTOM aBTOp HA3UBA€ IMOSIBY TaKOi CTIHKOI TEHAEHIIII, K MPEeBaTIOBAHHS
IHIWBIIyaTbHUX POOIT HAJ KOJEKTUBHUMHM, IO OYJIO TPAJAMIIMHUM JJis TIEPioxy IO JIMCTOMasa
1989p., konu maHyBaJIO JepXKABHE [IEHTPATI30BaHE TUIAHYBAHHS aKaJeMiYHHX JIOCIIKEHb.

Ili TenmeHmii CynpoOBOIKYIOTHCS 1 JCSIKAMHU TpoOJieMaMH, 3 SKUMH 3ITKHYJIACh YechKa
icTopiorpadis.

Opniero 3 HUX E. Bopauek Ha3mBae CKOpOUYEHHS IHCTHTYIIIHHOI 0a3H JTOCIIPKEHb Y Talry3i
BUBYECHHsI icTopii Pocii, MOCTpamsHChKUX Ta CXiTHOEBPOIEHCHKHUX KpaiH, TOB’s3aHE 13 3MIiHOIO
NOKOJNIHb Ta HETaTHBHMM CTaBJICHHSM JIO LOTO HANpSAMKYy HAyKOBUX IIOMNIYKiB, BHKJIMKaHE
PaJSHCHKOIO TIPONAraHj00, B YacH, KONH IcTOpis Oyja OJHUM 3 1J€O0JOTIYHUX IHCTPYMEHTIB
NPaBJISIYUX KOMYHICTHYHHX PEXUMIB.

Ha 2000p., 3a manumm aBTtOopa, y Yexii cepen mpubmuzno 700 icropukiB Tinmeku 15
CUCTEeMAaTUYHO MPAIIOI0Th y raiy3i Aociiakens ictopii Pocii, Ykpainu, binopyci ta kpain banrii.
[Ipobremarturka, Ky BUBYAIOTh YEChKI JOCIITHUKH, JOBOJI pi3HOOApBHA SIK Y TEMAaTUYHOMY, TakK i
B XPOHOJIOTIYHOMY BifgHOMmIEHHI. Tak, BUBYAIOTHCS PEIIris Ta pociiichka IepKBa, KPU30Bi SBUIIA Y
Pociiicekiit immepii mHanpukinmi XIX —ra mouatky XX cT., ictopis CPCP y mepiox 3 1917 no
1939pp.

Oco0nmBa yBara TUPHUAUBIETECS JOCTIDKEHHSIM, TPHUCBSYEHUM MpoOIeMaM CTalliHi3MYy,
TIOJIITAYHOMY PO3BHUTKY PAJSHCHKUX PECIyOJIiK. 3a BU3HAYCHHSIM aBTOpA JIEMIO MEHIIUN IHTEpec
BUKJIMKAIOTh JIOCHI/DKEHHS B €KOHOMIYHIM raiys3i, a came npoOjieMd MPOMHUCIOBOrO Ta
CITBCHKOTOCTIONIAPCHKOTO BUPOOHMIITBA. TWM HE MEHII, BUCYBAIOTHCS HOBI KOHIEMIT, sKi
MOB' A3yI0OTh €KOHOMIKY Ta MOJITHKY SIK TaKy, OCOOJMBO CTOCOBHO BIMCBHKOBOI MOJITHKU Ta
oprasizaiii 000pOHHOI TPOMHUCIOBOCTI. 3aBAsKU BIAKPUTTIO apXiBiB ymepiue y Uexii po3noyanucs
HAyKOBI TOWIYKM Yy HaNpsSMKY BHBYEHHS poJii 30poiHMX cui y cTaburizamii CTaHOBHIIA
pamsHChKOTO ypsiny B CPCP, nanpuknan y Cepenniit A3sii, yrBopenns UepBoHoi apmii.

Cepen pobiieMaTHKH, KO0, TIEBHOIO MipOI0, 3aiiMarOThCS CydacHi YeChKi iICTOPUKH, aBTOP
TaKOX Ha3WBa€ JOCHIKCHHA [MOJIi KpaiH bantii y MIKBOEHHWHA TMepioX, paasHi3amiio Ha
anekcoBannx y 1939-194(p. Tepuropisx, paisHChKy arpecito mpotu [lombmii, paasHCHKO-
¢biHCHKY BiifHY. 30BCiM 1032 yBaror 3ajWIIAOThCA TaKi MDKHApPOIHI MPOOJIEMH, SIK CTaBJICHHS
paasHchkuX JigepiB 1o Komintepny ta no pesomronii y Kutai, 10 rpomaasHcekoi BitiHu B Icnanii
TOILIO.

OxpiM I1IbOrO, HEMA€ >KOJAHOTO CHCTEMATHU30BAaHOTO JOCHIKEHHsS mnpobiem KaBka3zbkoro
periony, llentpansnoi A3ii, pociiickkoro Jlamekoro Cxopy, moBcsikaenHoro xuttsi B CPCP
CTaJIIHCBKUX YaciB, MPOLECIB MOJEpHi3allii, a came JKBijalii HErpaMOTHOCTI Ta ypOaHi3aiii,
paasHChKOTO MozepHi3My. He 3xiiicHeHo netanpHOTO aHamizy nemorpadignoro po3sutky CPCP,
Takoro crenupigHoro GeHoMeHy, SK KepTBH ToyiogoMopiB. E. Bopadek Takox Big3Hadae, 1o
103a yBarolo YeChbKUX JOCIIIHUKIB 3JIAIIMINACSA TPOOJEMHU MEBHUX HaIllOHAIBHUX MEHIIOCTEH,
TaKUX SIK PAISHCHKI €Bpei Ta HIMII, a TaKOX IHIIHMX COIIaJbHUX TPYII, SIKi TEpeciiayBalIncs B
CPCP. PerionanbHi TUTaHHS iCTOPIi B3araii 0OMpamnucs Ui JOCIiKEHb TyKe PIIKO.

[Ipore y cyuacHiil decbkiil icTopiorpadii icHyIOTh T0BOJi po3pobieHi Temu. Cepen HUX
3HAa4YHE MiCIle 3aiMar0Th MHUTaHHS CTaNiHI3MY, PaJsHCHKOTO TOTaJiTapu3My Ta ioro skepts. Lle
CTaJI0 MOKJIMBUM 3aBJSKU BIAKPUTTIO apxiBiB KonumiHboro CPCP mist mocniAHMKIB, PO 110 BXKe
Bi/BHavanmocs. OJHAK, SK 3ayBaXkye aBTOp, Jyke OOMEXKEHE KOJO 4YEChKHX JOCIiTHUKIB
CKOPHUCTAJIMCS MOJMJIMBICTIO TIPAIFOBAaTH 3 MaTepiajlaMi POCIHCHKMX Ta IHIIMX MOCTPASTHCHKUX
apxiBiB. OCHOBHOIO MPUYMHOIO, SIKa IIbOMY 3aBakae, € TIEPI 3a Bce iHAHCOBA.

[Ile omHMM pO3pOOJIECHUM HAMPSIMKOM JIOCHIDKEHh Yechbkoi ictopiorpadii E. Bopauex
Ha3WBa€ TEMAaTHWKY, IIOB si3aHy 3 PpOCIHCHKHAM, YKpPaiHCHBKUM Ta OITOPYCHKHM BUTHAHHSIM
(momiTiuHOKO emirpamiero) y YexocjaoBauyuuHI Yy MIDKBOEHHHMU Tepiof. ABTOp Bij3Ha4ae, IO
OJTM3BKO JIECSATOT YaCTHHU HOBHX IYyOJIKAIliid MPUCBSIYCHI caMe Iild mpoOsieMi, JOCTIKEHHS SKOi
ctasio MoxiauBuM Tinmbku 3 1990x pokiB, 60 3 motoro 1948p. mo mmcromax 1989p. y
YexocnoBauynHi Oylno HEMOXJIMBO NyOJNiyHO o0OroBoproBard 10 TeMy. [lutanHs, ski
pPO3pOOISAIOTECS Y LBOMY KOHTEKCTI, MPEACTaBICHI IIMPOKUM CIEKTPOM Y3arajJbHIOIOUUX
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CUCTEMAaTU30BaHUX Ta CHELIaJi30BaHUX POOIT, Yy SKUX BHUBYAIOTHCS MPHUOYTTS IMMITPAHTIB 10
UexocmoBayurHy, iX AiSIBHICTh, OPTraHi30BaHI HUMH MOJITUYHI PyXH, “iHTEICKTyalbHI TCHICHITT
y BUTHAHHI TOIIO.

HesBakaroun Ha 10BoJII 3HaYHY po3poOieHicTh mutanb yyacti CPCP y Jlpyriii cBiTOBIii
BiliHI, IIell HaANpPSIMOK JAOCTI/PKCHb 3aUINAE€ThCS AaKTyallbHUM JUJISi 4eCchbKOi icTopiorpadii i
croronHi. E. Bopadek Bim3Havae, mo HaHOUTBIT IIIKaBUMU IS CyYaCHUX JIOCIITHUKIB € BIHCHKOBI
orepariii Ta mpoosiemu criBnpaii HapoAiB CPCP 3 HiMIsiMu.

IaTepec mo HacTymHOTO XpoOHOJIOTiYHOTO Tepioxy — micis 1945p. — memo oOmexeHumit
IHCTUTYIIIHHIME 3MiHAaMH y YeChbKid icTOpWYHIM Haymi. Tak, 3a TBEp/UKCHHAM aBTOpa, Iie
OB’ sI3aHO 3 XPOHOJIOTIYHUM OOMEXEHHSIM JIOCIHIHKCHb, SKHUMH, 32 BU3HAYCHHAM AKajaeMii HaykK
micnst po3nanay y 1993p. Iucrutyty ictopii Cxignoi €Bponu, mae 3aiimarucs [HcTuTyT ictopii (ue
nepion g0 1945p., Bkiarouaroun BuBueHHs CxinHoi €Bporu), Ta [HCTHTYT MOJepHOI (CydacHOT)
icTopii (4ecpka, abo dexocioBambka icropis micas 1945p. y Tl mMPOKOMY KOHTEKCTI, aie
Bukmoyaroun Cxinny €spory).

TuM He MeHmI, 3AIMCHEHO HU3KY MyOiKaliid, B SKUX MPEACTABICHO JOCIiHKCHHS
PaISTHCHKOTO BHYTPINTHBOIIOJIITUIHOTO PO3BHUTKY, 30BHINIHBOI noiTHku CPCP, crarnamii y poku
KepiBHUIITBA bpexkHeBa, dYacw TmiepeOynoBHM Ta po3maj paasHcbkoi immepii. Haitbimbmm
npuBaOIMBUMH Ul TIEPECIYHUX YHTA4iB Ta ICTOpPHWKIB, Ha AyMKy E.Bopaueka, € Oiorpadii
BUIATHUX TIEPCOHATIN POCIHCHKOT (Ta paisHCHKOI Y IILIIOMY) iCTOPIl.

HocaimkenHs icropii moctpansHcbkoi Pocii Ta VYkpaiHm BigoOpakyrOTh aKTyaslbHi
npo0JieMUd PO3BUTKY POCIHCHKOTO Ta YKpPAiHCBKOTO CYCHUIBCTB, Cepell SKUX OCOOJIMBY yBary
YEeChKHX JOCIIiTHUKIB TPUBEPTAIOTh NMPOOJIEMU B3a€EMHOTO BH3HAaHHS KOPIOHIB, TOIIYKH HOBOT
1IEHTUYHOCTI, BITHOCUHU MiXk Pociero Ta €Bpormoro Toro.

Ille onniero mpobOiieMoro, fKa Jae HaM 3MOTY YSABUTH CYYaCHHH CTaH YeChbKOI
ictopiorpadii, € nuranHa mnyOmikauii gokymeHTiB. HoBumu cepen Hux E. Bopauek HazuBae
KOMIUIEKCH JJOKYMEHTIB 3 IMHTaHb Y€XOCIOBaIbKO-PaITHChKUX BimHOocHH 1939-194%p., B gxux
MaTepialiB 3 PAASTHCHKHUX (POCICHKIX) apXiBiB 3HAYHO MEHIIIE, HI’K XOTLIOCS.

OTxe, aBTOp BiJ3HAUa€, IO B CydYacHId YeChKid ICTOPUYHIM HAyIl PO3POOJICHO HIMPOKE
koo nurank ictopii CPCP Ta iforo cximanoBux, y Tomy umcii Pocii, Ykpainu, binopyci Tomio,
3po0seHi cpoOW BIANMOBICTH Ha BaXIJIMBI Ta CyNepewInBI NMUTaHHA icTopii CximHOoi €Bpomw,
MOYMHAIOTh 3alOBHIOBATHC ii “OuTl misiMu”. OcoOiuBY yBary 3BepHYTO Ha 3MiHH, AKi, HA TYMKY
E. Bopaueka, XxapakTepu3ylOTh CTaH iICTOPUYHUX PO3p00OK y Uexii.

Jlesiki 3 HUX BKe HasuBanucs. Tpeba gojaTu, 1Mo MosBa KPUTHYHUX ITiIXOJIIB, ITiIBUIICHHS
SKOCTI 1HAMBIAYaJIbHUX JIOCHIJKEHb HE CYNPOBOKYIOTHCS MOABOIO (DyHIaMEHTalIbHUX pPOOIT y
JeSIKUX yKe 100pe po3po0JIeHnX HampsIMKaX HAyKOBOT'O MOMIYKY. ABTOp MiAKPECIIOE, 10 ¥ cami
TeMH OOMpPaIOTHCS BIIHOCHO BHIAJKOBO, YaCTO 3aBJASKH 3apyOKHHM TpaHTaM a0o TijJ BIUIMBOM
CKJIa/Ty KOJIEKTHUBY JTOCITiTHUKIB.

[TpoGiemoro 111 YEChKMX ICTOPHKIB aBTOpP Ha3WBa€ BIJICYTHICTh CIICIiai30BaHOTO
THCTUTYTY JUTs 3a0€3MeYeHHS CITBIpalll aKaJeMidHUX TOCIITHUKIB 3 YHIBEPCUTETCHKUMHU KOJAMH,
HEOOXITHICTh BCTAHOBJICHHS KOHTAKTIB 3 ICTOPHUKAMHU TOCTPAISIHCHKUX Ta CX1THOEBPONEHCHKUX
kpaiH. E.Bopadek BBaxkae, 110 TOJOBHY pOJIb CBOEPIIHOTO HAYKOBOI'O MEHEKepa IJis
00’ efHaHHS 3yCHJIb ICTOPHWKIB, OpraHizallii CHiBIpaii MOBWHHI BUKOHATH BUYCHI aKaJeMiuHUX
[IEHTPIB 1 UM 3a0€3MEUUTH MEePEXia 10 HOBOTO PiBHSI HAYKOBUX PO3POOOK.

BaxnuBy, aje 4acTo HeraTUBHY POJIb Biairpae i HiHaHCOBHM O1K JOCIiIHUAIIBKOT TiSUTBHOCTI:
X04a KUIBKICTh TPAHTIB 3pOCTa€, 1€ MOPOXKY€E 3aJEKHICTh 1i BiJl 30BHIIIHBOTO (PiHAHCYBaHHS 1
BIJICYTHICTh TapaHTii TPOJOBXKEHHS HAyKOBOTO TIOMIyKYy, IO, B CBOIO 4Yepry, 3aBa)kae
CUCTEeMAaTUYHOCTI Bci€i HaykoBOi poOoTH icTOpuKiB. OJHOYACHO pe3yNbTAaTH IHIWBITyaTbHUX
JOCTTHAIIBKAX TIPOEKTIB BHKOPHUCTOBYIOTHCS TeXK HE e(QeKTHBHO, 00 TMpo HUX clabo
iHpopMoOBaHMI HaykoBHid 3araiy. [IyOmikyrOThCS HE BCi HAyKOBi mparli, 1o 1mporo BapTti. barato
aBTOPIB MATOTOBICHUX JI0 IPYKY MOHOTpadiil NIyKatoTh CBOTO BUIABIIA.

Jisg mokpauieHHs cuTyauii y cdepl IOCHiKeHb PaIsSHCBKOI Ta MOCTPAASHCHKOI iCTOpil
E. Bopauek BBakae 3a JOLIIbHE OPraHi3oBYyBaTH Ta CHCTEMATUYHO MPOBOJUTH iH(OpMaIiiiHi
3yCTpiyl, KpyIJli CTOJHM, MIKHApOJHI KOH(pepeHIi BYEHMX, fKi 3aliMaloThCs MPOOIEMATHUKOIO
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ictopii CXiJHO€BPOIMENHCHKOTO perioHy. binbll 1HTEHCMBHO HEOOXiHO BUKOPHUCTOBYBATH M
cyyacHi iH(popMaIiiiHi BUIaBHUY1 Ta KOMYHIKAI[ii{H1 TEXHOJIOTII.

BaxumBy ponp y 1bOMy, Ha HOro IyMKY, MO Bigirpath ToOBapHCTBO 3 BHBYCHHS
Hentpanpnoi ta Cximnoi €Bpomu, sike 3 1993p. yiiinwio g0 MixxkHaponHOi paaud 3 BUBYCHHS
HenTtpanpHoi Ta CxigHOi €Bpomny, a TaKoX peaakiii creriani3oBaHux XypHaiiB “CrnoB’ sHCbKUI
ormsin” Ta “Yechkuid icTOpUIHUHN JTiTOMUC”. 3pa3koM s AisUTbHOCTI ToBaprcTBa MOXKE CITyTyBaTH
Oprasi3allisi CIiBIIpaIi CTemialicTiB pi3HuX Kpain 3 ictopii Himewunnu. Ha nymky E. Bopaueka,
YechbKi ICTOPMKH Ta CIHEMIaiCTH IHIIMX COIabHUX HAYK CHOTOAHI TOCTYMAKOTHCI Yy
CX1THOEBPOTICMCHKUX CTYIisIX CBOIM KojieraM 3 Ilombimmi, Yropuwau, a me Oinpire Himedaunnw.
AJie BOHUW TIOBHMHHI 1 MOXKYTh pa3oM 3 JIOCIITHUKAMH 1HIMUX KpaiH 3pOOWTH 3HAYHO OLIbIIe 5K y
BHUBYCHHI perioHanbHOi icTopii CximHoi €Bpomnu, Tak i B PO3TsAi ii y KOHTEKCTI KOHIIETIiH
BCECBITHBOI 1CTOPII.

M.M. Becconosa, J1.0. Hecmepenko
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