Institutionalization and Professionalization of the Social Sciences in Hungary since 1945
Introduction

For a meaningful discussion of historically recent aspects of the development of the social sciences in the country, one cannot dispense with a short reminder of the socio-political as well as cultural setting in which these scholarly disciplines emerged in the late 19th century. This part of the story is heavily marked by at least three paradoxical sides of the post-feudal process of modernization of Hungarian society. 


 The Hungarian Kingdom was, as it is well known, part of the Habsburg Empire since the early 16th century, but governed by its own law which had to be regularly voted by the ruling nobility. The country itself hosted a society heavily fragmented by its denominational division as well as by its ethnic multiplicity, to the extent that it was the only would-be nation state in Europe (perhaps also in the world) without real ethnic or religious majorities. In the gentry – one of the largest in scale (some 4-5 % of the population) in Europe, besides those in Poland and Croatia – the ethnic balance showed a Magyar majority. But this did not apply to the rank and file rest, where Magyar speakers represented a mere 40 % only (if not less, regionally). This fragmentation was even aggravated in he 19th century  due to two factors. One was the constant influx of Jewish immigrants, especially since the partition of Poland in the late 18th century till 1848 and their rapid of natural growth (thanks essentially to lower than average death rates), increasing the Jewish share from insignificance up to 5 % in the national population. The second factor had to do with drastic ethnic-cultural inequalities of modernisation, including urbanisation, educational as well as economic and professional mobility to the marked advantage of Jews and Germans (or those of such extraction). In ‘modernist’ clusters of the emerging social sciences the impact of fully Magyarized descendents of the two groups will be significant, often decisive, sometimes up to the present. Among scholarly celebrities with biographical entries in the most recent national encyclopaedia 15,2 % were of Jewish background, while the latter represented 21,1 % among freelance intellectuals and academics (lawyers, doctors, engineers) in the same source.
    

The second paradox concerned the educational provision and its quite remarkable achievements in this otherwise underdeveloped country. After the 1867 Compromise with Austria, when the Hungarian state gained full autonomy for its internal affairs within the so-called Dual Monarchy, the government embarked upon a vast program of development of the educational system. However, while this resulted in the growth of the number of primary schools by some 21 % (from 13643 to 16.510) - lagging behind the increase of the population (cc. 35 %) - the stock of secondary schools leading to elite training more than doubled, increasing by 120 % (from 103 to 227). To the unique university of Budapest (founded as a provincial Jesuit institution in the 17th  and nationalized in the 18th century), a new one was added in Kolozsvár/Cluj in 1872 and two others (in Pozsony/Bratislava and Debrecen) in 1913, besides a large number of vocational academies and colleges (altogether 64 public institutions of higher education by World War I). But Hungarians could and often did take higher educational degrees in the vast network of nearby institutions of advanced learning of the Dual Monarchy or elsewhere abroad.  As a consequence, the production of men endowed with higher educational credentials – with some 1,4 – 1,5 % of the young age groups concerned - reached by the early 20th century West European levels, comparable to that of France or Germany.
 Moreover, at least half of this emerging new educated elite must have been of Jewish and German background, outside officers of the armed forces.  

The third paradox had indeed to do with the heavily Western orientation of the emerging creative intelligentsia in the country. In the classical gymnasiums German was the third most important subject (following Latin, Hungarian and Maths), while in Realschulen (representing the ‘modern’ track) German and French shared the third and the fourth position among the main subjects (preceded only by Maths and Hungarian) around 1900.
 A sizable sector of university students earned university degrees abroad, especially in Vienna or other ‘Austrian’ universities (like Prague) as well as in Germany proper. There again those of Jewish and German background made up a qualified majority of Hungarian students abroad, strengthening the ‘modernist’ and Western like intellectual dispositions of the new (non noble) sectors of the educated middle classes.
 

These preliminary observations explain some basic given of intellectual circles that gave rise to the first institutional initiatives taken for the professionalization of the social sciences. In terms of numbers, there was a sizable intelligentsia in the country by the late 19th century, similar in proportion of their age group like in the West. They were well informed about intellectual developments in the rest of Europe, having adopted – thanks to language skills and via studies abroad, international congresses, transnational academic contacts – intellectual standards of their Western counterparts. Their social fragmentation in terms of ethnic origin, religious background and educational mobility was strongly related to scholarly dispositions to engage in new disciplinary tracks and develop critical stances to classical types of study and inherited cognitive assets.  
  
The emergence of social disciplines
The social sciences started to be organized in the country under three types of institutional umbrellas. 

Following earlier initiatives going back to the pre-1948 Vormärz (the ‘Reform era’ of Hungarian nation-building), a few number of national scholarly institutions were founded, notably for the production of knowledge about Hungarian society, civilisation and language in the past and the present, besides other, more classical intellectual pursuits. The Hungarian Academy of Science (HAS) was brought to life in 1825, thanks to efforts of enlightened nationalist aristocrats. The Academy’s six initial classes were brought down to three in 1869, the earlier ‘historical’ class being henceforth dedicated to the study of Hungarian ‘society and history’, while the ‘legal’ class included scholars of the constitutional system and contemporary state sciences as taught in Law faculties and schools. The social statistician Elek Fényes was elected member of the HAS as early as 1837, when he had published the first volume of his comprehensive report on the multiethnic state of the population. Fényes became the founding director of the first national statistical service put up by the revolutionary government in 1848. This embryonic institution became soon – after the 1867 Compromise – the prototype of the two major sources of production of demographic, economic, educational and social-statistical data on a large scale, the Central and the Budapest statistical bureaux. They started to produce social information in large quantity and often of exceptional quality (including regional population data of various kinds combined with religion and mother tongue – an important given in the multi-cultural country and one which tended to disappear in the West due to secularisation and ethnic homogenisation by the late 19th century).
 Later, in the inter-war years, the staff of the two statistical bureaux was instrumental in the professionalization of statistics, as a special branch of study with ramifications in demography, educational science, economics, human geography, political science or sociology.  
The HAS  was eager to admit later too statisticians of different sorts as well as protagonists of the classical social disciplines endowed with university chairs by the outgoing 19th century, since their development was regarded as a positive symbolic-intellectual contribution – often in a directly applied mode - to the nation building process. Cartography, geography, social and political history or ethnology were cases in point just like ‘public economics’. They could indeed be considered as ‘national’ disciplines on several counts. They produced knowledge more and more frequently in Hungarian (ending thus the hitherto dominant position of Latin and German) and created hereby the relevant national vocabularies of erudition in Hungarian. They generally formulated their findings in harmony with the political interests of the Magyar ruling elite. The prestige of the Academy and university positions helped to mobilize new clienteles for these disciplines mostly if not exclusively from educated sectors of the Magyar or the ‘assimilated Hungarian’ gentlemanly middle class. Thus, in the very year of the conclusion of the political Compromise with Vienna (1867), a Hungarian Historical Association was founded, not much before (1872) a Hungarian Geographic Society, followed by a set of similarly discipline based learned societies for philosophy (1882), ethnography (1889), economics (1894) literary studies (1911) and – last but not least – the Hungarian Psychoanalytical Society (1913) headed by Sándor Ferenczi, a close associate of Freud. Most were equipped with specialized journals as well as book collections. Some of them earned significant subsidies from the HAS or the government proper. Their activities consisted in publications, public debates, lectures, conferences - mostly representative of contemporary mainstream scholarship but in pursuit of a nationalist agenda in their respective fields. Their leadership was often integrated in the staff of universities and other ‘national’ institutions (museums, libraries, etc.) and/or associated with the Academy in Budapest. In early 1919, due a successful petition filed by students of the Faculty of Arts of the University of Budapest, even Sándor Ferenczi, a close associate of Sigmund Freud, was appointed, temporarily, in a chair of psychoanalysis. With the exception of the Psychoanalytical Society, admitting upon recommendation well trained and certified specialist only, rank and file members of the other associations would come from circles of educated amateurs, like secondary school teachers, civil servants, free professionals or the clergy.
But, starting in the early 20th century, there were other learned societies as well with ideological agendas of their own, adopting a critical stance vis-à-vis contemporary social conditions and guided by different projects of social, political and cultural reform.
 The main and best known initiative of this sort came from intellectuals of the left liberal camp strongly connected to Freemasons’ lodges. They brought about a Society for Social Science in 1901 and later the Galilei Circle (1908), its radical avant-garde, following the secession of the more moderate and nationalist wing (1906) from the initial group. The membership of the remaining Society consisted essentially of Magyarized Jewish students and professionals (up to 81 %) with a relative majority (40 %) active in the medical professions
, while the moderate nationalist sector’s membership originated almost exclusively from Christian milieus and various strata of employed provincial intellectuals (mostly jurists)
. Though no one among members could boast of a specialised training, not available at that time in the country, both associations developed considerable scholarly agency in a vast array of essays and studies through a number of books and other publications in their journals, especially in the vastly circulated Twentieth Century (belonging to the radical wing) touching upon crucial social issues of the time. These had to do among other things with problems of rural misery on feudal properties, urban pauperism, industrial relations under early capitalism, maintenance of gentry prevalence in government, criminality, Magyar hegemony in the multiethnic state, crass political inequalities due to suffrage restrictions. In 1918 a special issue was dedicated to ‘the Jewish Question’ with several dozens of contributions. 
Their dual opposition to the Catholic Church (hostile to secularisation and liberalism) and the conservative-liberal nationalism represented in government circles (allied with the Jewish bourgeoisie), prepared them for active participation in the two revolutionary regimes after the loss of the war: the liberal experience, marking the end of the Dual Monarchy and the historic kingdom (October 1918) and the Bolshevik one (March-July 1919). With the ensuing counter-revolutionary backlash of the extreme right, starting with the murderously anti-Semitic White Terror in 1919-1920 many outstanding Galileists (like Oszkár Jászi, Karl Mannheim, Georg Lukács, Karl Polányi, Arnold Hauser) were forced to emigrate. Bódog Somló, the first appoinrd university professor to lecture on contemporary sociology (in Kolozsvár/Cluj), committed suicide. With them, the just emerging critical social sciences lost many of their best minds. 

The change of regime started with the national disaster of the dismantlement of the politically liberal Dual Monarchy due to the Trianon Peace Treaty. This left Hungary with some two-fifths of its former territory and population, surrounded by hostile new states of the ‘Petite Entente’ and governed by an openly anti-Semitic and anti-liberal new elite. It was supported by the Christian Churches and the propertied classes including (initially) the Jewish high bourgeoisie (with many apostates). Universities and public institutions were severely purged of liberals and Jews, all ‘revolutionary’ appointments were abolished and the remaining social scientific organisations closely watched over. After the introduction of the infamous numerus clausus law in universities (1920 - the first anti-Jewish legal act in modern Europe) and a number of repressive measures (prohibition of Freemasonry and the Society of Social Science, among others), more balanced policies were implemented. 

The ‘consolidation government’ of count Bethlen (1921-1931) embarked upon a program of cautious modernization . It aimed at the strengthening of the social bases of the regime via an embryonic land reform (partly at the expense of Jewish owners), a modus vivendi with the social democratic party (whose activities were limited to big cities), implementation of universal male suffrage without secrecy outside the capital (which secured the stable rule of government majorities), promotion of literacy thanks to primary school constructions, support for elite training in the country (with four universities and a set of new secondary schools) and abroad (creation of State run research centres in Berlin, Rome and Vienna), as well as the extension of publicly sponsored medical insurance programs. 

All this was accompanied by several parallel movements in the field of social sciences of the interwar years.

First must be mentioned the further professionalization of economics, due particularly to the foundation of an Economic Faculty in Budapest (1920). Thus, for the first (and only) time, a social discipline achieved full fledged and publicly funded institutional independence and canonization, securing its educational reproduction via special university curricula and degrees. The faculty will be developed in communist times (after 1949) into an full scale university climbing to the top level of academic hierarchies in the late twentieth century.

Secondly, the extension of the profession of statisticians (including demographers) should be noted. In 1922 A Hungarian Statistical Society was born, beginning the publication of its specialised journal both in Hungarian and French. This led to a remarkable production of new social data (among others on educational inequalities, estimations of current national income and fortune, tax returns by various criteria, social stratification, unemployment, women active in economic markets, trends of depopulation as well as the first ever country wide survey of professional mobility in the 1930 census.
If other social disciplines could not boast of any comparable form of institutional success – due to the 1919 halt and rupture (emigration, ban on liberal associations, political censorship, etc.) -, some modest achievements on the road to professionalization can be registered. Through most of the period several scholarly journals offered their pages to studies in various social disciplines – even empirical ones -, though they were hardly specialized in any of them. This was the case more particularly of Társadalomtudomány /Social science/ with a sociological bias (1921-1944), Magyar Szemle /Hungarian review/ with an orientation to contemporary Geistesgeschichte (1927-1944), Városi Szemle /Urban review/ published by the Budapest Statistical Bureau /1926-1948/. The Catholic Magyar kultúra /Hungarian culture/ can also be counted along these lines, since it was qualified as ‘Social and scientific review’ by its Jesuit publishers.  The disciplinary journals and associations, founded in the late 19th and the early 20th century, also continued to operate (except those of politically liberal or socialist orientation). More importantly, some upcoming core social disciplines obtained new appointments in the Arts Faculties. Psychology continued to be taught in the Arts Faculties. For sociology a lectureship in Pécs was created at the end of the period (1941) for a high standing observer of contemporary realities, István Weisz. At the Arts Faculty of Budapest a chair in sociology was also founded for a less eminent incumbent (1942). 
The most significant institutional development of the period remains the Teleki Institute (1941) founded by the government out of too formerly established state agencies, the Institute of State Science (1926), the Research Institute of the Landscape and the People (1938) and the Transylvanian Scientific Institute, set up after the reoccupation of Northern Transylvania by Hungarian troops thanks to the infamous ‘Vienna Dictate’ passed by Hitler and Mussolini (30. August, 1940). Visibly, the last governments of the neo-conservative and authoritarian old regime undertook the project of developing social scientific studies in their own key. Still, several scholars involved did not hesitate to apply inspirations derived from extra-mural socio-anthropologists or research abroad to the exploration of contemporary realities of Hungarian society. Hence the 1938 ‘social exposition’ in Budapest, which had to be prematurely shut down due to hefty press attacks from both conservative and right extremist circles. The fact that the Teleki Institute published in the years of the German occupation of France (1941-1944) a French scholarly journal Revue d’histoire comparée may perhaps equally deserve the interpretation as the sign of the Institute’s  relative autonomy from geo-political circumstances.  
Besides these government sponsored initiatives the most decisive steps in the field of actual social research were made outside academia thanks to leftist as well as rightist activists of the so-called ‘populist’ movement, both equally critical of the ruling political establishment. A number of largely circulated and much discussed ‘sociographic’ studies appeared, focusing on the exploration of the darkest sides of provincial society. This included rural pauperism and malnutrition, high infant mortality, ethnic inequalities and discrimination, conflicts and violence in village life, feudal type relations of power and authority in the latifundia, the growth of ‘nativist’ sects at the expense of historic Churches in the rural proletariat, the immobility of small town communities and life styles, etc. Some of these studies, among them several masterly works of participant anthropological observation, also contributed to enhance and exacerbate the division in the intellectual opposition of the regime between ‘populists’ (of often provincial and Christian lower class background) and ‘urbanists’ (with mostly Jewish middle class ties from Budapest and bigger cities). A few of the ‘populists’ joined the mounting tide of anti-Semitic campaigns of the 1930s and endorsed the process of nazification that ensued. The imprint of this division can still be traced today in the fragmentation of various sectors of the creative intelligentsia in the country.
Indeed after 1938 – date of the second anti-Jewish law (after the 1920 numerus clausus) - the regime entered into a decisive phase of radicalization in alliance with the Third Reich, accompanying the latter in the disastrous (and for Hungary totally pointless) adventure of the war against Soviet Russia. This lead to enormous losses in human life (close to 10 % of the national population) and infrastructure, not to speak of the historically unprecedented moral decay and havoc generated by the transitory Nazi rule in 1944-1945. The Shoah in Hungary and the heavy destruction of intellectual capital (via emigration, deportation and murder of highly educated Jewish clusters). The burgeoning extra-mural social disciplines also suffered considerable losses.           

Regime change and the Stalinist disruption of social studies (1945-1960)


The catastrophic collapse of the old regime as the last nazi satellite brought about a transitory multi-party democracy under the close surveillance of the Red Army, allowing a rather quick economic recovery. In spite or, in part thanks to political purges of the politically compromised academic staff, a number of new academic positions, journals, research centres were put up or developed on the short run. Among them the renewed Teleki Institute (1941-1948), a new chair of sociology, the refurbishment of the Economic Faculty, an Institute of Popular Culture (1946-48) – all in Budapest – must be mentioned, together with other local posts (like a lectureship in the history of statistics at the University of Szeged). They had a short period of prosperity, which provided the opportunity to initiate the elimination of the heavy ideological heritage of the old regime : chauvinist historical memory (directed against neighbour states), anti-Semitism, the so called ‘urbanist’ – ‘populist’ controversy, the nationalist narcissism of the (‘neo-baroque’)‘Christian course’ regime, the unrealistic policy of territorial ‘revisionism’ (the ‘Trianon syndrome’). Some prominent authors - like the historian Gyula Szekfű (on pitfalls of expansionist nationalism) or the political scientist István Bíbó (on collective responsibility for anti-Jewish persecutions) – must be credited with essential contributions to this revisionist cause of an ‘intellectual revolution’ of sorts.

The academic liberation of women must be counted among the major novelties of the democratic transition. After primary education, secondary schooling started to be coeducational. All degrees of higher education were made accessible to women students (even earlier prohibited legal and technical studies) together with appointments in academia (from which they had been almost completely excluded in the old regime). To this must be added a systematic policy of positive discrimination to promote qualified offspring of the lower classes. This was exemplified in the publicly supported movement of ‘popular colleges’ hosting students of peasant and proletarian extraction.


The related resurgence of the social sciences (which could henceforth recruit women and highly motivated lower class elements) was short lived. 1948, the ‘Year of the Turn’ quickly canonized in Communist historical memory, marking the seizure of exclusive power of the highly personalised communist leadership (the infamous ‘Troika’), proved to be fatal for most of the social disciplines and their institutional infrastructure. Following the prohibition of privately organised cultural and social movements, agencies and publications, except those the sponsorship of which was taken over by communist authorities, most learned societies in social or para-social studies - regarded as ‘ideologically suspicious’ - were outlawed by 1950 together with their journals. The ban concerned, among others, the Society for literary studies (1948-1963), the Philosophical society (1949-1956), the Psychological society (1948-1961), the French edition of Statistical review (eliminated in 1949) and the Statistical society, the Geographical society (1949) and even the Economic society (1950-1959) promoting a discipline carrying official favour with the communist regime. 
	
	association
	Date of foundation
	scholarly journal
	foundation date
	suspended or abolished

	Literary st. 
	M. Irod. Ts.
	1911
	Irodalomtörténet
	1912
	1948-1963

	Ethnography
	M. népr. ts
	1889
	
	
	1948-1948

	Philosophy
	M. filoz. Ts
	1882
	M. fil. Szemle
	1882
	1949 ?-1956

	Psychology
	M. Pszich. Ts.
	1928
	M. pszich. Szemle
	1928
	1948-1961

	Economics
	M Közg. Ts
	1894
	Közgazd. Szemle
	1894 ?  
	1950-1959

	Statistics-Demography
	M. Stat. ts
	1922
	M. stat szemle (with French editions)
	1923
	1949 

	Sociology
	M. Szoc. Ts.
	1900-1983 
	 Szoc. Szemle
	1973 ?
	

	Political science
	Polit. Tud. Ts.
	1982
	
	
	

	Geography
	M. földr. Ts
	1872
	Földrajzi közlemények
	1872
	1949


Chapter. Under the cover of the Stalinist cauldron (1948-1956)

Starting in 1948, the triumph of Stalinism equalled an all but complete State control and forced ideological 'Gleichschaltung' of all public intellectual agencies. It also involved the suppression or curtailment of the activities and publications of all forms of classical social science like sociology, demography, political science, social psychology, human geography and even various branches of statistics and economics. They were stigmatized as ‘bourgeois pseudo-sciences’ and practically replaced by ‘Marxism-Leninism’ (also called ‘Scientific socialism’) which, in turn, became a mandatory core subject of the training of professionals in every walk of higher education and academe. The publishing market, the scholarly press and the institutional structure followed suit under strict ‘Party censorship’, forcing some top-level professionals to emigrate or sending them into prison (including  the flamboyant head of the chair of sociology in Budapest University). In the Stalinist years even statistical yearbooks ceased to be published, while universities and even secondary schools were invaded by the regimes’ propaganda brochures. The Soviet system serving as an inescapable model, references to studies in and translations from Russian and from languages of other Sovietized countries prevailed almost exclusively in scholarly communication. 

Still, Stalinism was instrumental in four types of  innovations liable to serve, ultimately, the rebirth and later development of sociology and the social sciences. 

However low the scholarly credibility of dogmatic ‘Marxism’ proved to be, it put in the very focus of public opinion some major themes of modern sociology : social class systems, property and power relations, problems of economic development and modernization, historical continuities and discontinuities in the latter, the impact of mass movements and revolutions, interrelations between social and intellectual structures (culture as ‘superstructure’ grounded upon socio-economic foundations).    

 
The considerable state investments in higher education (abolition of tuition fees, numerous student grants, upgrading of many training tracks, construction of new academic premises), led to an historically unprecedentedly large and growing number of graduates, both men and women, emanating from the Arts Faculties : historians, philosophers, literary scholars, specialists of ‘historical materialism’ (another misnomer of official ‘Marxism’). This expansion of the student population was taking place though not without significant intellectual counter-selection and under heavy censorship and politically biased training conditions. Still it brought about a large cluster of young scholars liable to be converted later into social scientists. 


Thirdly, the Stalinist era accomplished  a fundamental reform of the market for creative scholarship by the parallel development of universities and academic research facilities, with new functions conferred to the Academy of Sciences – according to the Soviet model. Henceforth (since 1950) the Academy (HAS) became the main awarding body of scholarly degrees expectedly based on original research achievements, due to its hierarchy of degrees and positions of its own ('aspirants' under training, academic 'candidates', academic doctors, members of the Academy). There again, political bias in the choice and the realization of research subjects, intellectual counter-selection of candidates as well as the complex relationship between university and 'academic' careers proved occasionally to be detrimental to scholarly progress. Nevertheless, with ups and downs, this parallel structure proved  to be feasible, so that it could maintain itself with some changes up to the present.

Finally the Academy (HAS) was not only endowed with new entitlements as a degree granting institution. It was also enriched progressively with a set of new research centres employing a staff with life-long career chances. Such disciplinary study centres were founded for philosophy, history, linguistics, geography, law and state sciences as early as 1951. Parallel to this, public administrations also started to organize research institutions of their own to procure expert knowledge in their fields of decision making competence related to social science issues (such as  education, economics, cooperative agriculture, mass culture).     

Chapter. Détente and new start after the disaster : attempts at reconstruction under close political surveillance(1956-1968)


The 'thaw period' after Stalin's death (1953) and the 1956 national uprising and anti-Communist revolution gave rise to 'revisionist' state policies. Parallel to the ghastly repression of proven involvements in 'the October events' - immediate alleviations of former Stalinist restrictions were introduced. Relationships with abroad were eased, legal emigration (at least to Israel) allowed (in spite of the outflow of some 150 000 refugees to the West in the aftermath of the uprising), victims of trumped up political trials were rehabilitated, police practices started to be somewhat civilized. The lifting of the ban on Western-type social studies (though only outside universities in this period) was part of this process of relative liberalisation of the otherwise continued one party rule. It was facilitated by both the emigration of many would-be scholars and the political demise of the Stalinist ruling staff. Many of the latter were in search of career changes in the direction of intellectual disciplines endowed with scholarly legitimacy and liable to free them from their compromising ideological loyalties. . 


Thus the dismissed and politically disappointed Stalinist prime minister Hegedűs was entrusted with the organisation of a sociological study group, becoming (1963) a research Institute of the HAS. The political credentials of Hegedűs served here as a guarantee for the expected level of 'ideological conformism'. Among similar new foundations there were research groups in demography (1963) and folklore (1967). These new initiatives opened up the scale of officially sponsored social sciences, sociology included, but did as yet not secure their reproduction and further professionalization. They served nonetheless as training grounds for the first generation of leading practitioners, marked by the names of Ferge, Andorka, Cheh-Szombati, Huszár and others, the work of whom will develop later in various institutional frameworks. 

An interesting transformation was related to the vast network of ‘philosophical’ chairs and institutes teaching official Marxism by a staff, many of which had been trained in Soviet Russia. In these years, while official ‘Marxist’ courses remained mandatory part of the curriculum of every higher educational institution, some of them started look out for career alternatives in modern social science research. The Institute of the History of the Party (1948), founded as a classic instrument of communist propaganda, moved towards the support realistic historical, social and even political investigations (while maintaining basic taboos imposed on public reflection : relationship with the Soviet Union, 1956, Jews and anti-Semitism, etc.). Such studies could henceforth refer more and more often to modern Western achievements and experiences. Indeed, major publications in contemporary social sciences – including political science - were translated in Hungarian and distributed confidentially among members of the communist nomenklatura (and their relations) without being officially published. Thus many would-be sociologists and affiliated scholars could get first hand information about mainstream currents of their disciplines in the West. The ‘generalist’ monthly Valóság /’Reality’/, widely circulated in the educated public, regularly published research reports on initiatives in sociology and other social sciences as well as reviews of important Western novelties in these fields.        

The social sciences thus acceded to the threshold of professionalization, realised in part during the next period, but this remained under strict ideological censorship.

World of Learning

	HUNGARY
	1950
	1970
	1990
	2000

	Political sci.
	2
	4
	8
	17

	Sociology + demography
	6
	5
	15+1
	22

	Literature
	1
	4
	4
	25

	Philosophy
	2
	6
	10
	21

	anthropology
	- 
	3
	4
	8

	Psychology
	2
	1
	13
	14

	Economics
	3
	6
	58
	82

	History
	16
	19
	37
	67

	Education
	2
	2
	17
	19

	Altogether
	34
	50
	133
	275


Table 3. Practitioners (of 40-70 years of age) in the SSH in Hungary and those 
in the World of Learning 2000 in various disciplines by different variables 

	
	Polit.

science
	Polit.

science
	Socio

logy
	Socio

logy
	Litera

ture
	Litera

ture
	Philo

sophy
	Philo

Sophy
	ethno

logy
	Ethno

logy

	
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	Not in

WoL
	WoL

	Numbers
	124
	8
	272
	15
	610
	55
	311
	17
	132
	10

	% in World of

Learning
	
	6
	
	5 
	
	8,3
	
	5,2
	
	7

	% born in

Budapest
	16
	13
	18,4
	7
	15,1
	18
	19
	12
	7
	25

	% members of

 Acad. Science
	-
	-
	2,2
	40
	0,6
	16
	2,5
	35
	0,8
	10

	% less than

60 years/age
	83
	50
	
	53
	76
	54
	48
	76
	75
	40

	% women
	20
	-
	33
	13
	38
	13
	21,2
	18
	39
	40

	% academic

’candidates’
	73
	100
	82
	53
	43
	93
	76,5
	94
	32
	80

	% ’academic

Doctors’
	11
	63
	66,5
	100
	14
	71
	14,5
	77
	12
	70

	% in Great En-

Cyclopaedia
	1,6
	38
	7
	13
	5,7
	27
	7,1
	41
	12,9
	50

	% in ’scientific

Socialism’
	0,8
	25
	0,1
	13
	-
	-
	6,8
	-
	-
	-


	
	Psycho

logy
	Psycho

logy
	Econo

mics
	Econo

mics
	Histo

ry
	Histo

Ry
	Educa

tion
	Educa

Tion
	
	Altoge

ther*
	Altoge

ther*

	
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	Not in

WoL
	WoL
	
	Not in

WoL
	WoL

	Numbers
	245
	12
	1245
	76
	778
	58
	642
	13
	
	14 382
	517

	% in World of

Learning
	
	4,6
	
	5,8
	
	7
	
	2
	
	
	3,6

	% born in

Budapest
	21
	10
	14,3
	12
	12
	9
	10,6
	8
	
	17,7
	13,4

	% members of

 Acad. Science
	1,2
	25
	0,6
	14,5
	2,2
	40
	0,3
	15
	
	1,8
	20,1

	% less than

60 years/age
	63
	67
	79
	72
	72,3
	45
	83
	66
	
	54,3
	54,3

	% women
	48
	8
	23,5
	10,5
	29
	5
	44
	15
	
	26,6
	13,2

	% academic

’candidates’
	50
	83
	56,9
	96
	57
	97
	31,5
	92
	
	
	

	% ’academic

Doctors’
	8,2
	58
	6
	50
	15
	81
	3,6
	77
	
	
	

	% in Great En-

cyclopaedia
	0,4
	8
	2,1
	12
	
	
	-
	8
	
	
	

	% in ’scientific

Socialism’
	-
	-
	2,6
	9,2
	2,3
	3,4
	0,3
	15
	
	
	


· including a number of other SSH disciplines, not included here, as well as SSH practitioners

of all age groups !


Major observations of interest :

· inequalities of the representation of disciplines

· economics – by far the biggest, history, education, literature – second biggest SSH disciplines

· political science (recently developed), ethnology – the smallest ones

· institutional weight of disciplines by their presence in WoL

· those involved in our Project are more often present than others

· education has the lowest standing

· residential background : those outside WoL were more often born in Budapest

· higher careers were paradoxically correlated with provincial background ?

- inequalities of academic rankings to the benefit of those in WoL

· big – and normal – difference in the probability to become member of the Academy for 

      those in WoL

· WoL people much more often ’academic candidates’ as well as ’academic doctors’

· They are much more often in ’reputational elites’ (ecncyclopaedias)

· vital and gender inequalities

· those in WoL are usually more aged

· women are much less often in WoL – high university positions – than men..

· psychology, education, ethnology and literature – followed by sociology – are the 

      relatively most feminized disciplines

· engagement in studies of ’scientific socialism’ had some – though limited – promotional impact on

careers for political scientists, sociologists, educational scientists and economists

Chapter. The building up of state promoted and controlled ‘normal science’ in sociology (1968-1989)

The year 1968 was that of a significant economic reform in Hungary, the preparation of which goes back to 1965 in the wake of political reforms of the post-Khrushchev era in the Soviet Union: they proposed to combine a measure of continued State governed economy with elements of a market system, including petty private entrepreneurship. Though the reform was later officially cancelled under post-Stalinist counter-attacks, in Hungary it inaugurated a new political course leading ultimately to the liberalisation of the regime in the 1980s and its negotiated fall in 1989. Hungarian communism, in spite of its formal alignment with Soviet political positions  (anti-Israeli turn after the 1967 war, military intervention against the ‘Prague Spring’ in 1968), continued to maintain a markedly pragmatic course in matters ideological, educational, cultural and academic. On the one hand more than lip service was paid to ideological conformism - censorship was not fully relaxed, political opponents were condemned and deprived of public employment. This forced several first class scholars to emigrate (with Heller, Szelényi and Kemény among the best known). On the other hand, the development of social studies alien to official Marxism continued to be tolerated and even institutionally and financially supported.

The creation of a special training course (1969) in form of evening classes in sociology in the Arts Faculty of the University of Budapest (by Tibor Huszár, an earlier member of the communist establishment) must be regarded as a breakthrough in this sense. It was due to a special Party decision aiming to secure for the post-Stalinist regime international recognition  of a ‘cultural modernity’ of sorts. The course was  later transformed into a professional training program, and similar programs were multiplied in the 1980s. In 1984 Rudolf Andorka (a forced labor serviceman in the 1950s) was appointed chair of the Sociology Department of the Economic University. At the end of the period all full universities were endowed with sociological programs. The HAS research groups in sociology, demography, ethnology, etc. became fairly well funded research institutes (as well as others attached to various ministries).

State sponsoring allowed – though not without ups and downs over time – the funding of several highly original collective scholarly ventures in charge of the new research centres, sometimes even in contradiction to doctrines of official ‘Marxism’. The latter would not admit the existence of poverty in state socialism, but István Kemény (a political prisoner after 1956) was commissioned around 1970 to carry out large scale surveys on ‘economically handicapped groups’, like urban sub-proletarians and Gypsies. Socialist society was supposed to be egalitarian, but several large-scale sociological surveys were funded for the empirical study of inequalities of education (Ferge), socio-professional stratification (Ferge, Andorka), housing (Szelényi), career difficulties of young economists (Hrubos), birth control and family life (Cseh-Szombati), etc. Andorka published a country wide study of socio-professional mobility based on data of the 1930 census (a unique document of such kind in Europe for this historical period). Problems of stratification and mobility received large scale scholarly attention in population censuses with ensuing important publications. From the 1970s onwards a new scheme of funding via centrally fixed ‘main scholarly directions’ offered research institutes to develop important new research programs in their fields of competence under relatively relaxed control only by political authorities.  

When publications were censored by intellectual watchdogs of the regime, Western publishers in Hungarian (like the Cahiers hongrois of Kende in Paris) helped to bring out (and smuggle back to the country) the works of victims of political ostracism. Such was the case of many prominent ‘dissident’ social scientists (like Kiss, Bence, Szelényi, Konrád) with major statements of applied political science on the true nature of ‘real socialism’. 

Chapter. The post communist expansion and professional ‘normalization’

The smooth regime change in 1989 eliminated all previous obstacles of professionalization for the already active but manifestly under-institutionalized social disciplines like sociology. But the consequences were of a mixed nature as to their further development.

Earlier most (if certainly not all) actors of the renovated social disciplines could be counted among active or passive members of opposition circles. Henceforth many of them were drawn into positions of political or administrative responsibility, far from scholarly commitments. In the same time the intellectual debates about the very social changes that the emerging generation experienced made social studies more popular than ever.

The response to this growing interest was the extension of academic teaching and research facilities, the partial reshuffling of the training system and the professional self-organization of the disciplines concerned.

Institutionalized funding continued to be developed in various ways, following Western models. The regime of applications for targeted or proposed funding offers became the rule. Hungarian candidates could henceforth compete (or enter into collaboration) with their European counterparts for research support. The HAS, local, national and international administrations launched more and more generous and diversified funding schemes, especially after 2004, when the country joined the European Union. The role of the ‘OTKA’ (established already in 1886), the main state program for research funding, will be closely analysed following the list of its beneficiaries together with the topic of their projects. This was the first state run funding scheme of scholarly research open to individual or institutional applications in the country. It offered a healthy complement to the Soros Foundation, operating since 1984, due to a deal with the HAS and the American-Hungarian philanthropist George Soros. This scheme provided above all scholarships for studies in the West upon individual applications. 

The training of sociologists and other social scientists was thoroughly reorganized thanks to more and more specialized teaching programs, which affected the relevant institutional hierarchy, confirming the prevalence of the two Budapest Universities (ELTE and Corvinus – new name for the Economic Faculty), but securing rather strong position for provincial university chairs as well. The main innovation concerned in this respect the introduction of subsidized PhD training (1993) supervised by a national body of specialists. PhD in a way replaced the training of ‘academic candidates’ (which progressively rarefied and ceased to operate after 2003) while the other titles and degrees of the HAS continued to be conferred as before.    


The sociological discipline, like most others, reached symbolically its stage of full professionalization by the foundation of a Hungarian Association of Sociologists with a journal of its own (1991). The latter publishes one issue yearly in English. Its activities comprise annual conferences (sometimes taking place in neighbouring countries), besides a number of workshops, exhibitions, invited talks and debates organised by its numerous thematic sections.


This chapter will also provide short analyses of the work and scholarly impact of group leaders and intellectual authorities in sociology whether locally integrated (like Ferge, Cseh-Szombati, Andorka, Huszár, Vitányi) or returning from emigration (like Kemény, Kende or Szelényi) and others.

Chapter. Conclusions. The overview of long term trends 

This chapter should be much larger than usual concluding ones. It should offer the chance of basic overviews in form of multivariate statistical tables devoted to the interpretation of some of our survey materials giving clues to the changes over time of staff, productivity, intellectual results and otherwise objectified outcomes of scholarly agency in sociology as compared to a pool of other social disciplines (above all social statistics, demography, social anthropology, political science and economics). The main topics evoked here should be as follows : the growth of academic staffs, data on the residential distribution of specialists, their social and educational background, gender relations in various combinations, productivity of different clusters within the professions  (via the study of collective bibliographies), impact of foreign scholarship (books received in major libraries, translations made, publications abroad and in foreign languages, the reception of canonized Western authors), information  about topical changes in study targets  and  a reminder of the main surveys, studies and scholarly achievements in Hungarian sociology.
� Peter Tibor Nagy, 2012, pp. 209-211. The source of data is in Új Magyar Nagylexikon, /New Great Hungarian encyclopedia), 2010, passim. 


� See Ringer, 


� Mészáros 1988, p. 103. 


� Though a global assessment of the ethnic composition of the student body is difficult due the their dispersion in some 60 odd institutions of higher learning concerned (outside theologies), for the main training centres data are available with a good approximation as follows. Around 1900 Hungarian students of Jewish and German background represented 50 % in the University of Budapest, 62 % in the Budapest Polytechnic, 65 % in institutions of higher education in Vienna and as much as 67 % in those of Germany. See Karady 2012.


� See V. Karady, 2008.


� Estimation based on a prosopographical survey of members of the radical wing, the Galilei Circle, for the years 1912-1915.


� With 66 % jurists and only 3 % of Jews, according to estimations. Vasvári (2007), pp. 101-102.  
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