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This article aims to provide the first complete overview of the nature and content of the historical
consciousness of the Czech population on the basis of sociological methods. Historical consciousness is
understood not only as a body of knowledge, impressions, and images of the past, but, above all, as an
awareness of certain connections between the past (stored in collective memory), present and future; as a
consciousness which has contributed to people’s attitudes to the present and the future. The issue of histo-
rical consciousness is examines with the tools provided by sociological methods, in particular, quantitative
methods. First, the size of the population interested in the history of the Czech Republic as such is assessed;
then the focus is shifted to some general aspects of historical consciousness, particularly the ideas of people
concerning the importance of the forces shaping the course of history, and their assessment of the general
importance of history. In conclusion, the authors present the evaluations by the Czech population of their na-
tional history, its key stages and major events. In the final discussion there is a comprehensive interpreta-
tion of the empirical data in terms of the existing theoretical research models. In this discussion attention is
paid to patterns of historical changes in people's perception of their past, as well as the selectivity of historical
consciousness and its influence on the political situation, social changes and personal life experience.
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In the 19th and the early 20th century, there was a widely shared notion that his-
tory has a meaning and a purpose. This period was dominated by what is often referred
to as ‘historicism’ [10. P. 35]. People identified trends in the past that seemed to cut
across epochs and move in the direction of a particular goal, which, once attained, would
mark the fulfilment or culmination of some historical plan. In the minds of people at
that time, the horizons of the past and the future — and of historical consciousness —
differed in appearance and depth from what they are today. Nowadays, enlightened
by the events and disasters of the 20" century, such faith in the meaning of history and
what especially post-modernist theorists have identified as its ‘grand narratives’ is es-
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sentially non-existent [14]. For people in the early 21 century the past represents
something else, and their historical consciousness is different in nature.

For a long time, historical knowledge was the research domain of history and phi-
losophy. Sociology remained somewhat on the sidelines in this regard. In the project
this article is based on we have tried to address this situation. There are many reasons
to take an interest in historical consciousness. One of them is that it provides an oppor-
tunity to reflect on the contemporary state of European culture, modernity and post-
modernity, the transformation processes in central and eastern Europe, European inte-
gration, identity issues, and, by no means last of all, the new electronic media. Another
important motivation for studying historical consciousness is provided by the events of
the 20" century that set in train important political and social changes and with them
the need to reassess shared interpretations of the past. The instalment or defeat of un-
democratic political regimes has always been accompanied by a redefinition of the
way in which history should be viewed.

In the humanities and the social sciences ‘historical consciousness’ is similar to the
concept of ‘collective memory’, but these two terms are not interchangeable (1). Jiirgen
Straub provides a definition that can serve as our starting point. He identifies historical
consciousness with historical-narrative constructions and representations of historical
understandings in the area of human thought [23. P. 48—49]. Peter Seixas defines
historical consciousness as both the individual and the collective understanding of the
past, which is influenced by cognitive and cultural factors [22. P. 10]. The fundamental
point is that historical consciousness also encompasses a historical understanding of
the present and the future. This was highlighted by Jorn Riisen, who describes historical
consciousness as a specific orientation that is applied to deal with present-day situations
in life [21. P. 65].

This article examines the historical consciousness of the population of the Czech
Republic. In Czech scholarship, historical consciousness has tended to be described in
two different ways. One view interprets it as the sum of knowledge about history pos-
sessed by a particular group or community of people. It sometimes distinguishes between
historical knowledge, based on scholarly findings, and historical consciousness as the
sum of that knowledge which is not historical or scholarly in nature. The second view un-
derstands historical consciousness broadly as a kind of general impression of history, the
state of mind of society, which is something that depends on the character of the given
age and is consequently variable (2). The approach used in this paper is based on the
second, broader conception of historical consciousness, which strikes us as more sustain-
able for research. We interpret historical consciousness as not just an aggregate of the
knowledge, impressions, and ideas about the past, but above all as the knowledge that
exists about certain relationships (of continuities, discontinuities, and changes) between
the past (lodged in collective memory), the present, and the future; as a form of know-
ledge that co-shapes people’s attitudes towards the present and the future.

Our approach to historical consciousness is inspired by the concept of the sociol-
ogy of knowledge, specifically its wider interpretation as formulated by Peter L. Berger
and Thomas Luckmann, according to which the sociology of knowledge should encom-
pass everything that a given society considers to be knowledge [3. P. 21]. For us this
means not so much the great bodies of knowledge embodied by religion, ideologies,
utopias, art and science, but rather the kind of (general) knowledge or historical know-

67



Bectauk PYIH, cepust Coyuonoeus, 2012, Ne 1

ledge possessed by ‘ordinary people’ as the actors in everyday social life. We are mainly
interested in how people view history and what significance they ascribe it. Understood
this way, historical consciousness to us is more than just a matter of theoretical reflec-
tion, it is also the subject of empirical research.

At the outset it is important to note that as yet no comprehensive, well-developed
theory of historical consciousness that we could reliably draw on exists. What is avail-
able in this field at present is a certain set of assumptions that on the level of empirical
research could be used to formulate research questions and working hypotheses. The first
assumption we proceed from is that historical consciousness can be understood as an
entity (an element of human knowledge) that has a certain content, selected aspects of
which can be observed and measured in particular parts of the population with the aid
of sociological research instruments. Four assumptions we use are: a) the character of his-
torical consciousness is fundamentally dependent on the interests and knowledge that
inform the relationship people have to history; b) a constituent part of historical con-
sciousness is certain (often relatively vague) ideas about the nature of the historical
process (the forces that influence history and the nature of its course) and about the
links between the past, the present, and the future in general; c) an evaluative view of
the history of one’s nation or country forms an important part of historical consciousness;
d) historical consciousness is not a constant entity, but rather is itself historically vari-
able and is above all influenced by general socio-political circumstances.

There are few empirical findings available on the historical consciousness of the
Czech population. If any attention was devoted to this in the past at all, it was usually
just in the form of several simple questions posed as part of a public opinion poll.
Therefore, in addition to these older sources this paper draws mainly on findings from
the questionnaire survey Aktér 2009 (3), complemented in places with selected findings
from focus groups that we conducted over the course of 2009 (4).

This article aims to provide the first more comprehensive overview of the nature
and content of the Czech population’s historical consciousness based on sociological
findings. It presents an analysis of historical consciousness from the following perspec-
tives. First we chart the Czech population’s interest in history as such. Then we look
at the general aspects of historical consciousness and especially at people’s ideas about
what forces are important in shaping the course of history and how people assess the
significance of history in general. Thus framed, the account will culminate in an analysis
of the assessments of national history and of the individual stages and important events
in that history. The concluding discussion presents a summary interpretation of empirical
findings in the context of existing theoretical concepts.

The interest of the Czech population in history

One of the essential requirements for understanding the historical consciousness
of the population of a given society is to know something about their interest in their
past, that is, to what extent and in what way the population takes an interest in history,
where they get their information, and what level of knowledge they possess. On a general
level, our research findings show that only few Czech citizens claim in their own words
to have a strong interest in history (in the Aktér survey only 4% indicated they are very
interested in history). Roughly two-fifths indicate a moderate interest, which can also
be interpreted to mean that these two-fifths view their interest as average. Another two-
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fifths admit having little interest in history, and one-fifth declares no interest at all. Stu-
dents, people with higher education, people who identify themselves as upper-middle
class, and religious people are those who more often profess an interest in history. People
with basic education more often declare no interest in history than other groups of the
population. The figure below presents a more detailed overview of the population’s in-
terest in history defined by theme.

The Czech population’s interest in history is structured along thematic lines. Domes-
tic history ranks as the top interest, and this can refer either to the history of the Czech
Republic as a whole or to the local history of the region or town a person lives in; histori-
cal monuments to some extent also fall within this category. The second most popular
theme relates more to particular historical points of interest, events, or places, and in-
cludes biographies of famous people, myths and legends, and the above-mentioned in-
terest in historical monuments like castles and chateaus. The third most popular historical
theme relates to the history of places that are in some way remote to contemporary
Czechs, either geographically (the history of the world, Europe, or non-European civi-
lisations) or in time (the history of past civilisations). The last two thematic areas the
Czech population shows an interest in are both specific: one of them could with some
license be called the history of cultural development (the history of everyday life, art,
ideas, religion), and the other is the history of civilizational progress (science, tech-
nology, the military, war, economic and political history).
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Fig. 1. The interest of the Czech population in different historical themes (5)
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As in the case with the question about the population’s general interest in history,
here again it is more often students who express a stronger interest than other parts of
the population in the historical areas described above, and people with higher education
show more of an interest than others in Czech history, European history, world history,
and the history of monuments. There are no really significant differences between levels
of interest by any other key socio-demographic characteristics, perhaps with the excep-
tions of the stronger interest shown by people over the age of 60 in Czech history and
regional history and the generally stronger appeal that military and war history holds
for men than women.

Not too surprisingly the most commonly used source of information on history are
the media, in particular television and film (television programmes, documentary films,
historical films), and the internet. The least used sources are radio programmes, which
conforms to the comparatively lower radio listenership ratings, and popular education
books and historical novels. Education at school occupies a somewhat specific position,
as understandably in the sample of respondents as a whole it ranks somewhat low as
a source of information, but among students and people with a university education natu-
rally it is cited much more often. Similarly, for analogical reasons a much larger pro-
portion of students and people with higher education get their information from text-
books and encyclopaedias. Finally, a distinct role is played by the internet, which is not
used at all as a source of historical information by a large group of the population (mainly
older people, who generally use the internet less), but by a similarly large group it is used
as a source very often (in this case mainly by younger people, who generally make more
use of the internet). Alongside these differences it is also worth mentioning that students
more often than others get information not just from the internet, school, textbooks,
and encyclopaedias, but also from conversations with family members. Conversely, tele-
vision is more often the main source of information for people over the age of 60 than
it is for others.
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Fig. 2. Sources of information on history used by the Czech population
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The Czech population’s assessment of their own historical knowledge seems to con-
form to the relatively weak interest they show in history and their relatively infrequent
use of sources of historical information. Less than one-tenth of Czechs assesses their
knowledge of history as above-average (8%), around one-half as average (48%), and
two-fifths as below-average (42%). Understandably students and people with higher
education tend more often to regard their level of historical knowledge as above-average,
while people with basic education more often than others define their level of knowledge
as below average. The findings from the focus groups conducted indicated that there
is no particularly strong interest in history. When people do express an interest it tends
to be directed at a particular area of history, and only rarely do those people actively
look for more information to further their knowledge.

General aspects of the historical consciousness
of the Czech population

However much information about a population’s interest in history is essential to
understanding the context of the historical consciousness of that population, a low real
level of interest is not an indicator of the absence of historical consciousness as such.
A member of a society will have some idea about the course of history or the signifi-
cance of history even if he or she has no or little interest in or knowledge of actual
history.

In the introduction it was mentioned that we consider an important part of histori-
cal consciousness to be people’s notions about what the overall course of history may
have been like and what forces shape history and their opinions about the meaning of
history as such and especially in relation to the present and the future. These significant
aspects of the Czech population’s historical consciousness will be presented below with
the help of findings from research questions on this theme posed as part of the above-
mentioned Aktér 2009 survey. The first relevant findings, however, were produced by
the focus groups held over the course of 2009 before the questionnaire survey was car-
ried out.

The focus group findings primarily show that a deeper reflection of historical pro-
cesses is rarely encountered among the general population. Nevertheless, in the focus
groups on this theme a frequently occurring view was that history follows a regular
course marked by elements of randomness, and another was that all events are in some
way connected and tie in with each other, but not necessarily in a certain direction.
A standardised question, intended to categorise the basic findings from the qualitative
part of the project in generalised arose from the results of the questionnaire survey. This
shows that, with regard to how people view the course of human history, almost three-
quarters of respondents associate it with the image of the motion of waves, where good
and bad times alternate with each other (59%). Only a small portion of the population
view history as a gradual, forward movement in the direction of progress (15%) or, con-
versely, as a gradual backward movement in the direction of decline (6%), or see it mov-
ing in a continuous cycle (12%). What is interesting is that this structure of views on
the nature of the historical process is almost universally shared by the Czech population
and there is in principle little variation between groups of the population in different
age categories or with different levels of education.
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There are however some small differences between population groups over what
factors in their view propel history. Generally people tend to identify ‘power’ as having
the biggest influence on the course of history, be it political, personal, or economic
power, which corresponds to the belief the ordinary people have little influence on the
historical process. Alongside power the prevailing view is that inventions and discoveries
also play a significant role, but this is the only area where the creative influence of hu-
manity is deemed to have a role comparable to that of power, and, for instance, art or
individual human enterprise are regarded by the Czech public as playing a less important
role. Accordingly, a not very strong influence is also assigned to those aspects/factors
that to not involve conscious human effort, such as chance, mysterious forces, or a higher
power. The laws of nature are ascribed a somewhat stronger role than this in the historical
process. Although the Czech public’s opinions are on this point relatively consistent
across various groups, people over the age of 60, for instance, less often regard the ac-
tions of ordinary people as significant and conversely refer somewhat more than others
to the importance of the influences of power and politics, powerful individuals, religion,
and the church; the influence of religion and the church is also more often highlighted
by people with higher education.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Economic interests and influences

Interests and decisions of powerful individuals

Power interests and influences of political parties
and movements

Religion and the church

Actions of ordinary people

Inventions, discoveries, new ideas

Actions of exceptionally skilled and talented individuals

Art works

Nature and its laws

Chance

Secret societies and mysterious forces

Some higher, non-human, force

[ Strongimportace [J Average importance [J] Wakimportace [J N/A

Fig. 3. The Czech population’s opinions on the factors/forces
that influence the course of history (6)
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Fig. 4. The Czech population’s opinions on history and its significance (7)

With regard to the nature of historical consciousness, a summary analysis of the
full series of statements reveals three important types of concepts into which people’s
ideas of the past can be organised, which are then reflected in three more general view-
points. The first viewpoint can be summarily referred to as the positive affirmation ap-
proach, the second as the noetic-instrumentalist approach, and the third as the idea of
historical nihilism.

Positive affirmation mainly describes statements that ascribe strong value to his-
tory and historical knowledge in the sense that history constitutes an important part of
the cultural heritage passed down to us from previous generations and it is our responsi-
bility to ensure its preservation. Typical statements of this type include: ‘A person’s cul-
tural level depends on his/her knowledge of history’; ‘People in the past established
values that we can draw on today’; ‘We have to know our own history if we want to be
proud of our nation’; ‘History provides us with important lessons for today’.

The noetic-instrumentalist approach can be summarily described as a tendency to
see history as a logical process and to perceive historical knowledge as important for
practical reasons and as a form of knowledge that can be employed instrumentally —
with some exaggeration — as a kind of ‘know-how’. This concept is expressed in state-
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ments like: ‘History constantly repeats itself’; ‘Everything that happens is in some way
connected to everything else that happens, everything is the result of something else in
the past’; ‘History has a significant impact on our lives today’; “Whoever knows the laws
of history is better able to predict the future’; ‘A knowledge of history can help us solve
current problems’.

If the first two outlooks represent a positive orientation in relation to history and
historical knowledge, the third, which we specify as historical nihilism, represents the
opposite tendency and one that characteristically rejects or questions the significance
of history. Typical examples are statements like: ‘The course of history is random and
little logical can be found to it’; ‘Only the present is what matters’; ‘There is no point get-
ting bogged down in history’. ‘Historical development is random and it is difficult to find
any logic in it.’

Although there are no apparent differences by sex or age category as to which of
these views of history people embrace, each of the three operates somewhat differently
in relation to education and the interest in history as such. The first analyses show that
the noetic-instrumentalist approach is to history is held to roughly equal degrees by every
educational group and by people with different levels of knowledge or interest in history.
However, there are some differences with regard to the other two approaches. The higher
the level of education, the stronger the interest in history, and the greater the level of
knowledge of history, the more often we find the positive affirmation viewpoint on
history. Conversely, the less interest in and knowledge of history and the lower the edu-
cation level the more often people are inclined to adopt the historical-nihilist view-
point (8).

The Czech population’s assessment
of Czech national history

In the following sections we turn our attention to how Czechs view and assess
their national history and how this assessment has changed since the end of the Second
World War. A general expression of how Czechs relate to their own history is whether
or not they feel a sense of pride in their history, which was examined by one of the
questions in Aktér 2009. The results show that Czech society has a relatively lukewarm
relationship to its history: just slightly more than one-half of the population claim that
they feel a sense of pride when they look at the past of the Czech nation (57%), while
only around one-tenth of the population definitely has this feeling (11%). Conversely,
more than one-third (36%) do not feel this way, and the remainder do not know how
they feel (7%). Students, people with higher education, and people over the age of 60
profess the strongest sense of pride in Czech history (9).

However, a closer look at how people assess the course of Czech history pro-
duces a more colourful picture than the responses to the general question might sug-
gest. Aktér 2009 also posed more specific questions on selected historical periods. The
figure below presents a basic overview of how people assessed the significance of various
periods in Czech history.
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Fig. 5. The population’s assessment of different periods in Czech history (10)

The figure shows the prevailingly positive assessments assigned to the period of
Great Moravia and the period of the Premyslid dynasty, the ages of Charles IV and Ru-
dolph II, the era of the National Revival, the First Czechoslovak Republic, and, in mod-
ern history, the period from 1989 to 2000. Negative assessments predominate for the
period of the Protectorate and the occupation of Czechoslovakia by Nazi Germany,
the 1950s, the 1960s, and the 1980s (normalisation), and even the present.

There are, however, some differences by age and education group in how people
assess individual historical events. People over the age of 60 somewhat more often than
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others cited the Hussite and National Revival periods and the late 1960s as good times.
People with higher education somewhat more often mentioned the age of Rudolph II, the
Baroque, the National Revival, and the First Republic. People of faith more often than
non-religious people identified the era of Great Moravia, the age of Charles IV, and the
National Revival and the First Republic as good times in history. It is also worth mention-
ing that no major differences were observed between religious and non-religious people’s
assessments of the Hussite and Baroque periods.

In order to discover more about how deeply the Czech population reflects on its
history and to obtain a more complex picture of their historical consciousness, the se-
lected periods in the above-cited research were also examined from other perspectives.
In an effort to take in the full expanse of Czech history, the results of the previous part
of the research, and an analysis by experts on Czech history, the following periods were
examined: the periods of Great Moravia, the Pfemyslid kings, Charles IV, the National
Revival, the Hussite movement, the First Republic, the Protectorate and the Nazi occupa-
tion of Czechoslovakia, socialism in 1948—1989, and the period after 1989. Each of these
periods was then examined with respect to four dimensions: what level knowledge
Czechs profess to have of the given period (good — bad), the significance they ascribe
to each period in the context of Czech history (positive — negative), the degree of atten-
tion it generally receives (little — too much), and the scale of the given period’s im-
pact (local — international).

5

—&— Time of Charles IV.

--4&-- Era of Premysl Kings

—o— Era of Great Moravia

—4— National Revival

o— First Czechoslovak Republic

“
~

---@-- Hussite Period

---m-« Period from 1989

—e— Period of Socialism from
1948 till 1989

—— Period of the Protectorate
and Occupation

Knowledge Value Attention Impact
Fig. 6. Assessment of selected periods from different perspectives (11)

The basic results show that Czech citizens do not exhibit much ability to differ-
entiate in detail between the selected periods. This is apparent on the one hand from the
fact that with respect to the criteria of knowledge, attention, and scale of impact the as-
sessments of every period are very similar, and on the other hand from the fact that the
average values of the individual dimensions are found to be very close to the neutral
centre of the scale. This concentration effect is most apparent in the case of knowledge
of the given historical periods, which are assessed almost identically, even when the peri-
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ods are very close to each other in time or even concurrent. This phenomenon may result
from the fact that the centre of the scale evidently served here as an anchor point from
which to determine the ‘optimal’ response, which is a common strategy used to an-
swer questions when a respondent is unsure about where an item should be ranked on
a scale [29].

It should be noted that this identified uncertainty applies to every group of respon-
dents, regardless of their education level or whether or not they are interested in history.
The only dimension by which the different periods are distinguished relatively well is,
once again, that of the significance of the period in Czech history. With the exception of
the above-mentioned minor differences, however, even this assessment does not vary
significantly between groups of the population defined by age, education, or level of in-
terest in history, which on the whole attests to the population having a more general and
not too detailed view of national history.

Behind the assessments of individual periods we could expect to find a more general
common denominator that people use to systematise and organise their view of individ-
ual periods of history. As already noted, basically the only one of the four examined
assessment dimensions that the Czech population proved capable of using to distinguish
between periods was that of assessing the positive or negative significance of a period
in Czech history. This dimension reveals a relatively clear and universally shared picture
of Czech history (the periods are relatively clearly divided and generally perceived as
either a period of ascent (good times) or a period of decline (bad times), but this evidently
does not apply to all the stages and episodes in history (see Figure 7). Within the limited
capacity of the research/survey this was apparent in the case of the First Republic, the
present day, and the Hussite period. Exploratory factor analysis has the capacity to reveal
the hidden, more general dimensions behind the assessment of individual cases, and the
findings of such analysis showed that the present period does not fit in the constella-
tion of assessments about the period’s significance for Czech history, the First Republic
does only to some extent, and the Hussite period, unlike the others examined, is not
viewed by the public in either positive or negative terms.
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Assessment of the value of selected periods in Czech history (12)

The positive field of the dimension is illustrated by the area above the axis and the negative field by the area below it;

the height of the column below the axis illustrates the negative field of the given dimension; this means, for instance,

that the period of Charles IV is strongly viewed as a period of prosperity (good times) and relatively strongly viewed
as a period of decline (bad times)
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With regard to the present, we may safely assume that people do not view it through
the same prism of assessment as that through which they view the past. The present is
by definition the present, and assessment of its significance for Czech history is irrelevant
because it is not yet a part of history. In the case of the First Republic, an important role
is undoubtedly played by the fact that in the years following the Second World War the
public image of this period changed under the pressures of political climate, propaganda
and education. This is also the case of the Hussite period. The historical interpretation of
the Hussite movement has changed in the past century and with it evidently also the pub-
lic perception of it. This was moreover confirmed in the findings from the focus group.
While according to some people certain aspects of the Hussite period (the attempt to
reform circumstances in society, the Hussites’ victories on the battlefield) rank it in the
category of periods that can be regarded as famous moments in Czech history, in other
respects (its destructiveness, violence) the Czech public at the same time sees it as a pe-
riod of negative significance. Among the historical periods the public distinguishes more
clearly the Hussite period thus occupies a very controversial position, and it hard to as-
sume that at present any strong initiative might emerge to solve this issue comparable to
the discussions around the significance of the Hussite period that formed part of the de-
bate over the meaning of Czech history at the start of the 20" century.

Changes in the perception of Czech history
over the past 65 years

The concept of historical consciousness presumes that the way in which people view
history is not static in nature, but rather changes historically and from one generation
to the next. This occurs partly in connection with how historical periods or events gradu-
ally move from the sphere of personal experience to the sphere of mediated experience,
and partly in connection with the socio-cultural changes that occur in society as a whole,
which to a large degree determines how people view history. This assumption can to
some extent be verified in the example of the Czech Republic, as simple questions about
the perception of the past have been posed here since the beginning of public opinion
research in the country in 1946.

The 1946 survey

The Czech public’s views on Czech history were first observed in a survey carried
out in December 1946 by the Czechoslovak Institute for Public Opinion Research at the
Ministry of Information [1] on a sample of approximately 1000 respondents from Bohe-
mia and Moravia (the survey was not conducted in Slovakia) (13). One of the key ques-
tions posed in the 1946 survey read: ‘What in your view was the greatest period in Czech
history?’ (14). The responses were as follows:

Table 1
What in your view was the greatest period in Czech history? (in %)
December 1946
(N =1000)

Hussite Wars (1419—1437) 19
Time of Charles IV 17
(Charles IV, King of Bohemia, Holy Roman Emperor 1346—1378)

Contemporary Period (i.e. 1945—1946) 16
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End of Table 1

December 1946
(N =1000)

Time of St. Wenceslas 8

(St. Wenceslas, Czech prince cca 924—935)

First Czechoslovak Republic (1918—1938) 8

Time of George of Podébrady 7
(George of Podébrady, King of Bohemia 1458—1471)

National Revival (end of the 18th Century, 19" Century) 3
Baroque Period (17th—18th Century) 0

Don’t know 22

Source: [30. P. 49]

In 1946 respondents most often declared the greatest period in Czech history to have
been the Hussite Wars, the era of Charles IV, and the contemporary period (around one-
fifth of respondents answered ‘Don’t know’). Asked at what time in history the Czech
nation experienced its greatest decline, the most common answers were the Protectorate
1939—1945 (54%), the Thirty Years War 1618—1648 (26%), the period of Branden-
burg rule in Bohemia 1278—1283 (4%) and the Second Republic 1938—1939 (3%);
13% of respondents said they didn’t know [30. P. 49].

Although it would be risky to interpret these findings retrospectively without further
substantiation (15), it seems that those generations that experienced the trauma of the
Munich Agreement, capitulation, and six years of subjection to the Nazis were mainly
impressed by those historical periods in which the Czech nation was powerful and proved
itself in battle. The Hussite Wars were a period frequently highlighted during the 19th-
century National Revival, and in the 1950s, Communist ideology also embraced it and
interpreted it as a foreshadowing of the revolutionary movement. The third most common
response — referring to the time people were currently living in — is a characteristic
expression of the post-war optimism linked to the end of the war and liberation. In 1946
the First Czechoslovak Republic was not cited very frequently by respondents, and obvi-
ously one of the reasons for this was that the economic crisis of the 1930s and especially
the end of the republic in 1938 following on the Munich Agreement, otherwise known
as the Munich Dictate, were events still within living memory.

We should add that there was a certain methodological and practical problem at-
tached to the poll in 1946 that also appears in all the later surveys, namely that it asked
questions about the modern past and the more distant past side by side and in comparison.
The survey questions talk actually about two types of periods. The first type (‘the First
Republic’ and ‘the contemporary period’) refer to a time that in one way or another most
of the respondents had experienced personally. The second type covers all the other
periods and relates to epochs so far in the past that they were beyond the living memory
of any of the respondents. Clearly, in an historical assessment, historical events which
respondents know of only indirectly from lessons at school, or as rendered in literature
or film, have a different role and weight in people’s consciousness than events which
they had the opportunity to experience and live through. However, this difference is not
absolute, as even the ‘present’ is not unmediated; actors interpret it through socially
determined frameworks (16). Nevertheless, in the case of the first type of events, the
lived experience and strong emotional involvement in the events have a corrective effect
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on historical consciousness that cannot be expected, for instance, in relation to the pe-
riod of Charles IV. How and whether periods more remote in time are present in an indi-
vidual’s historical consciousness depends much more on the individual’s formal edu-
cation and personal interest in history, as information about such events are less present
in the mass media and less a part of everyday conversation.

The 1968 survey

The Public Opinion Research Institute of Czechoslovakia functioned up until the
Communist coup in 1948. Subsequently this kind of research was not conducted at all
for a long time. It was not until 1966 that the Public Opinion Research Institute of the
Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences was founded, which two years later, in October
1968 (shortly before the invasion of Warsaw Pact troops) conducted a poll titled ‘The
Relationship of Czechs and Slovaks to History’. Below we will present a brief outline
of the findings obtained for Czech regions based on a sample of 662 respondents (17).

In this survey a key theme again was the public’s assessment of selected periods
of national history. The survey question read: “When you think about the history of the
Czech nation, which period do you regard as its most famous, as a period of progress
and development?’ The responses are presented in the following overview:

Table 2

When you think about the history of the Czech nation, which period do you regard
as its most famous, as a period of progress and development? (in %) (18)

October 1968
(N =662)

First Czechoslovak Republic (1918—1938) 39
Hussite Period (15th Century) 36
Time of Charl_es I\ _ 31
(Charles IV, King of Bohemia, Holy Roman Emperor 1346—1378)
Period after January 1968 (‘Prague Spring’) 21
National Revival (end of the 18th Century, 19 Century) 15
1945—1948 (the so-called Third Republic) 9
Time of George of Podebrady 5
(George of Podébrady, King of Bohemia 1458—1471)
Time of Ottokar Il. of Bohemia 5
(Pfemysl Otakar Il., King of Bohemia 1253—1278)
Greater Moravia (a state formation of the 9th Century and the begin- 3
ning of the 10th Century)
Period after February 1948 (establishment of Communist power) 3
(St. Wenceslas, Czech prince cca 924—935) 1
Other Answers 7

Note: The question was posed as an open question, the respondents were able to give two an-
swers, so the sum of percentages is greater than 100%.

Source: [30.P. 7]

An interesting point about the results from 1968 is not just the reaction to the
Prague Spring and August 1968, but above all the fact that the First Czechoslovak Repub-
lic is now highlighted and its qualities seem to have been assessed as though the period
were more remote in time. Moreover, the interim had been filled with years of the build
up of socialism’. Along with the First Republic also its founder, T.G. Masaryk, was reha-
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bilitated in the late 1960s, only to be condemned for many years to oblivion again in the
ensuing normalisation era (as a representative of ‘bourgeois ideology’).

In 1968 respondents also answered the question ‘What period do you consider to be
the least glorious in Czech history, as an unhappy period for the Czech nation?’, and

gave the following responses:
Table 3
What period do you consider to be the least glorious in Czech history,
as an unhappy period for the Czech nation? (in %) (19)

October 1968
(N=662)
Protectorate, Occupation (1939—1945) 59
Period of ‘Darkness’ after the Battle of White Mountain (1620) 51
August 1968 31
1950s 20
Munich Agreement and Second Republic (1938—1939) 11
Battle of Lipany (1434) 3
Hussite Wars (1419—1437) 1
Foreign invasions (other) 1
Other Answers 4

Note: The question was posed as an open question, the respondents were able to give two answers,
so the sum of percentages is greater than 100%.

Source: [30. P. 10]

The period that ranked top among the least glorious periods in history was that
of the Protectorate, which at the time of the survey still fell within living memory of
most of the respondents. Second place was occupied by the ‘dark’ period following the
Battle of White Mountain, which, as noted above, figures differently in historical con-
sciousness. In the next spots we find the ‘August 1968 invasion’ and ‘the 1950s’, which
indicates that in the late 1960s a certain portion of the public was typically able to speak
critically about certain periods and events that occurred under the Communist regime.

The conclusion to the research report on this survey in 1968 was written by the
historian Jan Kien, who in it focused largely on a comparison of the findings from the
polls in 1946 and 1968. One of the points he made in the report is that the biggest dif-
ference between the two polls is how the responses relate to the First Republic, which
in 1968 was assessed much more positively than in 1946. He commented on this as fol-
lows: ‘Is there an illusion about this period in effect here, or is it simply the influence
of the passage of time, which embellishes the past or alters criteria and its general ap-
pearance? It is hard to answer and make a distinction: perhaps all these factors are acting
together’ [30. P. 39].

The 1989 and 1992 surveys

The normalisation era was inauspicious for public opinion and opinion research.
The climate of opinion only began to change in the late 1980s, mainly under the effect
of Gorbachev’s Perestroika policy. T.G. Masaryk began to be spoken of again, albeit
very cautiously, in connection to the 70th anniversary of the founding of the Czechoslo-
vak Republic. In September 1989 (i.e. two months before the November revolution),
an open question was introduced into an opinion poll to ask which event in the history of
the nations and nationality of Czechoslovakia citizens consider the most significant (20).
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Table 4

Which event in the history of the nations and nationalities of Czechoslovakia
do you consider to be the most significant?
(September 1989, in % for each of the country’s two republics)

Czech Slovak

Republic Republic

(N=1154) (N=951)
The foundation of Czechoslovakia 1918 34 22
The liberation in 1945 18 8
Events upto 1918 8 4
February 1948 (the establishment of 7 7
Communist rule/government)
The end of the Second World War 7 3
The events of 1968 3 4
Slovak National Uprising (1944) 2 22
Nationalisation 1 1
Federalisation of Czechoslovakia in 1969 1 7
Other 5 7
No event 1 1
Don’t know 14 13

Note: The percentages have been rounded out so the sum of percentages may not equal 100%.

Source: IVVM survey, September 1989.

The responses again reveal a shift in public opinion. In the second half of 1989 the
Czech public regarded the founding of the Czechoslovak Republic in 1918 to be the most
significant event, while in addition to this event the Slovak public regarded the Slovak
National Uprising in 1944 as equally significant. These differences in the responses of
Czech and Slovaks at that time signalled a discrepancy of opinion that after the Velvet
Revolution in 1989 grew stronger and became a force contributing to the break-up of

Czechoslovakia.

Other interesting findings were produced by a survey conducted in September 1992,
in the atmosphere of the approaching break-up of Czechoslovakia. In this survey the
Public Opinion Research Institute in Prague asked respondents about the ‘most glori-
ous period, the period of progress and development’ in this history of the Czech and

Slovak peoples. The responses were as follows (the question was open):

Table 5

When you think about the history of the Czech/ Slovak nation, which period
do you regard as its most glorious, as a period of progress and development?
(in % for each of the two republics)

Czech Republic Slovak Republic
(N=537) (N =503)

Charles IV 29 1948—1989 Period 21
First Republic 23 Slovak State (1939—1945) 11
Hussite Wars 9 National Revival 8
Period since 1989 4 Slovak National Uprising (1944) 8
1948—1989 Period 3 Current Period 7
1945—1947 Period 2 1945—1947 Period 7
National Revival 2 Great Moravia 6
Premyslid Dynasty 2 First Republic 5
Great Moravia 1

Other 4 Other 1
A nation has no history 1 A nation has no history 4
Don’t know 19 Don’t know 22

Note: The percentages have been rounded out so the sum of percentages may not equal 100%.

Source: [19].
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In 1992 the Czech population selected the era of Charles IV more often than the
First Republic as the greatest period in history, which to some extent can be explained
by the fact that the Czechoslovak Federation was on the verge of breaking up and that
cast a shadow over the ‘Czechoslovak’ concept of its founder and First President,
T.G. Masaryk. Conversely, in the early 1990s in the eyes of the Czech public the period
of Charles IV represented a time when the Czech lands played an important role in
European history. Consequently, it is no surprise that the transformation process under
way at the time, which was accompanied by the motto of ‘rejoining Europe’, led people
to emphasis this, it could be said, very ‘pro-European’ period in national history.

The differences in the opinions of Czechs and Slovaks captured in this survey again
clearly attest to their different perspectives on the assessment of the pre-war and post-war
stages of the joint statehood of the two nations. In 1992 Slovaks assessed the period
1948—1989 much more positively than Czechs did and conversely the First Czecho-
slovak Republic was not assessed as highly. But when analysing such differences we
need to take into account the fact that the survey was conducted during a period of
tension, when debates over the division of the federation were in progress. Furthermore,
the survey contained a number of other questions touching on this theme, which may
have influenced respondents' answers in the course of the survey. Events of the past
also tend to have a different instrumental nature for contemporaries: they serve to express
identification with current events or conversely to express a distancing of oneself from
them. That is why, for instance, highlighting the significance of the Slovak National
Uprising or the Slovak State need not necessarily be interpreted as an expression of firm
preferences for these periods, as they may also have been a way of expressing a sense
of detachment towards the current federal state and an affirmation of Slovak identity (21).

Conclusion

In this article we attempted to show how historical consciousness can be studied
using the instruments provided by sociological methodology and particularly quanti-
tative methodology. The research data we had available to us revealed several signifi-
cant aspects of historical consciousness.

The first such aspect we examined relates to the Czech population’s interest and
knowledge of its own history. The findings obtained at the end of 2009 indicate that the
majority of Czech citizens declare relatively little interest or knowledge of history.
Czechs’ interest in history is moreover often selective in character and follows thematic
lines: domestic history is the most popular, followed by individual historical curiosities,
world and European history, and finally the history of individual components of cultural
and civilisational development, which are the least popular areas. The most commonly
used sources of information about history include TV programmes and documentary
films, the least common are literature of fact and fiction and radio programmes.

The second aspect of historical consciousness we looked at are people’s notions
about the nature of the historical process and about the relationship between the past,
the present, and the future. In Czechs’ eyes the course of history is influenced most by
the exercise of power and political interests, the decisions of powerful individuals, inven-
tions, discoveries, and economic forces, and most people associate the course of history
with the image of waves, where good times alternate with bad times. At the general level
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three streams of opinion relating to historical consciousness were identified: the positive
affirmative view of history (the view that values history and historical knowledge as be-
ing an important part of the cultural heritage passed down from previous generations
and it is our duty to see that it is preserved), the noetic-instrumentalist view (history is
seen as a logical process and knowledge of history as a form of knowledge that can be
practically applied to solve contemporary problems) and the historical-nihilistic view
(the significance of history and historical knowledge for today and the future is rejected
or questioned).

The third aspect of historical knowledge this article looked at was how people as-
sess national history. The findings show that Czech society has a relatively detached rela-
tionship to its own history. While Czech history inspires just over one-half of the popula-
tion with a sense of pride, more than one-third has no such feeling (22). The population
also shows relatively little ability to differentiate between the different stages in Czech
national history.

Questions designed to observe how people assess individual periods in Czech na-
tional history were in some rare cases also posed in sociological research conducted
in past decades. However, these questions were formulated in a different way, so they
cannot be compared statistically, but they do tell us something about how the historical
consciousness of Czechs has changed over time. The most common answers given in
these surveys — we can provisionally refer to them as ‘the dominant events in national
memory’ — follow the following pattern, which shows how the collective view of the
past has changed over the course of the observed period.

Table 6
The dominant events in national memory
Survey What was significant Periods of history most often identified
year for the given time of the survey as the most significant in the given survey

1946 First post-war years Hussite Wars Period of Charles IV
1969 | Waning of the reform period First CS Republic Hussite Wars Period of Charles IV
1989 | Period leading up to the Velvet | Foundation of the The year 1945

Revolution CS Republic
1992 | The early stages of the social Period of Charles IV | First CS Republic Hussite Wars

and economic transformation
2009 ‘The Present’ Period of Charles IV | First CS Republic

This overview represents suggests a certain interpretation, but it also raises a ques-
tion of a deeper, philosophical and theoretical nature. What this comparison indicates
may partly be explained by the hypothesis that the public always assesses history through
the prism of the given context of a certain period of time and from selects from history
mainly those phenomena and events that symbolize a certain currently relevant ideal
or value favoured by the public at that time. This means that shortly after the end of the
Second World War the emphasis may have been placed on the period of the Hussite Wars
because it symbolized the nation’s militant determination to defend national interests
and build a new society. Later, in 1968, the emphasis was on freedom and democracy,
which in the public’s eyes was symbolized by the First Czechoslovak Republic. After
1989 the question of the country’s European identity moved to the fore and with it the pe-
riod in which the country played a strong role in Europe, namely, that of Charles IV.
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However, this hypothesis points to another question: how is it possible that an event
that definitively and irreversibly occurred in some particular way in the past does not
remain firmly established for later generations but instead can change considerably.
The American philosopher and sociologist George Herbert Mead has pointed out that
people continuously alter their ideas about the past (and also of the future) [15]. This
happens because circumstances emerge that cast what happened or what may have
happened in a new light. The acting subject exposed to a new experience returns to
the past and looks at it with different eyes and accordingly adjusts his or her future ac-
tions and expectations. Peter L. Berger has made a similar argument, stating that we
reconstruct the past to conform to the present, to our current opinions [2. P. 56]. The past
is, as Berger says, malleable, pliable, and constantly changing in relation to how we inter-
pret it and re-explain it again and again.

Selectivity is one of the characteristic features of historical consciousness, the con-
tent of which is not constant and unchanging in nature, but rather inconstant and change-
able over time. Historical consciousness and collective memory typically squeeze out
unpleasant experiences and ordeals and eliminate certain themes, but, for instance, they
also tend to rewrite the biographies of individual historical figures, create new myths,
and revive old wounds and resentments.

However, there are other factors at play here, too. Research on this theme indicates
that historical consciousness is often the subject of coercion and manipulation. Tzvetan
Todorov, like many others, notes that memory is vulnerable, susceptible, and in undemo-
cratic societies especially it can become the target of manipulation by political and power
influences and often tends to suffer from such abuse [28]. This is a kind of variation on
the theme of the relationship between knowledge and power elaborated in French theory
by Michel Foucault. According to Todorov, the tyrannical/despotic systems of the 20™
century understood that ‘lands and people are conquered by conquering information
and communication’. Therefore, they systematically strove to take control of historical
consciousness and collective memory.

Conversely, Pierre Bourdieu developed the concept of symbolic power, that is,
power that acts not through coercion but by asserting itself as the power of institutional-
ised truth or morality, and as such is not even recognized as power. The clearest example
of the effect of symbolic power is the process of compulsory state education (according
to Bourdieu the state has a monopoly on legitimate symbolic force [4]). It is through
the educational process, which means today increasingly through the mass media, that
historical consciousness is constructed and, in conformity with the demands of the given
time, reconstructed.

The historical consciousness of the Czechs is the complex outcome of processes
to which all of the above-mentioned theories can be applied. It is a consciousness that
in each of the post-war decades was shaped by the influence of major social changes,
by pressures from the sphere of power and politics, and by dramatic life experiences.
It is therefore the task of future sociological research to try to uncover and analyse these
complicated processes.

NOTES

(1) In the humanities researchers currently engaged in the study of the theory of historical conscious-
ness include Jorn Riisen [21], Peter Seixas [22], Jirgen Straub [23], Christian Laville [12]
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and others. Czech historiographers that used this term include J. Kfen, Miroslav Hroch, Z. Bene$
and many more. The concept of collective memory, which was developed by Maurice Halbwachs
[8], is primarily the domain of French researchers, such as Jacques Le Goff [13], Gérard Namer
[16], Pierre Nora [17], Danié¢le Hervieu-Léger [9], Paul Ricceur [20], Marie-Claire Lavabre [11],
etc. (for more, see [14]). In our project we interpret historical consciousness as an ‘entity’ that
is shaped out of the interplay of effects of certain components. One such component is historical
experience (history experienced personally or passed on through interpersonal contact). Another
component is ideology, especially the ideology of the state, became states and their regimes use
history and historical arguments to legitimise themselves. The third component (in order but not
in significance) is the knowledge produced by historians and historiographers. The fourth is what
in sociological research has come to be called collective memory. Alongside these compo-
nents, other factors can be taken into account: the family, school, religion, art, the media —
whose effects can however be incorporated into the above-mentioned components, as it is by
means of these that knowledge in the form of historical experience, ideology, expert or scholarly
findings, and collective memory actually spreads. These components are not wholly disjointed
entities. The boundaries between them are not clearly marked, but rather are somewhat blurred;
individual areas overlap with each other. For the purposes of analysis, however, it is however
useful to distinguish between them [25].

As yet these discussions in Czech scholarship have not resulted in (if we leave aside texts pub-
lished before 1989) any representative published outcome attempting to offer a more precise
definition of historical consciousness that we could refer to here. Traces of these discussions can,
however, be found on websites.

The questionnaire survey ‘Aktér 2009’ formed one state in the course of research on the team
project ‘Actors, Risks, and Trust in Society’, which is part of a research project of the Faculty
of Social Sciences and the Faculty of Arts of Charles University in Prague titled “The Development
of Czech Society in the European Union: Challenges and Risks’. In this survey respondents were
asked a battery of questions relating to historical consciousness. Field data collection was per-
formed by the research agency STEM between 13 and 21 December 2009, using a quota sample
of 1071 respondents representative of the Czech populated aged 18 and 65.

During 2009 13 focus groups with representatives of the general population were conducted
as part of work on the project ‘A Sociological Study of the Historical Consciousness of the Popu-
lation of the Czech Republic’ (GACR 403/09/0862), which were held in Prague, Ceské Budé-
jovice, Brno, Olomouc, Usti nad Labem, Ostrava and Pilsen). For details, see [18].

This thematic structure and its description are based on the results of exploratory factor analysis
(Principal Component Analysis, Varimax rotation, exhausted variance: 69.9%, min. eigen
value: 0.91)

For a better orientation the three forces/factors are divided into three hypothetical dimensions:
1) power, 2) creativity/creative influence, and 3) developments independent of humans/out-
side human influence.

This battery of questions was introduced with the sentence: ‘I will now read you several
statements relating to history, and for each one please tell whether you agree or disagree with it.’
These viewpoints were revealed using an exploratory factor analysis of the data from the se-
ries of questions on history and its significance. A more detailed identification of the deeper
psychological factors that shape people’s viewpoints of history will be the subject of future
analyses in our research using a question formulated on the basis of the above findings.

A similar question posed with regard to the present reveals that far fewer people feel pride in
relation to the present than in relation to the past: while 57% of the population feel a sense of
pride in past Czech history, only 21% feel a sense of pride in the present. People with basic
education are those who express least pride in the past and the present.

The figure is based on findings from a battery of items referring to historical events that re-
spondents assessed on a four-point scale (‘very good time’, ‘somewhat good time’, ‘somewhat
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bad time’, ‘very bad time’). The value of the index corresponds to the prevalence of positive as-
sessments over negative assessments and derives from the simple difference between the share
of positive assessments (very good time + somewhat good time) and negative assessments (very
bad time + somewhat bad time) while excluding all responses that indicated ‘Don’t know’.
The figure presents the average values for individual periods on a scale of 0 to 5, where 0 means
the given dimension is low and 5 means the given dimension is high.

The data correspond to the results of the exploratory factor analysis (Principal Component
Analysis, Varimax rotation, exhausted variance: 64.7%, min. eigenvalue: 1.0)

The results of the 1946 survey can be found in several sources. The first source is issue no. 8
of the journal Verejné minéni (Public opinion) published in 1947 (Pp.13—15). The second is
a book published in the United States in 1951, and the editor of the lengthy volume presenting
an overview of the basis results of public opinion research carried out between 1935 and 1946
was Hadley Cantril. The book mainly published the results of research conducted in the United
States, but it also contains information from other countries, including data from the survey
conducted by the Czechoslovak Institute for Public Opinion Research at the Ministry of Infor-
mation of Czechoslovakia. The third source is a publication titled Vztah Cechii a Slovdkii
k d&jindm (The relationship of Czechs and Slovaks to history, edited by C. Adamec et al.), which
was published by the Public Opinion Research Institute of the Czechoslovak Academy of Sci-
ences in October 1968.

We do not know the exact wording of the question, as it is not cited in any of the sources. Given
that almost no one chose the ‘Baroque period’, it is likely that respondents were not presented
with an open question but a closed one; this cannot however be stated with certainty.
Unfortunately, no primary data are available, so we were forced to draw solely on processed
statistics.

What is more, it is also the case that in the period between 1948 and 2009, the period when
the surveys were carried out and that is the focus of our discussion, some periods and events
ceased to belong to the first group and moved into the second one. For example, the First
Republic was for most respondents in 1948 one that they had lived through themselves. In 2008
the share of respondents who were at least ten years of age in 1938 and of whom it can be as-
sumed they had at least some personal experience with that period was only one percent.

The sample representing the entire population of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic was made
up of 1088 respondents; 662 were from the Czech regions, 426 from the Slovak regions. Un-
fortunately, there are no primary data available for this survey either.

In Slovakia, the famous periods in history were ordered as follows: the Slovak National Revival
(Star period) 36%, the period after January 1968 36%, the Slovak National Uprising 26%, the
First Czechoslovak Republic 17%, the period after February 1948 (the Communist coup) 16%,
1945—1948 13%, the period of the Slovak State 13%, Great Moravia 3%, other responses 3%
[26].

In 1968 the following periods were cited by Slovaks as the least glorious periods: the Slovak
Republic 44%, Austro-Hungarian rule (intensified Magyarization) 38%, the 1950s 31%, August
1968 25%, the First Czechoslovak Republic 5%, the demise of Great Moravia 2%, foreign
invasions 1% [30. P. 11].

The diction used in the survey is typical of research conducted under the Communist regime:
‘the most significant’ need not mean ‘the greatest’ or ‘the most glorious’.

To be thorough we should add that over the past decade the question about which period in
history the public views as the highpoint of Czech history has been posed repeatedly in polls
conducted by the Public Opinion Research Institute. However, the results do not differ sub-
stantially from the latest results provided by Aktér 2009 presented above. Therefore, they
need not be noted in detail. For those readers interested they are available in the form of re-
search reports on the Public Opinion Research Centre’s website: www.cvvm.cas.cz.

If we compare pride in national history on an international level (which we can do using data
from the ISSP National Identity survey carried out in 2003 in 36 countries), we find that the
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Czech Republic ranks slightly above average. In the Czech republic 78% of respondents were
very or somewhat proud of their national history (the average for all the countries was 74%),
while 15% were not proud, and the remainder didn’t know. Czech respondents expressed a much
higher level of pride in the ISSP survey. It is difficult to interpret what this difference means,
in part because a space of six years lies between the two surveys, but they were six relatively un-
eventful years, so it would be hard to find out what a significant change in opinions occurred
owing to the effect of ‘major events’ or any intensive domestic ,historical debates’. What is more
likely is that many people in the population do not have a firmly anchored view of history and
their comments ‘fluctuate’. There is no reason to assume that these changes are random. They are
likely occurring under the influence of the context in which the respondents give their answers.
In Aktér 2009 the context, or at least part of it, involved other questions relating to history in
general and Czech history in particular. Many of these questions were directed at assessing spe-
cific historical periods, some of which (such as the 1950s and the Protectorate) provide little rea-
son for a person to feel proud. This may have led respondents in Aktér 2009 to adopt a much
more critical view of history than those in the ISSP 20009.
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HYEXU U UX UCTOPUSA:
NOnNbITKA USYHEHNUA NICTOPUYECKOINO CAMOCO3HAHUA

N. lyopr, U. Bunonan, M. Baspa

daxynbTeT ryMaHUTapHBIX HAayK
Kapnosa yHuBepcurera
Y Kpuowce 8, 158 00, Ilpaza 5, Yexus

Lentp u3y4eHus 00IIECTBEHHOTO MHEHHS
HHucrutyTa connonorun Yenickoit akaaeMuy HaykK
Huncka 1, 110 00, Ilpaca, Yexus

dakynpTeT connaibHbIX Hayk KapioBa yHuBepcurera
Y Kpuowce 8, 158 00, Ilpaza 5, Yexusn

B cratbe BHepBbIC IPEICTARIICH NTOJHBIA 0030p MO MPoOIeMe IPHPOJIBI U CONICPIKAHMS HCTOPUYECKOTO
CaMOCO3HaHHsI YCIICKOr0 Hapoyia Ha OCHOBE HCIOJIB30BAHMS COLIMOIIOTHYECKOro moaxo/a. Mcropudeckoe
CaMOCO3HaHHE TIOHMMACTCSL HE TOJIBKO KaK OCHOBA 3HAHUIA, BIICYATIICHH, 00pa30B MPOLLIOro, HO MPEK/IE
BCEr0 KaK 0CO3HAHHE 0COOBIX CBSI3€il MEK/TY MPOIILTBIM (B KOJUICKTUBHOM MAMSITH), HACTOSIIINM U Oy TyIIHM;
Kak (hakTop, OMpe/ENAIONIMI OTHOILICHHE JIFOZICH K CBOeMy HacTtosieMy u Oyaymiemy. [Ipodnema ncropu-
YECKOr0 CAaMOCO3HAHHS PACCMATPUBACTCS C IPHMEHEHHUEM COLIOJIOTHYECKOM METOIONOTUH, B YaCTHOCTH
KOJIIMYECTBEHHOr0 nojixosia. CHavalia OLCHUBACTCS YUCIICHHOCTB YEIIICKOTO HACEIICHHS, 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOIO
B CBOCH MCTOPHH KaK TAKOBOM; 3aTeM (POKYC CMEIAeTCsl Ha OOIIHE aCleKThl HCTOPHYECKOIO CaMOCO3HAHUS,
B YaCTHOCTH HA IIOHUMAHKE YeXaMH JBIDKYIIUX CHIJI HCTOPUH U OLICHKY €€ 3HAUCHIUS; B 3aKIIFOUCHIE [IPHBO-
JIATCSL OLICHKH YEIICKAM HacelleHHeM COOCTBEHHON HAIMOHAIBHON HUCTOPHH, €¢ KITIOUECBBIX JTAIOB M BaX-
HEHIIMX COOBITHH. 3aBepIIaeTCsl CTaThsl MHTEPIPETaleil IMIMPUUECKUX JaHHBIX B KOHTEKCTE CYILEeCT-
BYIOIIUX TEOPETHYIECKAX MOJIEIICH M3yUYCHHS HCTOPUYCCKUX M3MCHCHUI B BOCIIPUSITHH JIFOJIBMU CBOETO
MIPOIIIOTO, CENIEKTHBHOCTH UCTOPHYECKOTO CAMOCO3HAHUS, €T0 BIUSHUS HA MOJUTHYCCKYIO CUTYALHIO,
COLMaJIbHBIC U3MCHCHUS U JIMYHBIN KU3HEHHBIN OIBIT.

KuoueBble ciioBa: HUCTOPHUICCKOEC CaMOCO3HAHUEC, KOJUICKTUBHAA NaMATh, 3HAHUEC, YCIICKas Halno-
HaJIbHasA UCTOPHUSA, aHKETUPOBAHUE.
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