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				Abstract

				Thisstudy offers asociological analysisofastudent carnival incommunist Czechoslovakia, theMajales inBratislava and Prague inMay 1956. Utilizing sources such asnewspaper articles, photographs and witness accounts, thiscase study aims to reconstruct theconditions, meanings and consequences ofMajales, employing atheoretical framework that highlights processes ofcommunicationbetween centre and periphery. It isargued that theMajales were facilitated by adestabilizationofthesymbolic centre, triggered by Stalin’sdeath inMarch 1953 and Khrushchev’sspeech inFebruary 1956. Thissetthestage for thestudents, who criticized thecentre with subversive performances and playful demonstrations ofdissatisfaction. Finally, theinitial receptionoftheperformances intheofficial media and theefforts ofthestate apparatus to control themeanings ofMajales are discussed.
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				Introduction

				Theyear 1956 marked aturning point inthepolitical, cultural and social history ofCentral and Eastern Europe. After Stalin’sdeath in1953, acultural thaw wasalready ontheway, but it wasonly in1956 that “de-Stalinization” fully took off. Inthisnew situation, various social groups began to publicly voice their feeling ofdisillusionment with thepolitical system ofstate socialism. Thefirst major protest since thePilsen and East German uprisings of1953 wasorganized inPoznań inJune 1956, but violently suppressed by armed forces, leaving dozens dead and hundreds wounded. At theend ofOctober 1956, student gatherings inBudapest developed into afully-fledged revolutionthat wasquelled by theSovietArmy. Theaudacious attempts ofPolish and Hungarian protesters seemed to have had no counterpart inneighbouring Czechoslovakia, at that time known asafortress ofStalinism (cf. Skilling 1977: 257). Unlike inPoland and Hungary, there wasno violent uprising inCzechoslovakia in1956. Thisdoes not mean, however, that thecountry wasunaffected by thepolitical climate change. Thisarticle investigates aspecific instance ofpublic criticism inCzechoslovakia – theMajales inMay 1956.

				Majales are traditional student May celebrations, characterized by acarnivalesque ethos and subversive prankishness. Inthesecond half ofthe19th century, Majales emerged asamanifestationofthenationalist sentiments among Czech students. Thetraditiondeclined during thefirst Czechoslovak Republic (1918−1939), but wasrevived by thecommunists after World War II. Majales were organized by thecommunist youth until thecoup d’état inFebruary 1948, after which they were prohibited (Pernes 2008: 141). It wasnot until 1956 that once againMajales celebrations were held inBratislava (May 12) and Prague (May 20). Anewsletter from Bratislava’sComenius University Naša Univerzita suggests that theidea to revive Majales came “from above” (10 May, 1956: 1), likely from thecentral organs ofthestate-controlled Czechoslovak Youth Union(Československý svaz mládeže – ČSM). Although thestudents were allowed to create their own placards and wagons, thestudent uniontried to control theevents by publishing guidelines inuniversity newspapers aswell asabrochure titled Ako pripraviť majáles [How to prepare Majales] (1956).

				However, when theMajales crowd assembled inBratislava, it seemed that many ofthestudents had read altogether different literature. Agroup ofstudents, dressed inlugubrious costumes, carried acoffintitled “Academic Freedom”, which they later threw into theDanube; others satirized Sovietarchitecture, thepolitical situationand thedeclining quality ofstudent life. Aweek later, thePrague Majales, which attracted approximately one hundred thousand onlookers (Petráň 2015: 243), featured even more subversive performances, including ayoung woman inchains, againrepresenting “Academic Freedom”, pushed around by jailers. Thestudents oftheTheological Faculty carried ashelf of“libri prohibiti” (Blaive 2001, non-paginated photograph), while agirl inaPioneers uniform handed out copies oftheParty’shistory instead. Political slogans and farcical allegories were omnipresent, aswasthesecretpolice, which allegedly arrested people right onthespot (Matthews 1998: 31). Their presence wasnot left uncommented by students who were shouting: “Nebojte se, ipolicie jde snáma!” [“Fear not, even thepolice are with us!”] (Gruson1956).

				Despite being formally organized by theČSM, hundreds ofstudents entertained tens ofthousands ofonlookers with parodies and commentaries ontheshortcomings oftheCommunist system. TheMajales in1956 became asignificant event that attracted considerable public attention: “For thelast two days, nobody inBratislava hasspoken about anything but thecarnival parade. Inthetram, onthestreet, theword iseverywhere”, reported Ladislav Švihran for thenewspaper Smena (1956). Why did theparticipants, all ofasudden, choose to criticize theCommunist regime, and what cultural resources did they use to do so? And how did thestate-controlled media and thepolitical apparatus respond to thischallenge?

				Methodology and theoretical framework

				Thisstudy oftheCzechoslovak Majales in1956 follows theprinciples ofthe“strong program incultural sociology” (Alexander and Smith 2003) highlighting theimportance ofmeanings and culture for social processes. We believe that ameaning-centred analysisoftheMajales will shed light onsimilar subversive acts inthecontext oftheCommunist regime inCzechoslovakia and, more generally, theEastern Bloc. Protest events, like theMajales and theVelvetRevolution, are not triggered by economic conditions or thesheer lack ofpolitical freedom, but by shared meanings and cultural processes (cf. Alexander 2011). Drawing onEdward Shils (1961), we analyse thecommunicative dynamics inCzechoslovakia and theEastern Bloc asinterplay between centre and periphery ofboth symbolic and institutional structures. We show how adestabilized centre can engender performances intheperiphery and how these performances are inturn interpreted by thecentre and re-integrated inthecentral cultural system.

				Historical ethnography

				Thisstudy employs various types ofdata, including newspaper articles, photographs and witness accounts, to reconstruct themeanings ofMajales. Thefindings oftheonly comprehensive study onthetopic so far (Matthews 1998), which not only includes aminute descriptionoftheevents but also several errors, are corroborated, corrected and supplemented using thememoires ofparticipants (inBlaha 2007) aswell asphotographs documenting theevents (Blaive 2001; Blaha 2007). Additional informationonbanners, slogans and performances were found inthedigitalized archive oftheOpen Society Fund, including two interviews from 1956, conducted inGermany, with émigré eyewitnesses oftheevents (Interview 1; Interview 2) aswell astwo reports based onundercover interviews conducted with Czechoslovak citizens abroad (Report 1; Report 2). Whereastheinterviews with thepolitical refugees might have overemphasized thepolitical dimensionofMajales, thereports were likely distorted by theself-censorship ofCzechoslovak citizens abroad. Both types ofaccounts oftheMajales therefore had to be corroborated by other sources.

				Our approach to theMajales parades wasinspired by thehistorical ethnography ofAndreasGlaeser, who criticizes ethnographers’ “fixationontheimmediate spatial, temporal, and social context” (2010: 55) and proposes to reconstruct historical events onthebasisofarchival materials and interviews. We engage ina“thick description” (Geertz 1973) oftheevents, focussing ontheir public meanings and cultural patterns. Although thisisameaning-centred analysis, we do not disregard political or economic factors, but simply insist that culture and meanings should be treated as“relatively independent” (Alexander and Smith 2003: 12).

				Centre and periphery

				After thecoup d’état inFebruary 1948, communists took over theCzechoslovak state institutions and effectively gained control ofwhat Elaine Chan calls the“structural centre ofsociety”, which “makes policy decisions, runs thedaily operationoftheadministration, maintains law and order, and hasmonopoly over theuse offorce insociety” (1999: 339). Alongside theinstitutional take-over, communists took control ofthepublic sphere inorder to erase any interpretationat odds with theofficially sanctioned understanding ofreality. Inother words, theCommunist Party tried to occupy the“symbolic centre” ofCzechoslovak society, understood asa“setofvalues, beliefs, myths, symbols, rituals, festivals and memories” (Chan 1999: 339). Edward Shils spoke of“thecentral value system” as“thecentre oftheorder ofsymbols, ofvalues and beliefs which governs thesociety” (1961: 117). Thefarther we move from thecentre ofasociety to “thehinterland or theperiphery, over which authority isexercised, attachment to thecentral value system becomes attenuated” (Ibid.: 123). 

				Inhisanalysisofdiscursive transformations, Jacques Derrida argues that meaning systems are inherently unstable. At times, when thesymbolic centre becomes “dislocated”, it loses its legitimacy and can no longer “orient, balance, and organize thestructure” or “limit what we might call theplay ofthestructure” (2002: 352). Thiscorresponds to an observationmade by Shils, who argued that theauthority ofthecentre diminishes once it loses its connectionto thesacred collective representations ofasociety (1961: 118). Once thesymbolic centre isdestabilized, theassociated institutional structure loses its legitimacy too. Ifit isno longer able to control theflow ofmeanings inasociety, free play – cultural appropriation, combinationand permutation– ensues and may result inthecreationofasupplementary sign replacing theformer centre (Derrida 2002: 365). Inother words, social order issuspended by “anti-structure” asthesociety enters a“liminal phase” (cf. Turner 1980), astage ofin-between-ness characterized by deep-seated ambiguity and high levels ofanxiety (Szakolczai 2009). Liminal situations are often accompanied by an unusual upswing ofcreativity with transformative potential (Szakolczai 2009: 160). Nevertheless, it mustn’t be forgotten that inreal-world politics there isalso thecentral institutional power structure which can arrest much more than the“play ofsubstitutions” (Derrida 2002: 365) and employ brute force to reinstate its control, ashappened inHungary in1956 and inCzechoslovakia in1968.

				Social performance

				Drawing ontheworks ofJohn Austin, Erving Goffman and Kenneth Burke, Jeffrey Alexander developed atheory ofperformance asthe“social process by which actors, individually or inconcert, display for others themeaning oftheir social situation” (2006: 32). He identifies six elements ofsocial performance, which to be successful performances must re-fuse (Ibid.: 33−36). Collective representations connect social performances to thecultural system and thus to thesymbolic centre ofasociety. They can be further distinguished into background symbols, usually associated with thecentre, and foreground scripts, translating symbols into directives for action, thestaging oftheperformance asmise-en-scène. Regarding theflow ofcommunication, it can be argued that theperforming actor represents thecentre and theaudience theperiphery oftheperformance. Actors can either draw onasetofsymbols associated with thecentre, employ alternative symbols, or play subversively with thecentral meanings. Subversive readings ontheside oftheaudience are also possible. Thesituationofactors who promulgate central values differs considerably from those attacking central values, not theleast thanks to their privileged access to means ofsymbolic productionand social power. 

				Asobserved by Émile Durkheim (2008), and echoed inShils’sand Young’sessay onthecoronationofQueen Elizabeth (1953), public rituals and social performances are crucial for maintaining people’sattachment to thecentral value system. Ritual performances permeated everyday life inCommunist countries – from conspicuous May workers’ parades to repeated displays oftheSovietflag, and it wasthrough them that thecentre could exert control over theperiphery. Although themajority ofrituals were labelled “spontaneous”, they were, infact, organized by theinstitutional centre, with participationoften being compulsory. Reaching far into society, thecentral apparatus controlled and distributed themeans ofsymbolic productionand used its social power to approve, criticize and censor public statements.

				At theperiphery, where “theplay ofstructure” (Derrida 2002) ismore pronounced, especially inliminal times when thegrip ofthecentre weakens, social performances take different shapes. During Czechoslovak Communism, counter-performances promoting different sets ofmeanings were usually hidden from thepublic ‒ and theeyes ofthesecretpolice. Incomparison, subversive performances, which ironically played with central meanings, could entertainahigher publicity. Mikhail Bakhtin(1984) described medieval folk culture asaperipheral counter culture, subverting aswell assupplementing thecentral culture ofelites through its grotesque imagery. Aperformative expressionofthisfolk culture isthecarnival, inwhich afictive counter-world iscreated and enacted. We believe that theMajales 1956 can be understood assuch acarnivalesque performance.

				Destabilizationofthecentre: thetwo deaths ofStalin

				How could theMajales emerge inastate of“total occupationofpublic semantic space” (Možný 1991: 27)? Shils would probably have suggested that students, agroup that hasahigh proportionof“alertly intelligent” actors who feel at thesame time distanced from and concerned with thecentre, are structurally prone to protests (1961: 126). Indeed, students tend to occupy a“liminal” positionat theperiphery ofsociety (cf. Turner 1980). Although most students are legally adults, they do not hold yetpositions ofpower intheinstitutional order and are thus not regarded as“full” members ofasociety. Students occupy atransitory position, between children and grown-ups, which structurally relieves them from theduties ofadult life and provides them with time and space to devise and engage inprojects like Majales, while culturally there isacertaintolerance or even expectationofdeviant student behaviour. Nevertheless, theliminality ofthestudent status does not explainwhy events like Majales emerge at any given time and place. Moreover, from acultural sociological point ofview, such an explanatory strategy amounts to areductionofculture to social structure (Alexander and Smith 2003). Even more importantly, it gives no answer to thequestion: Why did theMajales happen inthisform at thisspecific moment intime? Inreconstructing thesocial and cultural conditions under which theMajales 1956 took place, we have to turn our attentionfrom peripheral Czechoslovakia to theinstitutional and symbolic centre ofinternational communism, theSovietUnion.

				Stalinism aspolitical religion

				Soviet-style communism, and Stalinism inparticular, wasareligion-like system permeating theeveryday life ofcitizens: some ofthem true believers, more following acquiescently and afew being heretics. Especially inthelate 1940s and early 1950s, thesymbolic centre inmany Eastern European countries can adequately be described as“political religion”, aterm coined by Eric Voegelin(2000). Voegelinargued that themodern process ofsecularizationdid not change the“political-religious symbolism”, but merely substituted thetranscendent God with “contents oftheworld” (2000: 60). God did not simply disappear, but wassymbolically decapitated (Ibid.: 64), which isparticularly true for themilitant atheism ofcommunism.

				It isusually apolitical leader who replaces God asthesymbolic centre ofsociety inthecultural systems ofpolitical religions. Inthepost-war Sovietand Eastern European context, thisrole wasassumed, ofcourse, by Joseph Stalin. Stalin’ssymbolic influence wasimmense already inthedays ofWorld War II ‒ asPavel Kohout confessed, “Stalin’sname wasoften theonly beam oflight inthedarkness” (1956). After thewar, Stalinwasportrayed assaviour oftheSovietUnionand Europe, which wasused to legitimize theSovietdominationofEastern Europe. According to an early heretic EgonBondy, the“enthusiasm for Stalinism, predominantly among youngsters, wasmassive” (2008: 63). Cultural representations ofStalinwere characterized by superhuman powers and extraordinary commitment, by veracity, intellectual farsightedness and love for humanity. Therepresentationofperipheral leaders such asKlement Gottwald inCzechoslovakia followed thesame pattern: like Stalin, Gottwald wasreputed to know all theworkers by name (Macura 2008: 105) and to sacrifice hisown rest to watch over thesleep oftheCzechoslovak nation(Ibid.: 114). 

				InTheTwo King’sBodies, Ernst Kantorowicz (1957) discusses themedieval distinctionbetween themortal body oftheking and theenduring body politic, highlighting thefact that thedeath ofaruler isacritical event ‒ aproblem that medieval political theology addressed with theconceptionofacontinuous body politic. Asimilar problem exists inmodern political religions, where thedeath ofaleader ispotentially destabilizing. ThemummificationofLenin, Stalin, aswell asGottwald, can be reconstructed asattempts to preserve themortal body ofthedeceased ruler to symbolize thecontinuous existence oftheSovietbody politic. Due to hisunprecedented centrality intheSovietcultural system, thephysical death ofJosef Stalintriggered aprocess ofcultural destabilization, whose shockwaves were felt at theperiphery. It isno accident that proletarian riots inCzechoslovakia and East Germany took place in1953, right after Stalin’sdeath.

				Khrushchev’sspeech and its consequences

				Stalinwas, however, kept alive symbolically (Macura 2008). Although theidolatry waned inthemonths following hisdeath, he remained astrong element inthevisual and textual canonofthecommunist authorities. After all, Stalin’smegalomaniac monument wasbuilt onLetná hill inPrague aslate as1955. Although thegradual decompositionofStalinism began already in1953, its collapse ismarked by the20th Congress oftheCommunist Party oftheSovietUnion, where Nikita Khrushchev gave hisfamous speech “OntheCult ofPersonality and Its Consequences” onFebruary 25, 1956. 

				With surprising frankness, Khrushchev (1956) described Stalinasan unscrupulous mass murderer who, with thecomplicity of“Beria’sgang”, terrorized and executed millions ofhiscountrymen including, importantly, good communists. Khrushchev, lacking thesymbolic authority to castigate theidolized leader, called upontheonly two figures above Stalininthecommunist Parthenon– Vladimir Leninand Karl Marx. Thejuxtapositionwith Leninserved to highlight Stalin’sintellectual and moral shortcomings, while Marx, who gave early warnings ofthe“cult ofpersonality”, wasinvoked to discredit Stalinasacommunist and asaleader. Finally, Khrushchev attacked themyth ofStalinasamilitary genius, central to hislegitimacy inthedominationofEastern Europe, arguing that hismilitary incompetence led to theeconomic devastationoftheUSSR and ahigh wartime death toll. Khrushchev’siconoclastic speech wasasymbolic decapitationofStalinasthecentral figure ofthecommunist cultural system. Furthermore, with Stalinbeing portrayed asmadman, thecommunist system itself wasexculpated for decades ofterror (cf. Kołakowski 1981). 

				Khrushchev wascertainly not thefirst to criticize the“cult ofpersonality” (cf. Kołakowski 1981: 450), but he wasamong thefew capable ofdelivering apowerful performance. At least partially, “theauthority inthelanguage comes from theoutside” (Bourdieu 1991: 109), theinstitutional positionofthespeaker. AsGeneral Secretary oftheParty, Khrushchev could castigate thebeloved Stalinand thus to recode thecentral symbolic system. And even more, he succeeded indelivering an authentic performance, asAlexander Solzhenitsyn, for example, saw init a“genuine movement ofheart” (cited inKramer 2008: 71). Despite thefact that Khrushchev’s“secretspeech” wasperformed for an audience oftrusted delegates, never broadcasted and only published in1989, its talking points spread quickly around theEastern Bloc, aswell asthewhole world (Blaive 2001: 70−83). Inthefollowing weeks, news ofthesymbolic coup d’état inthecentre reached theperipheral countries oftheEastern Bloc.

				Khrushchev’sspeech attacked Stalinism, which wasstill thedominant political religion, particularly inCzechoslovakia, where show trials took place even after Stalin’sdeath. We know that members oftheCzechoslovak Communist Party were familiarized with thespeech onApril 10 (Petráň 2015: 232). After that, elements ofthespeech appeared inthepress and new signifiers started to emerge inthediscourse. Thiscultural transformationbecame evident during the2nd Congress ofCzechoslovak Writers (April 22−29, 1956), where several speeches echoed Khrushchev’scritique ofStalin. Theexpression“cult ofpersonality” waswidely used, although it seldom referred to Stalindirectly. It wasmostly employed to delegitimize particular literary strategies (e.g. theidealizationofasingle proletarian figure) or to criticize thegeneral organizationofsociety. “Cult ofpersonality” became asymbolically polluted signifier with shifting meanings that quickly entered thepublic repertoire ofcriticism. During theCongress, covered by theofficial media, writers like František Hrubín, Vítězslav Nezval and Jaroslav Seifert cautiously addressed theregime, demanding abolishment ofcensorship and freedom for jailed authors. Khrushchev’sperformance, asit turned out intheend, had serious unintended consequences – it threatened thelegitimacy ofthecommunist system asawhole.

				Majales ascarnivalesque performance and semiological guerrilla

				When theshockwaves ofKhrushchev’sspeech hit Czechoslovakia, students were already protesting against anew law issued by theMinister ofNational Defence, which forced university graduates to enlist for thestandard two-year military service. Theprotests started ontheevening ofJanuary 17, when students inBratislava dormitories spontaneously gathered and sung, inpyjamas, an improvised protest song (Marušiak 2007: 17). Thestudent movement gained tractioninthefollowing months, and by thetime ofthe2nd Congress ofCzechoslovak Writers, students around thecountry held public meetings and drafted “resolutions” criticizing censorship, theestrangement ofpolitical elites and their nation’smimicking oftheSovietUnion. Initially, theMinistry ofEducationwasinclined to recognize thestudent resolutions aslegitimate (Marušiak 2007: 20), but theparty leadership insisted that they should be regarded asbourgeoisanti-establishment provocation(Ibid.: 21). 

				Inthispolitical and cultural climate, thestate-controlled Czechoslovak Youth Unionorganized thefirst Majales since 1948. Asawhole, the1956 Majales parades inBratislava and Prague were quite heterogeneous. Aside from salient political satire, hundreds ofparticipants came incostumes referring to their field ofstudy, while others paid tribute to theauthority ofthestructural and symbolic centre, for example law students from Charles University carrying thebanner: “Děkujeme dělnické třídě, že nám umožnila studovat!” [“We thank theworking class for an opportunity to attend theuniversity!”] (Matthews 1998: 30). It isreported that theaudience burst out laughing uponreading thebanner. Intimes ofcultural crisis, such aflagrant expressionofbelief inthecentre seemed grotesque. Although not all participants engaged inpolitical protest, asignificant number did. TheMajales might have been less provocative than many onlookers and participants expected (Gruson1956; Holler 1956; Matthews 1998), but they contained nevertheless dozens ofindividual performances that subversively thematized life incommunist Czechoslovakia. 

				Historical allegories and references 	

				Aspointed out by Durkheim (2008), social groups and societies have their own understanding oftime. They have their “beginnings”, zeniths and nadirs that create a“frame ofreference” (Mertonand Sorokin1937: 623) which allows actors to understand their own place intheworld. Textual or visual references to history were among themost commontropes at theMajales parades. Some were harmless, such asfolk costumes signifying an indefinite national past. However, many referred to more specific pasts, real or imagined, offering an unfavourable juxtapositionoftheCommunist regime with different historical epochs. 

				Even prehistory appeared asatrope inthePrague parade, represented by two groups ofstudents costumed ascave-dwellers. According to thenewspaper Mladá Fronta (May 22, 1956: 1) thefirst group carried abanner demanding “Kvyšší užitkovosti mamutů!” [“Towards higher productivity ofMammoths!”]. Thesecond group carried alarge model ofadinosaur (Matthews 1998: 28). Onits side waswritten: “Jsem nezranitelný. Mám kůži minist. školství!” [“Iam invulnerable. Ihave Minist. ofEducation’sskin!”] (Blaive 2001, nonpaginated photograph), which by its abbreviationreferred to both, theminister and theministry. Its opposite side read: “Pro studentskou mensu” [“For student cafeteria”] (Matthews 1998: 28). Although prehistory did not belong to theerasthat were normatively coded inthecommunist discourse, both scenes carried apolitical message. Thetrope ofprehistory not only portrayed theexisting communism asunderdeveloped, but also problematized thevery idea ofhistorical progress, which wascentral to thecommunist cultural system. Finally, thecomment onthe“skin” oftheMinistry ofEducationaddressed theperceived intransigence and insularity ofthestate apparatus.

				At least two salient performances inPrague thematized theMedieval Age. An executioner with an axe wasaccompanied by several students carrying alarge wooden block with adepictionofhuman head and abanner reading: “Neposlouchal” [“He did not obey”] (Report 1). Thefigure oftheexecutioner pointed to thecontradictionbetween theself-representationofthestate apparatus asmodern and progressive and theactual practices it employed to discipline theperiphery. Theterm “neposlouchal”, moreover, refers to asituationwhere children break therules setby an adult authority. Assuch, thescene symbolized theregime’sinfantilizationofthestudents, aswell asthedraconian punishment for trivial deviances from thenorm. Thesecond performance featured agroup ofstudents dressed asmonks (Matthews 1998: 27), carrying asign: “Vzhůru knovým vzdělávacím metodám!” [“Towards new educational methods!”] (Blaive 2001, non-paginated photograph). Here, thecontemporary educational system waslikened to theDark Ages. Theeffect oftheallegory wascreated by thetensionbetween thedeclarative wish to improve theeducationsystem and thehistoricizing visuals. Thenew educational reform waspresented asalready outdated and based onobsolete ideological schemes that could just aswell have come from theDark Ages. Asone ofthestudent-monks said, “we had had about four serious educational reforms inless than eight years, and people were bored with it” (cited inMatthews 1998: 28).

				An unfavourable juxtapositionwith theAge ofEnlightenment wasimplied with abanner inPrague criticizing thebackwardness oftheeducational policies ofthecommunist regime: “Co Komenský vytvořil, to Kahuda zničil” [“What Comenius created, Kahuda destroyed”] (Report 1). Thenew reform oftheMinistry ofEducation(led by František Kahuda) wasportrayed asviolating theprinciples ofJohn Amos Comenius, an Enlightenment scholar well known for hisadvocacy ofnon-restrictive and creative education. Thestudents claimed that thecurrent educationpolicy wasnot able to reach thestandards setthree hundred years earlier.

				Finally, there were references to capitalist modernity, theconstitutive Other ofthecommunist cultural system. InCzechoslovak media, capitalist societies were portrayed ashaunted by poverty and lack ofsolidarity, which wascontrasted with thealleged camaraderie and abundance ofsocialism. While insocialism thepeople were free, incapitalism they were slaves. Thetheme ofslavery waspicked up by students inBratislava, who, stylized asserfs, pulled an old steam-engine car with ropes. Onits side hung abanner that read “Cvičná jazda ministerstva školstva!” [“Ministry ofEducation’sdriving lesson!”] (Interview 1). Thevehicle’svintage design juxtaposed thepractices oftheMinistry ofEducationand theenslavement oftheproletariat infactories. Thecombinationoftheterm “driving lesson” and theold car suggested, again, theregime’slack offlexibility. Theenslaved students had to pull theMinistry ofEducationand progress, not thanks to, but inspite oftheofficial institutions. Thesubversive message ofthehistorical allegories at Majales can be summed up by asocialist joke according to which “existing socialism” isadialectical synthesisofhistory: “from theprehistoric classless society it took primitivism, from antiquity slave labor, from medieval feudalism ruthless domination, from capitalism exploitation‘and from socialism aname’” (cited inŽižek 2014).

				Lived experience and official discourse

				Whereasthehistorical allegories used images ofan imagined past to illuminate thepresent, other performances contrasted thelived historical experience with thedistorted historiography ofthecommunist regime. Often, students alluded to events intherecent past, which they had or could have witnessed themselves. For example, several students inBratislava decided to recall thedarker side oftheSovietliberationby walking intwo parallel columns – one dressed inRed Army uniforms, theothers asdemonized US servicemen. WhereastheAmericans marched calmly with guns intheir hands, theSoviets acted drunk and shouted: “Eau-de-Cologne – vodka! Pitralon– vodka!”1 (Matthews 1998: 22). Thisperformance problematized theofficial representations ofSoviets and Americans, theformer being portrayed asdrunkards who intoxicate themselves with aftershave and thelatter appearing sober and ready to strike. While such portrayal wasclearly at odds with thecentral system ofcollective representations, it surely resonated with theaudience, many ofwhom had witnessed drunken Red Army personnel inthestreets ofBratislava adecade earlier. Theallegory wasalso asynecdoche, thesoldiers standing for therespective powers blocks and begging thequestion: Why have we pledged allegiance to theside that isworse off? Such acritical stance towards theSovietUnionbecame widespread among students in1956 and many student resolutions inthemonths preceding Majales contained thedemand to remove symbols oftheUSSR from public spaces (see Matthews 1998: 41).

				TheStalinist show trials were also thematized inseveral performances. “Pán Karnevalista” [“Mr. Carnival”], astudent dressed inbear pelt, and “Prokurátor Grandpapulós” [“Attorney General Big Mouth”] engaged in“show” trials against those who refused to take part inthepreparationoftheMajales or obstructed theprocess (Marušiak 2007: 23). It wasagrotesque portrayal ofthegruesome show trials, which just had begun to surface intheofficial media. Agroup inPrague carried abanner asking thefollowing questions: “Co je lepší? Popravit male zločince anechat ty velké na svobodě? Nebo popravit ty velké anechat malé, aby je nahradili?” [“What isbetter? To execute small criminals and letthebig ones go free? Or execute thebig ones and letthesmall ones take their place?”] (Matthews 1998: 30). While enigmatic, it clearly referenced theshow trials. However, incontrast to Khrushchev, thestudents did not say that theexecuted were innocent but rather implied that nobody inthepolitical apparatus was. Either theexecuted were criminal kingpins and those who were incharge now were only small criminals or it wastheother way around.

				Another banner inPrague, “My studenti jsme sice mladí, ale dost si pamatujeme” [“We, students, might be young but we remember alot”], wasaperformative commentary ontheOrwellian practice ofthecentral political apparatus to manipulate therepresentationofthepast for thesake ofideological consistency. Despite their youth, thestudents claimed to see through theregime’sattempts at manipulating therecent past. Asimilar point wasmade by students carrying acage, which wassigned “Na indexu” [“Ontheindex”] (Blaive 2001: non-paginated photograph) and accompanied by agirl handing out copies oftheParty’shistory. Finally, apeculiar reference to therecent past wasabanner reading: “Nebojte se Pražáci, ještě jsou tu študáci!” [“Fear not, people ofPrague– thestudents are still with you!”]. Theofficial media where particularly unhappy with thisone– “Isthere anything thepeople ofPrague fear?” asked Josef Holler inMladá Fronta (1956). Interestingly, theslogan wasaperformative time machine: abanner with exactly thesame text wascarried inthelast Prague Majales in1948 in support of the Communist Party. While thebanner expressed continuity with theprotest tradition, its meaning had changed dramatically. It implied that there wasstill something to be afraid of‒ thecentral state apparatus, from which thestudents had broken free, at least intheir performance.

				Concerns about thefreedom ofthepress were expressed by agroup ofPrague students, who, each inblack and with keys intheir mouths, carried abanner “Jsme redaktoři Mladé fronty!” [“We are theeditors ofMladá Fronta!”] (Interview 1). Thefeeling that thereality represented inthemedia, not only historical but also contemporary, wasnot genuine and that informationwasbeing manipulated wasvoiced also inthechant “Každé malé dítě ví, co Mladá fronta nepoví!” [“Every kid knows what Mladá fronta would never say!”] and thebanner “Mladá fronto 1956: kde jsou naše resoluce?” [“Mladá fronta 1956: Where are our resolutions?”] (Blaive 2001, non-paginated photograph). Scenes and banners addressing therecent past and thepresent situationwere predominantly based ontheimplicit contradictionbetween lived experience and official discourse aspromulgated by thecommunist party.

				Subversive performances assemiological guerrilla

				Thehumour ofperformances wasoften produced by asubversionoftheofficial language. Thestudents developed two major strategies for such subversion. One waspurely textual, theother wasachieved through acombinationoftextual and visual elements. Thetextual subversionwasrealized asfollows: Slogans combined two conflicting sentences, asfor example inthePrague banner: “Ať žijí korejští studenti – ale za své!” [“Long live Korean students – but ontheir own money!”] (Matthews 1998: 29). Thefirst part oftheslogan wastypical for thelanguage ofthecentral power structure, thus creating an initial ambiguity. Thesecond part added aperipheral supplement, which subverted theoriginal message, criticizing thefinancial support for North Korean students inCzechoslovakia. Inother cases, thesubversive supplement to theofficial message wasn’t explicitly mentioned, which meant that thedecoding ofthemessage relied entirely onthereading oftheaudience. Thisisexemplified inthePrague slogan “Ať vzkvétá aparát ČSM – opora naší práce!” [“Lettheapparatus oftheČSM flourish – it isthebase ofour work!”] (Svatoš 1999). Such enthusiasm for abureaucratic apparatus encouraged an ironic reception.

				Theeffect ofthecombinationofvisual and textual elements, ontheother hand, relied often ontheir incongruity. During Bratislava Majales, thestudents carried abanner “Sovietsky zväz – náš vzor!” [“SovietUnion– our model!”] (Marušiak 2007: 26) alongside adeformed replica ofSovietLomonosov University. Thetextual element referred to central collective representations, expressing theloyalty ofperipheral Czechoslovakia to thesacred centre ofinternational communism. However, themeaning wassubverted by thevisual dimensionoftheperformance. Thedeformed replica functioned assynecdoche, suggesting not only that Lomonosov University wasan unsuitable example to follow, but theSovietUnioninits entirety. Asimilar logic wasemployed by another performance inBratislava: an emaciated student led by others, dressed ascooks, carried aplacard “Stravujeme sa vRaji” [“We eat inParadise”] (Interview 2). “Raj”, theSlovak term for Paradise, wasan abbreviationfor “Restaurace ajídelny” (“Restaurants and cafeterias”), thestate monopoly which managed, alongside other institutions, student cafeterias. Thehumour resulted from theconfrontationofthepresumably harsh reality ofstudent life and thereference to theideal realm. Theperceived absurdity ofthediscourse wasdemonstrated by asubversionofits own language, atechnique which Umberto Eco (1998) calls “semiological guerrilla warfare”. What Czechoslovak students externalized through theconflict ofmeanings intheir banners and allegories wasadiscrepancy between theeveryday experience and its representationintheofficial discourse. 

				Asophisticated example ofasubversionoftheofficial language wasperformed by agroup ofstudents inclown costumes inBratislava addressing theongoing Race ofPeace between Prague, Berlinand Warsaw (Marušiak 2007: 136). Instead ofbicycles, theclowns rode scooters they kept falling off, while shouting “Hromadný pád, naša záchrana!” [“Collective fall, our rescue!”] (Interview 2). Each time one ofthem fell, aclown following thegroup helped him to hisfeetwith aremedy – aglass ofliquor from ademijohn he pushed onacart. Thetop ofthecart carried aplacard “Náš záväzok: Nebudeme poslední!” [“Our promise: We won’t end up last!”]. Theallegory presented an international event that wassupposed to be adignified athletic celebrationofpeace and brotherhood asadrunken clownery. Thereferent ofthescene was, however, more general. Theplacard onthecart mimicked theofficial language ofthecentral institutional system. Communist systems intheentire Eastern Bloc had aculture ofpromises and vows, inwhich institutions, teams and individual workers made public promises to improve their job performance. Such symbolic acts confirmed thesociety’sorientationtowards thefuture, akey element ofthecentral symbolic system. Thestudents mocked these vows. Instead ofbeing first, thedrunken cyclist clowns could promise at best not to finish last. Theuse ofthecentral symbol ofthevow extended thereferent oftheallegory to society asawhole. Thedeclarative public ritual waspresented asafarce inthecontext ofagrotesque reality. According to thedrunken, disorganized clowns, theonly way out wasacollective fall. Not, ofcourse, afall from thescooter, but thefall oftheregime. However, thestudents’ diagnosisofdisorganizationdid not apply to thewhole society. After theMajales carnival, thecommunist authorities got organized and made aconcerted performative effort to quell theagitated student movement.

				Thecentre strikes back: meaning-control after Majales

				Intimes ofacultural crisis, themessage ofthestudents, cheered by thousands ofonlookers, threatened thecentre’scontrol over theperiphery. However, themeaning ofpublic events isnever ready-made, but involves aprocess ofmeaning-making inwhich theexercise of“social power” (Alexander 2006: 36) plays acrucial role ‒ apower wielded mostly by theofficial media, which were, incommunist Czechoslovakia, controlled by thepolitical centre. Inour case, theexercise ofsocial power can be treated asa(counter-) performance staged by thecentre to impose its interpretationoftheevents and promote its own symbols and values.

				First reports – Masks are allowed everything! Or not?

				OnMonday after theBratislava Majales, May 14, theSlovak newspaper Smena published an article by Ladislav Švihran (1956) titled “Maskám je všetko dovolené!” [“Themasks are allowed everything!”]. Its author provides afirst-hand account oftheevents, stating that “Saturday’scarnival wasaspontaneous, unforced entertainment for both those intheparade and their audience” and claiming that “nobody speaks ofanything but thecarnival parade”. Švihran, however, presents Majales mainly asacritique ofhigher educationreforms and student living conditions. Nonetheless, he admits that the“sharp criticism did not miss any aspect ofour life” referring specifically to theclownery ofthe“Race ofPeace”. Interestingly, Švihran mentions the“collective fall” ontheplacard, but omits thesubversive continuation, “our rescue”, reported by therefugee inMunich (Interview 2). Onthesame day, thenewspaper Práca also published an article appreciative ofthestudent carnival: “Bratislava hasnot seen such an event inalong time” (May 14, 1956: 2). Although most ofthecriticism was“correct”, theauthor raised concerns, assome masks and performances “were surely not what theorganizers expected” and thecritique ofSovietarchitecture was, inhisopinion, simply “mistaken”.

				Both reports, written and published before any official interpretationoftheevent wasestablished, were positive, but cautious. While thereport inSmena wilfully understated thepolitical implications ofsome performances, thepiece inPráca pre-emptively criticized thestudents’ attack ontheSovietUnion, asacred element ofthesymbolic centre. Although both authors approved ofthestudent carnival, they cautiously maintained asymbolic distance, which exemplifies thecentre’scontrol through self-censorship. Furthermore, already theday after Majales, thepolitical apparatus tried to control its message directly. Švihran remembers (2007: 108) that theday before thepublicationofhisarticle, hiseditor-in-chief wasvisited by amysterious man, supposedly an employee oftheSecretPolice. Consequently, thetext appeared only intheBratislava editionofSmena, inan attempt to limit theflow ofinformationabout Majales to other regions ofthecountry. 

				Although thepolitical message ofthePrague Majales waseven more pronounced, it wasconspicuously missing from newspaper reports, none ofwhich appeared intheSlovak part ofthecountry. Theday after theparade, Večerní Praha described theMajales as“funny and satirical” (May 21, 1956: 1) and mentioned thesupport oftherector ofCharles University. Asimilar article appeared inRudé Právo, themaincommunist newspaper (May 21, 1956: 1). Aday later, theyouth daily Mladá Fronta portrayed it asacompletely apolitical festival. According to thearticle “Nejen chlebem, ale ilegrací živ je člověk” [“Man needs not only bread but also fun”] (May 22, 1956: 1), crowded cafeteriaswere thestudents’ major concern. Thistime, it seems, thepolitical apparatus wasprepared and took control ofthemeanings ofMajales immediately.

				An altogether different festival wasobserved by Sydney Gruson(1956), aNew York Times reporter who published onMay 26 an article titled “Prague festival lampoons regime”. Despite being inthemidst oftheCold War, Grusonoffers asurprisingly balanced account. While describing thecritical performances, he argued that “no effort wasmade to turn theoccasioninto ahuge anti-Communist demonstration, ashad been rumoured inPrague”. Grusonwas, asaforeign reporter, entangled inadifferent structure ofpower than Czechoslovak journalists and could draw onadifferent setofsignifiers and frames inhisre-constructionoftheevent. TheNew York Times, hisemployer, wasnot dependant onthegoodwill ofthecentral political apparatus. Another Western report, inLife magazine, attested that “students poked pointed fun at everything that had happened to academic life ineight years ofCommunism” and “were tinkering recklessly with (the) new freedom” (June4, 1956: 54−55).

				Theparty is/takes over 

				At theend ofthemonth, theframing oftheMajales began to shift. OnMay 25, thePrime Minister, Viliam Široký, could still say that “thestudents have theright to express their opinionaloud and we have theright to say what we agree with, and what not” (1956: 2). But one day later, thetone ofthereports started to change. Josef Holler wrote inMladá Fronta (May 26, 1956: 4) that despite “theabundance ofhealthy ideasand good caricatures”, thePrague Majales were “insome cases used to promulgate mistaken ideas” and “it issurprising that students, who inlarge part come from proletarian and peasant families, accepted some wrong demands so easily”.

				Inasimilar vein, Milan Ferko stated inKultúrny život (May 26, 1956: 1) that he initially supported thestudent activities inearly 1956 but that therecent events were a“product ofpolitical reaction”. To support hisclaim, theauthor discussed thesophisticated informationinfrastructure maintained between thestudent cities, suggesting that “aero-taxis” delivered Prague resolutions to Bratislava ‒ an often-repeated assertionand likely aproduct ofCommunist propaganda (Marušiak 2007: 27). Furthermore, he castigated theidea ofMajales as“nonsensical” and “hysterical”. Nevertheless, Ferko maintained that “themajority ofstudents [...] did not fall prey to theelements ofpolitical reaction”. While theauthor washarsh ontheMajales, he tried to salvage themessage ofthestudent resolutions, creating asymbolic oppositionbetween thetwo. Thissymbolic oppositionwasechoed inother articles that had afavourable view oftheearly student activities (Jelínek 1956; Mňačko 1956). OnMay 27, Práca published aconcluding article called “Po týždni vzruchu” [“After aweek ofexcitement”] (May 27, 1956: 2), inwhich readers were assured that thestudent party wasover, “theexam period will beginshortly” and that thestudents were now “united intheir support for theParty resolution”.

				Afurther shift intheinterpretationofMajales wasmarked by the10th Congress oftheCzechoslovak Communist Party, June 11−15, 1956. Inhisintroductory speech, President Antonín Zápotocký defended theParty’scontrol ofthepress, which thestudents had criticized: “We have always refused thefreedom ofthepress and we decidedly refuse it now aswell” (Rudé Právo, 12 June, 1956: 6). Zápotocký claimed that “recently, reactionary elements attempted to abuse thecritique our party consciously develops with regard to our life and to mix with thestudents. These attempts failed”. TheSecretary oftheParty, Václav Kopecký, seconded hisstatement by rejecting student demands for academic freedom aspolitical reactionclaiming that students had let“themselves be seduced” (Mladá Fronta, 15 June, 1956: 2). 

				OnJune 11, thestate-wide Party periodical Rudé Právo informed its readers that Božena Plchová and Jaroslav Hájíček were arrested for thedistributionofstudent resolutions (June 11, 1956: 3). Theprotagonists were portrayed asdéclassé bourgeoiswho drafted thestudent resolutions inspired by broadcasts from Radio Free Europe. Three days later, Mladá Fronta published areport titled “Zneškodnění skupiny výrobců ‘studentských resolucí’” [“Agroup of‘student resolution’ producers arrested”] (June 14, 1956: 5), which left no doubt that there never had been any genuine student demands. František Kahuda (Literární noviny, June 23, 1956: 3) followed thisline, arguing that while “themajority ofstudents supports theParty and theGovernment”, there were some opinions “aimed against theinterest ofour state, against our People’sDemocracy”, which shows that “many replaced theLeninist legacy [...] with political humbug”. According to him, theMajales were simply a“sign ofindifferent class consciousness, oflack ofCommunist ethos”. Kahuda identified theenemy, stating that “(responsible for Majales) were not theolder students whose social structure ismore favourable thanks to thehigher percentage ofworking class students”, but theyoungest, who were admitted due to asupposedly more relaxed cadre policy.

				By thetime oftheHungarian revolution, inautumn 1956, theinterpretationofMajales asthe“product ofreaction” wasalready firmly entrenched and partially attributed to the“low ideological-political standard ofuniversity students and teachers” (Marušiak 2007: 45). Consequently, theadmissionprocess wastightened asuniversities were told to accept “thechildren ofcapitalist, or formerly capitalist families only inexceptional [...] cases” (Marušiak 2007: 60).

				Thestate apparatus employed two distinct strategies to control themeanings ofMajales. First, there wasageographical meaning-control (or censorship), which prevented thenews from reaching broader audiences. By restricting theflow ofinformationfrom theepicentres ofMajales to thegeographical periphery, theinterpretations oftheevent were spatially arrested and its impact wassuccessfully minimized. Second, there wasalso meaning control (often due to self-censorship) regarding thecontent ofthemessage. At first, Majales were discursively constructed asan unpolitical children’splay. Thiswasfollowed by asmear campaign that drew ontheinfantilised image ofthestudents asmisled by reactionary provocateurs, who were quickly identified asmembers ofdéclassé middle and upper class families. Thus, theevents could be fully integrated into thecentral cultural system, embedded inthecommunist narratives ofclass conflict, progress and reaction. Even theCzech student inItaly, interviewed by an informer, argued that “themanifestationwasorganized ‘from above’ to prove that ‘de-Stalinization’ isalready making change [...] but later fascist and capitalist powers attempted to take control over themanifestationand because ofthat it degenerated” (Report 2). Finally, not only meanings were arrested, but also thealleged provocateurs. Students who actively participated inMajales were often expelled, or had their studies suspended (Marušiak 2007: 51−55).

				Conclusion

				TheMajales inBratislava and Prague were not motivated by poverty, low housing quality or crowded cafeterias‒ despite some specific concerns voiced by students. They arose at atime when thesymbolic centre wasdestabilized and thestate apparatus lost its grip over theperiphery. Majales were part ofwider unrest intheEastern Bloc that reached its apex intheHungarian uprising. We have argued that thiscultural destabilizationwastriggered by thedeath ofStalin, and culminated inhissymbolic decapitationby Khrushchev. Inthisliminal situation, Majales emerged asasubversive performance, building onthemomentum ofan existing student movement demanding educational aswell associal and political reforms. Although many expected thecarnival to turn into an anti-regime protest, thestudents employed more subtle genres ofcriticism, reminiscent ofmedieval carnivals. Behind theseemingly harmless masks, however, were also political activists that subverted theofficial rituals oftheSoviet-style Communist Party aswell asits entire organizational culture. They targeted critical issues such asunrealistic economic promises, personalizationofguilt instead ofsystematic self-criticism, and persistent distortionofinformationinthepublic media. Some went even further and criticized theentire symbolic system theCommunist Party wassupposed to represent. These performances were engendered by thesemiosisprocess that underlies every creative symbolic act, breaking free from thecultural system, which thus far had arrested it.

				Right from theoutset, thestructural centre attempted to control theinterpretation ofMajales. Theflow ofinformationwasrestricted and its importance wasreduced to mere entertainment. Later, however, theParty itself intervened and recoded Majales asareactionary plot. Thisallowed thepolitical centre to assert its authority by embedding thestudent carnival into broader societal narratives ofongoing class struggle. Furthermore, such an interpretationlegitimized disciplinary measures against students and wasused to justify achange intheuniversity admissionprocedures favouring theworking class. TheMajales inBratislava and Prague in1956 were creative bursts ofprotest quickly quelled by thestructural centre. Nonetheless, they were symptoms ‒ among others ‒ ofthecultural transformationincommunist Europe, which did not return to its former Stalinist practices but pursued aprogramme ofpopulationcontrol through other means. Majales, banned after 1956, re-emerged inthe1960s, againatime ofcultural upheaval, ingrand style – with thebeatnik poetAllen Ginsberg elected asKing Majales in1965.

				

				References

				Alexander, Jeffrey C. 2006. “Cultural Pragmatics: Social Performance between Ritual and Strategy.” Pp. 29−90 inSocial Performance: Symbolic Action, Cultural Pragmatics and Ritual, edited by Jeffrey C. Alexander, Bernhard Giesen and JasonL. Mast. New York: Cambridge University Press.

				Alexander, Jeffrey C. 2011. ThePerformative RevolutioninEgypt: An Essay inCultural Power. London: Bloomsbury Academic.

				Alexander, Jeffrey C. and Philip Smith. 2003. “TheStrong Program inCultural Sociology: Elements ofaStructural Hermeneutics.” Pp. 11−26 inTheMeanings ofSocial Life: ACultural Sociology, by Jeffrey C. Alexander. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

				Bakthin, Mikhail. 1984. Rabelaisand HisWorld. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

				Blaha, Anton(ed.). 2007. Pyžamová revolúcia [ThePyjama Revolution]. Bratislava: Nebojsa, sr.o.

				Blaive, Muriel. 2001. Promarněná příležitost: Československo arok 1956 [AWasted Opportunity: Czechoslovakia and theYear 1956]. Prague: Prostor.

				Bondy, Egon. 2008. “Kořeny českého literárního undergroundu vletech 1949−1953.” [TheRoots ofCzech Literary Underground inYears 1949-1953]. Pp. 61−69 inPohledy zevnitř: Česká undergroundová kultura vdokumentech ainterpretacích [Perspectives from Inside: Czech Underground Culture inDocuments and Interpretations], edited by MartinMachovec. Příbram: Pistorius & Olšanská.

				Bourdieu, Pierre. 1991. Language and Symbolic Power. Cambridge: Polity Press.

				Chan, Elaine. 1999. “Structural and Symbolic Centres: Centre Displacement inthe1989 Chinese Student Movement.” International Sociology 14(3): 337−354.

				Derrida, Jacques. 2002. Writing and Difference. London: Routledge.

				Durkheim, Émile. 2008. TheElementary Forms ofReligious Life. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

				Eco, Umberto. 1998. “Towards aSemiological Guerilla Warfare.” Pp. 135−144 inFaith inFakes Travels inHyperreality, edited by Umberto Eco. London: Vintage.

				Geertz, Clifford. 1973. TheInterpretationofCultures. New York: Basic Books.

				Glaeser, Andreas. 2010. Political Epistemics: TheSecretPolice, theOpposition, and theEnd ofEast German Socialism. Chicago: TheUniversity ofChicago Press.

				Kantorowicz, Ernst H. 1957. TheKing’sTwo Bodies: AStudy inMediaeval Political Theology. Princeton: PrincetonUniversity Press.

				Kołakowski, Leszek. 1981. MainCurrents ofMarxism: Its Origin, Growth and Dissolution. Oxford: ClarendonPress.

				Kramer, Mark. 2008. “Leadership Successionand Political Violence intheUSSR Following Stalin’sDeath.” Pp. 69−92 inPolitical Violence: Belief, Behavior, and Legitimation, edited by Paul Hollander. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

				Macura, Vladimír. 2008. Šťastný věk ajiné studie osocialistické kultuře [AMerry Age and Other Studies about Socialist Culture]. Prague: Academia.

				Marušiak, Juraj. 2007. “Slovenskí študenti ainteligencia vroku 1956.” [Slovak Students and theIntelligentsia intheYear 1956]. Pp. 7−64 inPyžamová revolúcia [ThePyjama Revolution], edited by AntonBlaha. Bratislava: Nebojsa, s.r.o.

				Matthews, John P. C. 1998. Majales: TheAbortive Student Revolt inCzechoslovakia in1956. Working Paper No. 24. Woodrow WilsonInternational Center for Scholars.

				Merton, Robert K. and Pitirim Sorokin. 1937. “Social Time: AMethodological and Functional Analysis.” American Journal ofSociology 42(5): 615−629.

				Možný Ivo. 1991. Proč tak snadno? Některé rodinné důvody sametové revoluce [Why so Easy? Some Family Reasons for theVelvetRevolution]. Prague: Sociologické nakladatelství.

				Pernes, Jiří. 2008. Krize komunistického režimu vČeskoslovensku v50. letech 20. století [TheCrisis ofCommunist Regime inCzechoslovakia inthe1950s]. Brno: CDK.

				Petráň, Josef. 2015. Filosofové dělají revoluci [Philosophers Doing Revolution]. Prague: Academia.

				Shils, Edward A. 1961. “Center and Periphery.” Pp. 117−130 inTheLogic ofPersonal Knowledge: Essays Presented to Michael Polanyi, edited by Edward A. Shils. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

				Shils, Edward A. and Michael Young. 1953. “TheMeaning oftheCoronation.” Sociological Review 1(2): 63−81.

				Skilling, Harold G. [1977] 1999. “Stalinism and Czechoslovak Political Culture.” Pp. 257−282 inStalinism: Essays inHistorical Interpretation, edited by Robert C. Tucker. New Brunswick, NJ: TransactionPublishers.

				Svatoš, Michal. 1999. “Studentské majálesy šedesátých let.” [Student Majaleses intheSixties]. Retrieved February 10, 2016 (http://forum.cuni.cz/letni99/ostatni.html). 

				Švihran. 2007. “Bod zlomu.” [TheBreaking Point]. Pp. 98−108 inPyžamová revolúcia [ThePyjama Revolution], edited by AntonBlaha. Bratislava: Nebojsa, s.r.o.

				Szakolczai, Arpad. 2009. “Liminality and Experience: Structuring Transitory Situations and Transformative Events.” International Political Anthropology 2(1): 141−172.

				Turner, Victor W. 1980. TheRitual Process: Structure and Antistructure. Cornell: Cornell University Press.

				Voegelin, Eric. [1938] 2000. “ThePolitical Religions.” Pp. 19−74 inModernity Without Restraint: Collected Works 5, edited by Manfred Henningsen. Columbia: University ofMissouri Press.

				Žižek, Slavoj. 2014. “Hegel’sLogic asaTheory ofIdeology.” Synthome 15. Retrieved August 18, 2016 (http://www.lacan.com/symptom15/?p=353).

				Sources:

				Gruson, Sidney. 1956. “Prague Festival Lampoons Regime.” TheNew York Times, May 21, p. 5.

				Holler, Josef. 1956. “Žádáme všechno, nevíme co.” [We Demand Everything but We Don’t Know What]. Mladá Fronta, May 26, p. 4. 

				Interview 1. Open Society Archivum. Retrieved December 15, 2015 (http://www.osaarchivum.	org/greenfield/repository/osa:5361b62a-6121-43c4-af51-86a925c8c43).

				Interview 2. Open Society Archivum. Retrieved December 15, 2015 (http://www.osaarchivum.	org/greenfield/repository/osa:e3e645b3-3651-4441-98e9-24080d5c9b9).

				Jelínek, Antonín. 1956. “Oč jde studentům?” [What are theStudents After?]. Literární noviny, June 2, p. 3.

				Khrushchev, Nikita. 1956. “OntheCult ofPersonality and Its Consequences.” Retrieved December 2, 2015 (https://www.marxists.org/archive/khrushchev/1956/02/24.htm).

				Kohout, Pavel. 1956. “Čemu věřit?” [What’sto Believe?]. Mladá fronta, May 20, p. 5.

				Mňačko, Ladislav. 1956. “Nebiľagujme inteligenciu!” [Don’t Libel theIntelligentsia!]. Kultúrny život, June 2, p. 6.

				Report 1. Open Society Archivum. http://www.osaarchivum.org/greenfield/repository/osa:af81727c-938a-46e2-af35-13bcfd522415 (Retrieved December 15, 2015).

				Report 2. Open Society Archivum. http://www.osaarchivum.org/greenfield/repository/osa:05633756-1887-4dea-abf4-ba8495c9d8e2 (Retrieved December 15, 2015).

				Švihran, Ladislav. 1956. “Maskám je všetko dovolené!” [Masks are Allowed Everything!]. Smena, May 14, p. 2.

				Authors

				Dominik Želinský holds bachelor’sand master’sdegrees from theMasaryk University and iscurrently aPh.D. researcher at theUniversity ofEdinburgh. Hismainresearch interests lie inthecultural sociology oftotalitarian and post-totalitarian past oftheEastern European region. At themoment, he focuses onhisESRC-funded dissertationwhich sociologically explores thetopic ofunderground seminars inBrno and Prague during theera oftheso called “normalisation”.

				Contact: Dominik.Zelinsky@ed.ac.uk

				Werner Binder isassistant professor at theDepartment ofSociology, Faculty of Social Sciences, Masaryk University. After studies inMannheim, Potsdam and Berlin, he earned hisPh.D. at theUniversity ofKonstanz with athesisontheAbu Ghraib Scandal. He isauthor ofAbu Ghraib und die Folgen (2013, transcript), co-author ofUngefähres (2014, Velbrück) and co-editor ofKippfiguren (2013, Velbrück). Hisfields ofinterest are: sociological theory, cultural sociology, textual and visual methods ofinterpretation.

				Contact: werner.binder@mail.muni.cz

				
					
						1	Pitralonwasapopular Czechoslovak aftershave.

					

				

			

		

OEBPS/Images/obal04_fmt.jpeg
SOCIALNI STUDIA
SOCIAL STUDIES

4/2016





