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A ‘state nobility’ in the social sciences and humanities in Hungarian academe under socialism and after (1950-2003)


In Hungary just like in other sovietized countries after the communist take-over in the late 1940s, the earlier fully integrated system of higher education and academic research underwent an authoritarian reform from above. It resulted in the incomplete but large scale division of academic institutions and staffs. Universities continued, though heavily reformed, to perform their traditional training functions concluded by professional degrees. Next to them and rather separately emerged the reformed Academy of Sciences in charge, on the one hand, to educate and qualify scholars thanks to newly founded and centrally managed ‘national’ academic degrees it was entitled to confer and, on the other hand, to organize and sponsor scholarly investigations, notably in specialized research centers of its own, hosting a staff of full time collaborators. Though not much kinship could be detected between the Sovietized Hungarian academic system (with initially strong Prussian roots) and the post-Napoleonic Université and its extensions, one can cautiously apply to the new fangled ‘academic graduates’ the same qualification of an intellectual ‘state nobility’ as Pierre Bourdieu did to members of the grands corps – alumni of the selective French grandes écoles network, endowed with particular career expectations
. This study presents major aspects of the social morphology (in Durkheim’s sense) of the cluster of ‘academic graduates’ in Hungary over more than half a century.  
Introduction

In Hungary the incoming communist regime introduced immediately after its acceding to total power in the ’Year of the Turn’ (1948) major reforms in the system of higher education and academic research. The renovation of academic structures implied – among other things – a major move towards the endowment of the Academy of Sciences with new, enlarged functions and competences via the servile take-over of the Soviet academic system. This involved the entitlement to grant two sorts of special titles, in hierarchical order that of ‘candidate of the Academy’ or ‘academic candidate’, a primary qualification of scholarly achievements, and that of ‘doctorate of the Academy’ or ‘academic doctor’, a higher qualification of the same and a direct stepping stone to the liability of being elected as ‘corresponding member’ and subsequently as ‘full member’ of the Academy of Sciences. 
Decisions about admissions to the training process of ‘academic candidacies’ (a procedure of several years called ‘aspirantura’) were made ultimately by a Scientific Qualification Committee, set up in 1950, the members of which were appointed by the president of the Academy of Science. They were selected from among the elite staff of universities and academic research institutes. Initially and up to at least the mid-term of Communist rule (till perhaps as late as the 1870s) these committee members needed the indispensable political accreditation of the competent Party authorities, just like those admitted to apply for becoming a ‘candidate’.  
The importance of these degrees was due to the fact that they contributed to make obsolete the former doctorate of the old university faculties, the only quasi scholarly degree of pre-socialist universities. The two new titles court-circuited the basic training of universities by completing it with a post-graduate formation but also by the imposition of country wide (and not university based) standards of scholarly achievement: controlled, sanctioned and certified by a national body of established scholarly dignitaries. They represented the main (in fact exclusive) official trajectory to scholarly careers, including (at least implicitly) the promotion into the staff of universities. If earlier the ‘academic doctorate’ was not a precondition for appointment in a university professorship, it has become one (but only quite recently, after 2000) in most universities. At present may be up to 90 % of ‘academic doctors’ hold chairs in universities or senior positions in the direction of academic research institutes. The title is regarded as mandatory for heads of PhD programs or doctoral schools created after 1993, when Western type PhD-s were institutionalized in Hungarian universities. (They were destined to replace ‘academic candidacy’ within ten years, that is by 2003.) 

It is true though that some universities of lower standing continued to issue titles of ‘university doctor’ as well, like in the old regime, allowing its laureates to use the dr. title before their name. This was a classical, symbolic distinction for essentially social usage of university graduates, involving no real scholarly qualification. Graduates of the Medical and the Law faculties received it automatically with their degree. Nevertheless since even before the post-communist transition, starting in Hungary as early as 1984 and till 1993 (date of the higher educational act creating the PhD degree), when a ‘univ. doctor’ could boast a ‘summa cum laude’ mark for his or her degree, the title could be made a functional equivalent to the new PhD degree. In the later 1990s the temporary coexistence of recently created PhD programs leading to the new Western type university degree, the equivalence granted to the best formerly awarded ‘university doctorates’ (even by universities without actually the necessary doctoral programs in their curricula) and the continued delivery of ‘academic candidacies’ till 2003 lead to the inflation of various titles and confusions as to the intellectual credentials they represented. This is why after 1993 ‘univ. doctorates’ became obsolete, less and less ‘academic candidacies’ were applied for and granted, most recent ‘candidacies’ were converted into PhDs and the PhD training proper in specialized doctoral schools became predominant. ‘Univ. doctors’ have found usually employment in institutions of lower standing like pedagogical or technological colleges, but they are still not rare among junior readers or associate professors in universities neither.    
 The new academic hierarchy could have been regarded with the benefit of hindsight as a remarkable attempt at the modernization of the training of academic research staff, had it not been marred by intellectually counter-productive biases in favor of ‘politically reliable’ aspirants, especially in its initial (Stalinist) phase. Since many of its laureates obtained employment in the new network of academic research institutions – one being founded in the 1950s and 1960s at least in every canonized disciplinary branch -, and since the titles were also accompanied by the award of significant special financial benefits, the new system became very quickly the backbone of the official promotion scheme of scholars well beyond the fall of communism. It is true though that after 1989 one can observe a gradual decline of the demand for ‘academic candidacy’, because its role as a first scholarly qualification started to be challenged first and gradually replaced afterwards (since the mid 1990s) by a PhD system of universities following Western patterns. But the ‘academic doctorate’ still largely keeps its former function of the most advanced scholarly degree, before the actual accession to membership proper in the Academy. Lately the ‘academic doctorate’ has even become the indispensable (if not necessarily sufficient) condition of an appointment in a university professorship. 
Thus, for the second half of the 20th century – roughly between 1950 and 2000 – one can conclude that laureates of the two academic degrees under scrutiny represent the publicly certified main cluster of professional intellectuals in the social sciences (henceforth SSH) engaged in scientific and otherwise scholarly pursuits. For the last two decades a similar study of PhD graduates must though obligatorily be added to complete the picture of recent developments occurring in these fields. Indeed PhD degrees have started to replace ‘academic candidatures’ since their institutional introduction in the early 1990, following the renovation of academe according to Western patterns in Hungary. This is not to say that a strict equivalence could be hypothesized between the two titles in spite of several factors of rapprochement. One is that ‘candidates’ have ceased to receive financial benefits after promotion, though they may apply for special funding, even if their rate of success is less regular than that of PhD aspirants. A second type of kinship between the two titles rests on the estimated average size of dissertations expected to be proposed for the two degrees, although we have as yet no empirical proof of this. A third aspect of the functional proximity of the two is that both degrees help their incumbents to start or advance an academic career in higher education, the public or the privately funded research sector. Still a major difference is signaled by the mean age of the promotion to PhD and ‘academic candidacy’. The former is liable to be obtained in one’s twenties or early thirties, while the latter used to be achieved somewhat beyond 40 years of age on average (see Table 7/B below). The difference is obviously due to the institutional continuity of higher studies for selected aspirants from BA to MA up to PhD level, while ‘candidacy’ was formerly expected to be completed only in the course of an already engaged academic career.   
One must remember though that all young scholars among the best qualified would not necessarily be accepted as ‘aspirants’ by the academic authorities, due to their supposed ‘political unreliability’. In the 1960s, when the modern social sciences started to be readmitted as objects of legitimate academic pursuit by the communist authorities (the first officially accredited academic research group in sociology was set up in 1963 only) , it happened not quite infrequently that some of the most ambitious would-be scholars refused to step into the system and chose to remain in low level positions in a publishing house or – at best – in a research institution, or else – at worst – to be unemployed and live as translators or ghost writers, only to avoid to get engaged in the officially sponsored career under academic watchdogs of the communist regime. One can find highly productive intellectuals in the 2000s in strangely low level ‘parking’ positions (or no position all) in their earlier years before the post-communist transition. Some of these have actually emigrated in the 1970s or 1980s, others joined movements of intellectual dissidence, only to return to the country and/or back to resume an academic career after 1989 – often with quite irregular career tracks behind them.     

The project 
Our enterprise here is part of a collective international project funded by the European Commission in Brussels INTERCO-SSH, destined to study the institutional and intellectual  transformations of the social sciences since 1945 in a number of countries. The global project is piloted by my French colleague Professor Gisele Sapiro (Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales and Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, Paris). The countries under scrutiny that serve for case studies are as follows : Argentina,  France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom with comparative references to Austria, Brazil, Slovakia, Sweden and the United States. Inside the project three vast problem areas may be discerned: (1) processes of institutionalization (including those of des-institutionalization), (2) trends of transnational relations and the emergence of a European research area, (3) patterns of migration and reception of major intellectual paradigms over time. The disciplines specially focused upon in the project are cultural and social anthropology (folklore), demography, economics, philosophy, political science, psychology, sociology and (as a comparative contrast) the study of national literature.
For Hungary our team under the leadership of my partner Professor Peter Tibor Nagy (lecturer at the ELTE University and the John Wesley Theological College in Budapest) and myself could find sources to extend the scope of our scrutiny in Hungary into several directions. 

First, we could accomplish our investigation not only on the disciplines pre-selected for the international study, but practically on all others liable to be linked to or qualified as part of the humanities and social sciences sector in the large sense.

Second, we could identify individually practically all the relevant actors of the various social disciplines over the whole period under scrutiny via a number of criteria. These include the holding of an academic degree or a PhD, positions in higher education and state sponsored research institutions, authors of studies in the disciplines concerned following various bibliographical listings, etc.

Third, prosopographical data from a number sources could be combined to complete information on the list of individuals identified as having been active in the social sciences and humanities in the country since 1945. These include contemporary national biographies and encyclopedias (among them the New Hungarian Encyclopaedia, completed in 2010), Who is Who-s irregularly published since 1990, bibliographies of the National Library in Budapest (indicating the date of birth of authors), necrologies published in specialized journals, etc. These sources offer information beyond vital ones on schooling, academic career, international contacts, etc.
Fourth, for members of the staff of SSH agencies till the 1970s we could resort to earlier exhaustive surveys of degree holders and students of the Faculties of Arts since the foundation of the institutions concerned up to 1948-1950. Additionally the proposopraphical listings of secondary school graduates could also be exploited up to 1948. also the result of earlier (and largely unpublished) research.

Finally, we have gathered a large set of published statistical data focusing on the staff of higher education, students and degrees obtained in different disciplines, on members of research staffs, on translations and publications of books (over 1000 pages) by languages, on the publications in Hungarian and in foreign languages by members of official research institutes, etc. In this context we could exploit data – via a special processing of raw information - on those holding a degree in higher education following the last census in 1910.   

In this report preliminary results of this vast, still ongoing research venture (to be completed by March 2017) are supplied on the two body of scholars defined by their academic degrees as ‘candidates’ and ‘doctors’. This is a scholarly population still lacking a reliably complete inventory, though the Almanachs of the Academy of Science offer irregularly lists of those admitted to them in the preceding year. We had to resort to a number of other sources, including archival ones, to establish the two lists underlying the present approach, but we are conscious of their imperfections, especially for the initial period of their existence in the 1950s. However it is, the data banks at our disposal, unachieved as they may be, must contain information of up to 90 % of those concerned, so that a summary preliminary report of their composition by some basic variables as to their intellectual standing as proposed hereafter, appears to be in order. We lay special stress on two core social disciplines, sociology and political science, having behind them diverging institutional trajectories under and after socialist times. 
 
An interpretation of a comparable set of survey results has been already published elsewhere on members of contemporary doctoral schools of Hungarian universities in the humanities and the social sciences.
 Both presentations focus on new survey results, hence the absence of other – especially bibliographical – references in these studies.     

The dynamics of growth 

As to our prosopographies in their present state, the first three tables refer to crucial data related to the development of the population of laureates in historic time - over more than half a century -, including several stages of the evolution of the institutional, ideological and intellectual environment of academic activities in the country.
One can consider first the mere growth of the clusters, as indicated in the last line of the tables. Unfortunately it is impossible as yet to compare by unitary periods the numbers of laureates produced, because of the lacks and uncertainties of our data banks as to the exact numbers and dates of promotion. Table 1. gives the numbers of ‘candidates’ in activity roughly in every ten years, without taking into account those deceased or otherwise departed (for instance by emigration, a far from rare case in the 1950s or 1960s). One can thus observe a growth of 1 to 9 approximately throughout the whole half a century for ‘candidates’. This is a fast development indeed, showing a manifest acceleration in the 1970s and a slowing down process – without reaching a real ceiling – afterwards. Over the five odd decades the small cohort of a couple of hundred of ‘candidates’ became a mass of several thousand in the social sciences. Clearly the development started very modestly up to 1962, only to be precipitated afterwards, following the thaw of the post-1956 regime turn of communism, that allowed the loosening of the erstwhile severe grip on social research lacking Marxist references and defined derogatorily as ‘bourgeois scholarship’. One can conclude that, apparently, as attested
in these figures, the development of modern social studies in Hungary must have properly caught up with the West, may be with a vengeance. By the 1980s a good part of their earlier backwardness seems to be eliminated as judged by the numbers of recognized scholars in an otherwise still underdeveloped country with rather poor economic resources. This line of research, comparing investments in science and scholarship in Western and Sovietized East Central Europe, remains to be pursued with the recourse to detailed indicators broken down to population units and actual levels of development. It may arrive at paradoxical conclusions showing, possibly, a relative over-development even of SSH, especially if communist countries are compared with Westerns ones of similar levels of economic accomplishment (like Portugal, Spain or Greece, for example)...
1. ‘Academic candidates’ in the social sciences and humanities active at successive dates by disciplines (1962-2003)

	Discipline
	1962
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2003
	Rank

order

	Law and State Sciences
	8,9
	10,3
	10,0
	8,5
	6,7
	ee4

	Philosophy
	4,3
	6,9
	7,9
	8,0
	7,3
	5

	Geography, Earth sc.
	6,7
	5,6
	4,5
	4,7
	4,7
	ee6

	Literary Studies
	13,9
	11,4
	10,4
	9,2
	10,0
	3

	Economy, managem.
	18,9
	20,1
	22,8
	24,3
	25,2
	1

	Art History
	6,0
	2,9
	2,8
	2,3
	2,7
	

	Ethnology, Folklore
	1,4
	1,5
	1,8
	1,8
	1,6
	

	Educational Science
	2,5
	3,7
	6,2
	6,3
	6,6
	ee6

	Linguistics
	13,9
	9,5
	7,3
	7,8
	7,8
	ee4

	Psychology
	1,7
	3,0
	3,8
	4,0
	3,7
	

	Political Science
	-
	-
	-
	1,9
	2,4
	

	Sociology
	1,2
	1,7
	2,8
	4,5
	5,3
	

	History
	18,7
	19,5
	18,7
	15,7
	15,2
	2

	Religious Studies, 
	1,2
	0,2
	0,1
	-
	-
	

	Musicology
	0,7
	1,2
	1,0
	0,9
	0,8
	

	All in the SSH
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	

	Numbers
	418
	861
	1869
	2730
	3649
	

	Relative growth
	100
	206
	447
	653
	873
	



The quantified comparison between ‘candidates’ and ‘doctors’, as permitted following data of Tables 1 and 2 gives an idea about the selection process to higher echelons of the academic hierarchy. There are approximately four times more ‘candidates’ than ‘doctors’ over the long period observed. This means that on the long run every fourth ‘candidate’ only was liable to achieve an ‘academic doctorate’ and become eligible for further academic promotion. In a more detailed study – which cannot be outlined here - it would be relevant to compare these data with the actual numbers of members of the Academy of Sciences in the SSH (officially limited for each disciplinary class) as well as with those of corresponding full professors in universities. If ‘academic doctorate’ has become only recently a formal condition of appointment in faculty chairs, it used to have a strong promotional value to the same effect already in earlier times. 

Table 2. ’Academic doctors’ promoted in Hungary by date of birth (generations) and 

disciplines in the humanities and the social sciences 

	Discipline
	Before

1900
	1901-

1920
	1921-

1940
	1941-

1960
	After

1960
	Alto-

gether

	Law, State Science
	8,3
	12,1
	11,3
	7,4
	7,7
	10,1

	Philosophy
	-
	4,2
	4,2
	7,4
	7,7
	5,2

	Geography
	8,3
	3,1
	6,5
	8,3
	19,2
	6,8

	Literary Studies
	12,5
	12,1
	12,6
	13,7
	11,5
	12,8

	Economy
	-
	10,0
	18,0
	15,1
	23,1
	15,5

	Art History
	8,3
	8,4
	2,3
	2,7
	-
	3,5

	Ethnology
	-
	3,7
	2,4
	1,6
	-
	2,3

	Education, Pedagogy
	-
	2,6
	3,3
	2,5
	3,8
	2,9

	Foreign Languages
	20,8
	14,7
	9,4
	10,7
	3,8
	10,8

	Political Science
	-
	-
	0,5
	1,9
	3,8
	0,9

	Sociology
	4,2
	1,6
	3,0
	7,4
	-
	4,1

	Psychology
	8,3
	2,1
	2,6
	3,3
	-
	2,8

	History
	20,8
	23,2
	22,0
	17,3
	15,4
	20,6

	Religious Studies
	8,3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	0,2

	Musicology
	-
	2,1
	1,9
	0,5
	3,8
	1,5

	Altogether
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0

	N =

	24
	190
	573
	364
	26
	1177


The distribution of ‘candidates’ by dates of birth as given on table 2. is certainly less relevant in this context, since it cannot be linked to the actual dates of promotion and thus compared from one period to another. It can confirm though in a different key the findings related to the fast changing disciplinary composition of the ‘candidates’ cluster as in Table 1. 
In 1962 the dominant disciplines in the SSH were clearly Economy, History, Foreign languages and Literary studies giving birth to the absolute majority of academic titles (close to two thirds, as in Table 1. and 3.). On can also count Law, Art history and Geography among permanent sources of academic vocations. The absolute absence of sociology and political science – the later core disciplines of the field of social sciences and those which were at that time already regarded as such in the West – are worth to be noted here. The hierarchy is rather similar for ‘candidates’ and doctors’. The four master disciplines totaled 55-60 % of the two oldest category of laureates, but with even stronger positions falling to Law and Art history. Those were the branches of scholarship cultivated already in pre-socialist universities. They thus survived, may be paradoxically, under the first socialist decades as well, given the censorship inflicted upon modern social disciplines ere the 1960s. This situation would evolve rapidly afterwards to the benefit of Philosophy, Pedagogy or to
Table 3. All academic ’candidates’ promoted in Hungary by date of birth (generations) and disciplines in the humanities and the social sciences*
	Discipline
	Before

1900
	1901-

1920
	1921-

1940
	1941-

1960
	After

1960

	Law, State Science
	8,1
	12,0
	7,9
	6,0
	2,9

	Philosophy
	-
	4,3
	8,4
	6,6
	7,4

	Geography
	8,1
	4,9
	4,8
	4,4
	8,2

	Military Science
	-
	2,0
	0,6
	-
	-

	Literary Studies
	16,2
	11,4
	10,6
	9,4
	15,6

	Economy
	9,5
	12,2
	22,9
	26,8
	22,5

	Art History
	5,4
	6,1
	2,3
	2,5
	3,7

	Ethnology
	2,7
	2,8
	1,9
	1,4
	2,0

	Education, Pedagogy
	2,7
	5,5
	6,7
	6,2
	4,5

	Foreign Languages
	19,0
	11,0
	7,1
	8,5
	8,2

	Political Science
	-
	-
	0,9
	3,9
	0,8

	Sociology
	1,4
	1,6
	3,1
	6,9
	4,5

	Psychology
	4,1
	2,2
	3,9
	3,5
	1,2

	History
	10,8
	21,7
	17,8
	13,2
	18,0

	Religious Studies
	5,4
	0,4
	-
	-
	-

	Musicology
	1,4
	2,0
	1,0
	0,5
	0,4

	Alltogether
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0
	100,0

	N =
	74
	493
	1933
	2065
	244


* 2003 was the last year when the title was awarded

some extent Sociology. As to Political science, it actually appears only in the decades of the post-socialist transition. Economy develops constantly, remaining a master discipline of sorts, which can be explained by the fact that this is the only branch of SSH having a university of its own in Budapest throughout the whole epoch, while its importance has been recognized by decision makers in academic policy both before and after the 1989 regime change. Law maintains a significant standing throughout the whole period, but not a particularly strong one, due perhaps to the fact that this is for internal intellectual reasons a much less research oriented discipline than, for example, economy. It must still be observed though that the classical SSH disciplines of the West – sociology, psychology, political science – remain till the very end quite modestly represented among both ‘candidates’ and ‘doctors’, as against the classical disciplines of History, Literary studies or even Law. 
As to notable absences, it is worth to be remarked that demography does not even surface, alas, in this set of officially prefixed categories of disciplines, incorporated as it is, most probably, in sociology. The same applies, alas, to social statistics, a highly developed, quasi avant-garde form of research orientation in the early historic phase of the SSH in the country, its emergence going back to the times of the Dual Monarchy (1867-1918). This absence is may be due to the fact that in spite of its early institutionalization in modern research agencies since the late 19th century (like the Central Statistical Office or the Budapest Bureau of Statistics), the discipline has always been considered as a service class branch of knowledge without full intellectual autonomy proper. Cultural and social anthropology, an important part of the contemporary system of SSH in the West, did not appear neither as a distinct category of scholarship in Hungary till lately. But national ethnology, covering essentially traditional studies of local folklore, is a permanent though modest participant of the institutionalized network of SSH throughout the whole period. It was indeed among the few SSH discipline exempted, as such, from official repression and libeling in the reign of Stalinism (1948-1956) thanks to partly contingent reasons : the patronage extended over the discipline by one of the emblematic, old time intellectual fellow travelers of Hungarian communism (Gyula Ortutay – 1910-1978) as well as the positive public image under populist socialism of a scholarly occupation focusing on the culture of common people, especially the poor peasantry. Religious studies disappear over time, a logical consequence of official atheist secularism under the aegis of ‘scientific materialism’. Musicology on the contrary becomes an established discipline, represented by a research centre of its own, due largely to the prestigious patronage of the composer Zoltán Kodály (1882-1967), another memorable cultural hero of his time, whose efforts to promote traditional popular music met with the ideological drive of early communism to legitimate an alternative line of culture as against ‘bourgeois’ practices. 

Women in academe

Our next focus concerns the arrival of generations of women in the cluster of would-be official scholars as demonstrated by their presence among ‘candidates’ and ‘doctors’. The feminization of intellectual professions began in the outgoing 19th century with the admission of girls to higher studies both in Hungary and the rest of the Dual Monarchy(1895). The process speeded up thanks to the foundation of a network of secondary schools offering graduation (Matura) to girls in the early 20. century, as well as due to the growing demand for female intellectual workforce during the war years (and their continued scarcity afterwards, due to the unbalanced sex ratio produced by casualties). But women were admitted in Hungary only to Medical and Philosophical Faculties up to the end of the Old Regime. This may be one of the reasons why Philosophical faculties granting degrees for secondary school teachers were properly invaded by female students, so much so that the student body Budapest Faculty reached a female majority by the 1930s. This did not mean that women could run for academic positions as well, like men. No women was admitted to membership in the Academy of Sciences before the 1950s and only two female university professor had been nominated ere 1945. Formal gender equality came to be one of the major innovations of the post-1944 transition regime, confirmed by early communist arrangements after 1948. Henceforth the principle of legal equality of men and women for access to higher studies as well as for promotion in academe became the rule. The results of this development have proved to be nevertheless rather mitigated in general, as observable in the national statistical data on research personnels in different study branches (Table 4.). 

Table 4. Proportions of women (%) among research staffs in the big branches of study (1965-2015)

	
	1965
	1975
	1985
	1995
	2005
	2015

	Natural sciences
	20,7
	18,2
	27,0
	25,5
	29,1
	28,8

	Technical sciences
	15,9
	22,2
	22,7
	25,9
	19,9
	18,9

	Medicine
	?
	40,5
	34,7
	41,6
	45,4
	47,5

	Agrarian research
	18,1
	21,5
	22,6
	28,5
	36,5
	41,4

	Social sciences and humanities
	21,4
	29,9
	44,6
	45,5
	36,4
	47,6


The expansion of women’s participation in various research staffs appears to show big differences between major branches of study but also lots of non linear ambiguities. There is a straight line of growth of women’s share in agrarian research only. In all other fields there has been besides periods of increase, marked stints of regression too. This applies differently to Medicine, marked by the overall highest level of female presence in research staffs, compared to the SSH disciplines, where a significant regression in the early 2000s was accompanied by continuous growth earlier and later. In the technical and natural sciences the level of women’s presence has been all the time much lower, its development having stagnated or regressed over longer periods of time in the last fifty odd decades. Such global differences may be connected (especially for the earliest years observed in the table) to the past of the admission process of women to different branches of higher education (like technical or agrarian sciences where they had been excluded or discouraged to attend in the pre-socialist regime) and facilities granted to them (or refused) to embark upon scholarly careers. But mechanisms of compensation for earlier handicaps must also be taken into account, operating particularly in the SSH disciplines with in-built ideological drives in some of them (like pedagogy, psychology or sociology) in support of women’s emancipation and integration. Details of what happened in this respect in the SSH proper can be observed via tables 5., 6. and 7. below. 
Table 5. Proportions of women among ’academic doctors’ in Hungary in the SSH (as of 2003) 

A/ By birthdate

	
	Before

1900
	1901-

1920
	1921-

1940
	1941-

1960
	After

1960
	Altogether

	% of women
	16,7
	9,2
	12,5
	17,0
	3,8
	13,3

	Number of

all ’doctors’
	24
	185
	566
	358
	26
	1175


B/ By periods of promotion

	
	1950-

1970
	1971-

1990
	1991-

2003

	% of women
	9
	11,5
	16,9

	Number of 

all ’doctors’
	156
	558
	461


C/ By dates of observation
	
	1962
	1970
	1980
	1991
	2003

	% of women
	7,4
	10,3
	12,1
	12,6
	15,5

	Number of all active
’Doctors’ observed
	204
	378
	668
	788
	729


Table 6. Proportions of women among ’academic candidates’  in Hungary in the SSH  

(as of 2003)
A/ By birthdate

	
	Before

1910
	1911-

1920
	1921-

1930
	1931-

1940
	1941-

1950
	1951-

1960
	after-

1960
	Altogether

	% of women
	12,7
	15,6
	19,4
	20,4
	32,6
	26,9
	30,9
	

	Number of all ’candidates’
	150
	333
	1069
	824
	1235
	750
	236
	


B/ By periods of promotion

	
	1950-

1962
	1963-

1970
	1971-

1980
	1981-

1990
	1990-

2003
	altogether

	% of women
	12,1
	18,5
	20,2
	27,6
	32,9
	

	Number of all

’candidates’
	621
	692
	1012
	1234
	1170
	4729


Women’s proportions were indeed increasing with continued regularity throughout the long period under scrutiny, but much faster for ‘doctors’ (Table 5/B and C) and eventually much more radically for ‘candidates’ (as in Table 6/B). By the end of the observed time slot – though our data are not fit for strict comparisons between the two categories – the proportion of women among ‘candidates’, somewhat less than one third, appeared to exceed the double of that among ‘doctors’. The conclusion is hence imperative, that the ‘glass ceiling’ of the promotion of women to the very highest echelons of academe – though shifted much above that enforced under the Old Regime - did survive apparently till the end of the period under scrutiny. Women were much easier accepted as ‘candidates’ than as ‘doctors’ or – otherwise – their ambitions for academic promotion could be easier halted than those of their male colleagues. Of course they also may have been less often driven to apply for academic positions, given – among other things – the much heavier burden laid on wives in the maintenance of families. This surviving bias is all the more manifest when the high proportion – often the majority in SSH disciplines – of female students are taken into account. In this context of gender based inequalities the observation of the distribution of women in different disciplines is a revealing experience.  
Table 7. Proportion of women among ’academic doctors’ and ’candidates’

 in Hungary by disciplines in the humanities and the social sciences (before 2003)
	
	%
	numbers
	
	%
	numbers

	Law, State Science
	7,6
	118
	
	11,2
	347

	Philosophy
	14,8
	61
	
	20,1
	333

	Geography
	5,1
	79
	
	17,3
	231

	Literary Studies
	12,5
	152
	
	28,4
	504

	Economy
	12,8
	187
	
	21,6
	1100

	Art History
	32,6
	43
	
	36,4
	143

	Ethnology
	19,2
	26
	
	36,9
	84

	Education, Pedagogy
	6,1
	33
	
	34,8
	282

	Foreign Languages
	13,4
	124
	
	30,2
	391

	Sociology
	20,8
	48
	
	30,6
	219

	Political Science
	18,2
	11
	
	20,2
	94

	Psychology
	21,2
	33
	
	39,2
	163

	History
	12,9
	240
	
	20,5
	766

	Religious Studies
	-
	2
	
	16,7
	6

	Musicology
	16,7
	18
	
	20,9
	43

	Altogether
	13,3
	1175
	
	24,2
	4729



Table 7. does not lend itself to an easy statistical analysis due to the small relevant size of the staff in several disciplines (especially among doctors) and the great diversity of categories. Still the disparity of women’s proportions can be approached via an interpretation along lines of both differential modernity (or novelty of the disciplines) and the state of the occupational markets in and outside academe. 


Law, religion and geography are the absolutely less feminized disciplinary categories among both ‘doctors’ and ‘candidates’. The two first had been exclusively male occupations in the old regime, girls having been excluded from Law faculties till 1945 and many theologies, which explains this situation. Geography (combined either with History or Natural Science) used to be a classical male option for a gymnasium teacher’s degree in the Old Regime and – probably – even afterwards. It was associated with leadership in boy scout troops, class excursions in nature, etc. – clearly regarded as jobs for men. Economy and History had also rather low (below the average) scores of female participation. Economic management and – may be as a consequence – research in matters economic used to be for long (reaching well into the socialist times) indeed a male reserve, in spite of the fact that female students could be enrolled (up to some 14 % of the student body according to our research results) in the Economic Faculty (later University) in the Old regime. As to History, one of the canonical branches of study in the Philosophical faculties before and under socialism, the problem is different. This is – after Economy – the far biggest discipline by size of all social sciences with one fifth of ‘doctors’ and one sixth of ‘candidates’. The relatively low participation of women may be explained by the continued intensity of male competition in a discipline which was specially promoted in the framework of cultural and symbolic politics both in the Old Regime and under socialism (especially in the early Stalinist phase) as a sensitive producer of ideologies for the historical legitimization of the given political regime.


One can be surprised that Literary studies and Foreign languages do not belong to the most feminized disciplines with lower than average mean scores among ‘doctors’ though with much above the average (but far from the highest) scores among ‘candidates’. Feminization did occur thus here, in these studies much cultivated in girls’ gymnasiums in the Old regime just like in the Philosophical faculties with a very strong attendance by female students. But feminization got stuck mostly on the lower level of academic achievement. Hence the large gap between the low probability of promotion among ‘doctors’ and the above average one among ‘candidates’. Here again one can suspect that the explanation lies with the intensity of male competition for the higher positions in academe, engendering the infamous ‘invisible glass ceiling’ setting sharp limits to women’s promotion.   
For this Educational science offers a borderline case in point. Indeed the absolute rarity of ‘doctors’ in educational science is all the more remarkable, since it contrasts with the rather high proportion of women (the fourth highest) among ‘candidates’. The relative frequency of ‘candidates’ as against ‘doctors’ in educational science is more than twice as high (8-9 times more ‘candidates’ than ‘doctors’) as on average (4 times more). With this bias one can regard Education both as one of the most open disciplines on the low level and the second most closed one on the higher level in the academic hierarchy. 


Psychology, Ethnology, Art history, and Sociology are the most open disciplines for the admission of women with more than one third of the ‘candidates’ (except for sociology) and around one fifth or more among ‘doctors’. Art history appears in this lot as a champion of sorts in terms of feminization with one third or more practitioners in both categories of academic staff. One may say thus that in Art history careers the ‘glass ceiling’ of women’s promotion did almost not or hardly exist, since the probability for women to attain the top echelons of the academic hierarchy has been quite similar to the average, including male practitioners. Musicology, a marginal scholarly pursuit by the small number of participants, offers a somewhat comparable case with above the average female proportions among ‘doctors’ and below the average proportions among ‘candidates’.
 In all the other disciplines, even in those like Psychology, with the relatively highest proportions of women compared to all other branches of study, the difference between proportions of ‘doctors’ and ‘candidates’ proved to be very sharp indeed. The ‘glass ceiling’ is everywhere significantly low. Our preliminary conclusion here would be that the classical social and human sciences – psychology, sociology and ethnology – were in Hungary among the disciplines opening up the fastest for women’s careers in academe without securing full equality for promotion. One should add that an investigation concerning the probability of women’s promotions in time may lead to a somewhat more optimistic conclusion for some individual research orientations, as suggested in the evidence related to the ongoing progress of feminization over time in tables 4 and 5 above. Due to the small number of cases for several disciplines, such a research should be less statistical and rather qualitatively circumstantial, focusing on the internal relationship in the various disciplinary staffs concerned, with the historical tradition of female participation, especially in terms of recruitment of motivated or intellectually capable women. 

This latter factor, the level of intellectual selection of aspirants to academic careers may serve as a most general additional or complementary criteria of explanation for differences of feminization observed in various disciplines. It is liable to be evaluated by the ‘educational capital’ of students, as objectified for example in their grades at graduation from secondary school or those obtained during their BA or MA studies, or else by other indicators (like their ranking or achievement at national competitions of secondary school students). For lack of reliable information we could not present here the impact of this obviously relevant variable. Such a study can be attempted though later on thanks to our data banks of graduating pupils in secondary schools  (Maturanden) in the years 1930-1948. Most ‘candidates’ of cc. 1950-1975 and the ‘doctors of cc. 1950-1985 must have belonged to the above classes of gymnasium graduates. For them our prosopographies contain indications of their marks in various subjects as well as a number of references to their socio-cultural characteristics (religion, father’s profession, place of birth, etc.). These data can be thus connected to the study choices and achievements of ‘candidates’ or ‘doctors’ in periods of time as above. 
The age factor

Table 8. offers the panorama of the evolution by gender of the mean age at the promotion to the two categories of academic ranks under scrutiny. There is not much to comment here, because not many significant variation can be detected in this matter. On the one hand there is no regular change in terms of age neither for ‘doctors’ – in spite of slight variations in time around 54 years – nor for ‘candidates’, whose promotion is located in a narrow zone around 40-41 years. On the other hand differences between men and women appear to be equally minimal and, more importantly, they are not systematic at all. The only exception to this rule is shown for ‘candidates’ in 2003, when men display an unusually high mean age of promotion. My only tentative explanation for this exceptional discrepany has to do with the new requirement progressively generalized in the academic network connecting the promotion to the ranks of university lecturer (docent) to ‘academic candidacy’ or ‘full professorships’ to ‘academic doctorate’. As a consequence many mature staff members without academic degrees could have been motivated to achieve a ‘candidacy’ or a ‘doctorate’ as a matter of urgency following the enforcement of this rule. Given their general ascendency in these relatively senior positions of the university hierarchy, men could have been particularly concerned, more often than women in the given university staffs.   
Table 8. Mean age by gender of the promotion of ’academic doctors’ and ’candidates’ active at various dates in Hungary in the SSH 

A/ ’Doctors’ 

	
	1962
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2003

	Age of male doctors at promotion
	53,6
	54,3
	54,5
	54,5
	53,8

	Number of male ’doctors’
	168
	315
	539
	592
	493

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age of all female ’doctors’
	52,3
	54,6
	55,0
	54,7
	54,6

	Number of female ’doctors’
	15
	35
	74
	87
	92


B/ ’Candidates’

	
	1962
	1970
	1980
	1990
	2003

	Mean age of male ’candidates’ at promotion
	38,7
	40,0
	40,7
	41,1
	48,1

	Number of male ’candidates’
	259
	695
	1537
	2161
	2654

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean age of all female ’candidates’
	39,2
	40,6
	40,2
	41,0
	40,7

	Number of female ’candidates’
	36
	112
	330
	569
	969



Our last problem area in this report is related to data on differences between disciplines in terms of the mean ages of promotion as in Table 9. There is indeed an obvious disparity here both for ‘doctors’ and ‘candidates’, the logic of which is not easy neither to be summarized, nor (even less) to be interpreted. Among ‘candidates’ psychologists stick out as the absolute youngest‘ with more than ten years younger than the average. Philosophers, geographers and scholars in Law and State Science were also promoted much younger as  ‘candidates’, while economists proved the oldest (thirteen years above the mean age). Disparities are just as important among ‘doctors’ with scholars in Law and State science among the youngest (if the 6 political scientists are disregarded in this count) and ethnologists and art historians among the oldest. Further comments must be reserved on this issue for the moment when comparable data on PhD students will be equally available.     
Table 9. Mean age of the promotion of ’academic doctors’ and ’candidates’ by disciplines in Hungary, active in 2003 in the humanities and the social sciences 

	Discipline
	doctors
	Nb. of all

Doctors
	
	candidates
	Nb. of all

candidates

	Law, State Science
	50,9
	61
	
	40,6
	253

	Philosophy
	50,3
	34
	
	39,5
	269

	Geography
	52,2
	43
	
	39,7
	174

	Literary Studies
	55,8
	73
	
	41,4
	370

	Economy
	51,9
	101
	
	59,4
	943

	Art History
	58,8
	12
	
	45,1
	98

	Ethnology
	61,0
	13
	
	44,7
	58

	Education, Pedagogy
	56,7
	21
	
	45,2
	255

	Foreign Languages
	53,3
	60
	
	43,3
	294

	Political Science
	49,3
	6
	
	42,1
	93

	Sociology
	52,7
	26
	
	41,6
	198

	Psychology
	53,8
	19
	
	35,3
	137

	Sociology
	52,7
	26
	
	41,6
	198

	History
	56,0
	115
	
	41,4
	565

	Musicology
	63,8
	9
	
	47,9
	31

	Altogether
	53,9
	593
	
	46,1
	3739
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