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The Hungarian Socialists: Technocratic modernizationism, or new social democracy?

András Bozóki
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the question: What kind of change in identity needed for a former communist party to reform itself towards social-democratization and to be into a successful successor party at the same time. What are the changing and continuous elements of its identity and policies? Which factors of its social context shaped most the party's adaptation process? These questions will be investigated through a case study of a decade-long history of the Hungarian Socialist Party (Magyar Szocialista Párt, MSZP). 

The MSZP was born on October 7, 1989 as a legal successor of the communist Hungarian Socialist Worker's Party (Magyar Szocialista Munkáspárt, MSZMP) which had monopolized the power in Hungary for decades. More than a decade after that, now, the MSZP is a respected member of the Socialist International, which has transformed itself to one of the most popular party in the country. The party returned to power in 1994 stayed there till 1998, and now, being in opposition, it has all the chances for a successful comeback in the next elections due to be held in 2002. How can we explain and evaluate these changes? 

Looking at the literature, it seems taken for granted that the MSZP represents a success story as far as a communist successor party transformation is concerned. (Ágh 1995, Mahr and Nagle 1995, Waller 1995, Szelényi, Fodor and Hanley 1997, Orenstein 1998, Racz 1998, Ágh, Géczi and Sipos 1999). The different forms and meanings of 'social democracy' and the ideology of the “left” in the context of post-communist democracy, however, still need to be explained.
  

The concept of social democracy went through substantial changes in the international political scene, from Eduard Bernstein to Willy Brandt, from Jean Jaures to Francois Mitterrand (Cf. Bernstein 1961, Pelinka 1983, Goodwin 1987, Kitschelt 1994). In more than a century, it changed from a major political force of class struggle (Bartolini 2000) to a broader, reformist movement of materialist, and later also post-materialist values. During the second part of the twentieth century, important debates occurred over the nature of democratic socialism, the possibility of market socialism or the attractivity of “humanized socialism”, and their relations to both communism and social democracy. (Hegedűs, Heller, Márkus and Vajda 1976, Markovic 1982, Bobbio 1987, Estrin and LeGrand 1989, Bell 1993). The change of identity of social democracy went continuously on, and still it goes today, when various European politicians, like Amato, Blair, Delors, Fabius, González, Jospin, Lafontaine, Prodi, Rocard and Schröder gave it a more modern, “professional”, multifaceted, flexible and sometimes contradictory meaning. The political wrestling between the representatives of old and new values of socialism and social democracy was further colored by the decline of Marxism, the disintegration of communism (Cf. Tismaneanu 1988, Taras 1992),  and the appearance of ex-communist (sometimes self-proclaimed) social democrats in the new Europe, afterwards.
 
In sum, I argue that in the post-communist context, the Hungarian socialists became a modernizing-privatizing, "managerial-capitalist" political party in the early and mid-1990s, under the banner of social democratization. They practiced a politics "with a Janus face": the Socialist Party maintained its official rhetoric toward the "man-of-the-street", while the party-elite and supporters close to the leading circles benefited from the privatization and capital accumulation process. The party had many voices to reach different groups of voters: one was to speak the language of the working class 'nostalgia', the language of the losers, while the other was talking about modernization and the project of "catching up" to Europe. For the socialists, "modernization" and "Europeanization" became the catchwords in the 1990s and these notions were understood as "social democratization" of the party. They proved to be successful "modernizers" and "Europeanizers", but the task to build strong, credible social democracy is still ahead of them.

In our introduction to this book,
 we proposed a terminological distinction between reformed parties on the one hand, and transmuted ones on the other. Former communist now socialist parties reformed themselves on the Left and caught up to democracy, while those which are the transmuted ones they made a (sometimes indecisive and ambivalent) break with their leftist traditions and managed a rightist turn in order to cope with the political changes in their country. 

By reformed parties, one should mean former communist parties which abandoned their communist ideology and moved towards a culturally more moderate leftist position. These parties are not communists any more, they turn away from the revolutionary tenets of Marxism and/or the orthodox methods of post-Stalinism. Reformed socialists are accepting Western liberal democracy even if they sometimes criticize its practice. 

By "transmutation" on the other hand, we should mean former communist parties, which moved away from the Left and adopted some or more culturally right-wing, nationalistic, or anti-West elements in their ideology. Reform matches democratic conditions while transmutation alone not. The latter might mean a move on the authoritarian scale away from the non-democratic Left towards the non-democratic Right. 

Non-reformed parties represent the ideologically or practically systemic opposition to democracy. If they are not transmuted they are still on Marxist-Leninist grounds, like the Communist party in the Czech Republic (Grzymala-Busse 1998, 1999). If they are non-reformed but transmuted, they behave like semi- or anti-democrats, combining communist methods of power practices with nationalist ideology. Partly reformed communist parties are on the verge to accept the frameworks of democracy. If they are partly reformed but non-transmuted, they do accept it in their behavior but present themselves as protest parties to the regime, just as the Party of Democratic Socialism did in Germany (Minnerup 1994,  Phillips 1994, Thompson 1996, Barker 1998, Patton 1998). When reform and transmutation are parallel processes, as those happen in many cases, they might present themselves democrats in theory, but they can sometime abuse democratic norms in practice (Cf. Harsanyi 1999, Murer 1999). In those cases, the identity of the former communist party will remain mixed or unclear even if it matches the democratic conditions. Only reform presupposes to take democratic rules more or less seriously. The following table highlights the differences between these models.
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In this typology, the MSZP clearly do not belong to the group of "transmuted" successor parties, which produced a variety of political stances and values on the "axis of transmutation", from communism to nationalism. During the last decade, the MSZP moved away from its rather "mild communist" position towards a "modernizationist" understanding of social democracy, so it was moving on the "axis of reform". It remained anti-nationalistic and pro-European, while becoming a democratic political party (with sometimes, elitist tones) both in its values and organizational structures. 

The Hungarian and Polish ex-communist parties surprised the international public with their spectacular political comeback in the second free elections which occurred in 1993 in Poland and 1994 in Hungary. These changes provoked many students of post-communism to start examining the communist successor parties and the secret of their success. These parties -- together with their Lithuanian and Bulgarian counterparts  -- were able to win decisively in free elections just a few short years after the collapse of communism (Ishiyama 1995, 1999, Markowski and Tóka 1995, Wade, Lavelle and Groth 1995,  Bukowski and Racz 1999, Wrobel 1999).  To lose elections in 1989-91 and to come back in four years' time was rightly seen as a bigger achievement than staying in power continuously. (On the changes of "government-opposition" positions the ex-communist parties see Appendix 1.) They differed from most of the former communist parties in the new Yugoslavia and Romania, because they had not turned to nationalism -- they opted for modernization. 

The "modernizationist" idea: From theory to ideology

The modernizing or "modernizationist" political parties are trying to apply a former reformist line deprived of its ideology in a democratic context. In Hungary, the leaders of the Hungarian Socialist Party were combining the promise of social pact and corporatism (to ease social conflicts) with neo-liberal economic policies of crisis adjustment. They were speaking on different voices at the same time. The concept of modernization is not the same as modernity.
  The slogan of modernization is used to control the political, social processes from above, by a group of technocrats, as opposed to supporting the spontaneous processes of the formation of civil society. Thus, there are the "modernizers" and those "to be modernized". They tend to picture their policy as representing a "synthetic", "competent", "free-of-ideology" modernizing-pragmatic line. The term of pragmatic is applied here to illustrate that they are unable to follow a policy of welfare social-democracy while an economic re-structuring is going on, therefore they have no choice but act as modernizers.

The theory of modernization was originally the product of American sociology and political science of the late1950s and 1960s (So 1990). Its main theorem was the concept of a linear economic-political development, applicable to all the countries of the world, which has different stages with their different but decisive effects on the opportunities of political democracy. A division of the countries of the world into "developing" and "developed" nations originates in the above terminology. In the Cold War period, the political application of the theory of modernization successfully proved the superiority of the Western World over the countries of the Soviet system. The latter, however, also tried to represent a different but modernization alternative of development although they refused to use the western terminology. "Even if modernity was strangely incomplete, missing some of its crucial political and economic components, even if it was only a 'fake modernity' (Cf. Sztompka 1993, 1996) yet 'changes, sometimes dubbed as modernization produce fundamental shifts in people's values and behaviors.'" (Reisinger et al. 1994, Tóka 1994a, 1994b) After all, the idea to modernize societies was originally an inherent part of the Marxian revolutionary agenda (Tucker 1969, esp. 92-129)  Modernization, therefore, was familiar and could easily be used by the ruling Communist elite, even after they had lost their faith in the fast implementation of Marxist tenets (Lagerspetz 1999, Guilhot 2001). 

When, in the 1980s, the Hungarian reformist economists and reform-minded new political scientists used the terms of modernization, they meant to utilize the critical function both its terminology and contents against the existing dictatorship i. e. obtained an ideological meaning. With the changing face of 'feasible socialism', from totalitarianism to authoritarianism, and its subsequent disintegration, "modernizationism" substituted the ideology of the Left. No wonder, that the idea of "Europe" and modernization became core references of the paradoxical "non-ideological ideology" of the socialists later on.
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In the 1970s, the theory of modernization was sharply criticized and increasingly became somewhat obsolete in the international social sciences.
  Hungarian reformers, however, were still under the influence of the classic modernization approach and were quick to discover the advantages of its political usage. In the late 80s, this kind of political rhetoric emphasizing the need to catch up with Europe and modernization successfully won over the arguments of hard-line politicians trying to withstand change. In this way it played an important part in not only breaking up the system but also in convincing the old elite that there was no alternative to a peaceful transition. On the other hand, they realized the historic possibility of conversion of their political capital onto economic capital (Hankiss 1990).
  That legislation on the economic change, favoring them even before the roundtable talks with the opposition in 1989, made possible to keep them inside the game of democratization. This was the price to pay for a peaceful regime change (Urbán 1992, Bozóki 2000). The argument of the "modernizers" at the same time reassured the technically competent members of the old elite that they had nothing to fear, since their professional skills would be needed in the new regime as well. It was promised that regimes could change but an enlightened "modernization elite" would retain its place. 

In the 1990s, anti-nationalistic, ex-communist political parties are characterized by "modernizing" social democratic line. They are not 'classical' social democrats since they represent more than one social class and more than simply the interests of the losers. They do not believe in the leading role of the (welfare) state any more. They are not only the parties of workers, of those living on their wages, but also of middle class urban settlers, of younger people, and mainly of the technocrats who had started their career in the old regime and could be considered as winners of the transformation. A heterogeneous "coalition" of the voters was to be cemented by a secular, non-conventional ideology, which is based on the catchy but empty slogans of competence and modernization. O’Neil makes a point when he observes that in 1994 “the population, increasingly weary of the costs of economic transition, found the MSZP’s social market ideology, based on its image of political experience and technocratic expertise, more attractive than the opposition promise of more radical reform” (O’Neil, 1998: 197). However, the idea of “social market economy” was already used by the center-right MDF-led government, when they referred to it as part of the political heritage of an Adenauer-type of Christian democracy. What mattered more was the return to expertise. They promised to form a "government of experts" as their campaign slogan claimed: "Let Competence Govern!"
  

Epochs of Change: The Hungarian Socialist Party in the 1990s

Prehistory

As far as the prehistory of the Hungarian Socialist Party is concerned, one should note a strong continuity in personnel with the previous communist party. The reasons for this continuity of personal ties lie in the fact that the MSZMP was already a more open, comparatively reform-oriented communist party, which allowed more technocrats into its ranks than any other party in the Soviet bloc. Moreover, the regime change of 1989 was preceded by the change of the dominant political formula, the change of the nature of dictatorship, and also, as a consequence of those, a generation and professional change in the political elite (Machos 1997,  Pop-Eleches 1999). 

The prehistory of MSZP goes back to the 1960s, when communist party leader, János Kádár started a cautious, but noticeable economic reform process, learning some of the lessons of Hungary's revolution of 1956. He was able to implement a Khrushchevist political formula, which emphasized economic growth, technological innovation and the important of reforms to prove the supremacy of communist system over capitalism. The Hungarian version of this formula was the separation of economy and politics, offering some freedom to the citizens in the former field in order to keep the monopoly in the latter one. Thus, the regime was able to reestablish and maintain social peace, to produce some economic prosperity and a limited cultural diversity. The regime was flexible enough to co-opt technocrats, experts, degree-holders, intellectuals into its ranks, so the communist party increasingly became the mass party of intellectuals and technocrats while remained the 'vanguard party' for the workers (Konrád and Szelényi 1979). In a way it was a paradoxically successful adaptation of Leninist revolutionary theory in a post-revolutionary and post-totalitarian dictatorship.

Although Kádár himself could manage to survive the anti-reform turn of Soviet politics after 1968, he still was forced to sacrifice the reform process that led to more inequalities between the more and less competent segments of the elite. This campaign was a revenge of the bureaucracy responding to the previous advance of the technocrats. A neo-Stalinist demagoguery halted the reform process in the 1970s and finally made clear the inability of communist regimes for serious economic innovation.  The long-lasting crisis of the communist regimes was a structural one stemming from the very nature of those systems. 

In the 1980s, the 'relative deprivation' argument became increasingly the 'political formula' to be used in Hungary for 'legitimizing' the regime. There was no more promise for 'catching up' to the West, it was rather a cynical, informal propaganda which claimed that Hungary was still better off than its 'brother' counhtries, like Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania, and the GDR, not to mention the Soviet Union. By that time, Kádár turned to be an old, conservative communist, who disliked Gorbachev's desperately 'last minute' attempts for 'progressive' change. In Hungary, the reformers of the 60s, and the young, pragmatic modernizers of the 80s both had to realize that their historic task was crisis-management, a rational operation in an irrational regime. Therefore, they were socialized for the role of 'supreme rationality' in the chaotic period of dezideologization and disintegration. They did not care about 'ideological' notions, such as communism, dictatorship or freedom and democracy, because they wanted to introduce a more rational regime, be it democracy or not, and to make it work. (Some of them admitted to like the Chilean or South Korean receipts for economic growth, arguing that economic transformation should precede political democratization.)  No wonder that non-ideological, technocratic, 'expert' knowledge was highly valued, even overvalued, in this context of increasing social anomie.

However, they had no time to rationalize the authoritarian communist regime, because it collapsed quickly and completely in 1989. The gravely ill patient died before the 'life-saving' operation. To their major embarrassment, these technocrats were even stamped by the emerging, morally driven democratic opposition groups as 'communists', as immoral servants of the old regime. It is true, as ideological pagans, they never were communists. But neither they were democrats.  With the collapse of the regime, they were temporarily marginalized in politics, by heavily politicized groups of humanistic intellectuals. Those led the two major parties of the regime change, the Hungarian Democratic Forum (Magyar Demokrata Fórum, MDF), and the Alliance of Free Democrats (Szabad Demokraták Szövetsége, SZDSZ). Those navigated the transition to democracy by doing the tiring job of party formation, by dominating the freshly liberated media, by negotiating the constitutional issues of the emerging democracy at the historic roundtable talks (Bozóki and Karácsony, 2001). It was the intellectuals who gave identity, morality, and ideology for change and for the new democracy. The technocrats of the late Kádár era returned to the (semi-)private sphere and took advantage of the spontaneous privatization. Many of them, however, remained disappointed, because they felt that their historic project for 'rational change' had been interrupted. They did not calculate with a democratic revolution.  After 1989, they were seeking for their political representation, looking for the next chance to grasp. They looked like a 'natural' new elite for a reformed and renewed socialist party (Cf. Szalai 1990). 

The following table summarizes the major changes of elite and politics that occurred in the post-totalitarian period of communist rule.
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As we shall see in the following, the legacy of the pre-transition period shaped the character of the Socialist Party substantially. Being a "reformer" was not simply a political tactics for them but slowly it became an inseparable part of their identity. This was backed by a movement of reform’minded local party members, pushing for political change in 1989. (O’Neil, 1998) Top reformers saw themselves, with high self-esteem, as the only ones who knew what to do. Reformism, however, have been more associated inside the party with elite-driven 'expert' politics than classic social democracy based on the defense of the lower and lower-middle classes. 

In the more than a decade-long history of MSZP, between 1989 and 2001, four major epochs need to be identified. These are the following:

The internal takeover of the reformist communists, the foundation of the new party and its subsequent electoral defeat, which latter provoked change in the leadership (1989-90); 

The formation of leftist social coalitions and the period of political growth from a minor opposition party to a senior governing party (1991-94);  

Reaching absolute majority, dominating the socialist-liberal government coalition (1994-98); 

Following electoral defeat, a new search for identity (1998-present). 

To cut the long story short, I will concentrate only the major characteristics of MSZP in each period.

Building a Democratic Political Party: The Beginning (1989-90)

The Hungarian Socialist Party was established in October 1989, as the alliance of different platforms. According to an observer of the time, the supporters of change, a platform called itself Alliance for Reform (Reformszövetség) included reform-socialists, and some radical reform-communists.
 On the other hand, the influential, less progressive, Popular Democratic Platform (Népi demokratikus platform) included the more cautious reform-communists, "idealist bolsheviks", the apparatchiks of the former state and party-administration maneuvering between the lines, and corporate managers who represented a "liberalized and rationalized form of Kádárism" (Bihari 1990). It was not obvious that the party would be able to reform itself.
 However, an important decisions was made: Membership in the old party automatically came to an end when the MSZMP was changed itself to MSZP. Those who wanted to become members of the new party had to join. This was a risky choice: Socialists risked losing political significance completely. In early October, the old MSZMP had 700.000 members, while a month later, the new MSZP had only 30.000. A crucial step toward democratic reform was taken.

Despite the change of its name, membership card, and also its self-imposed moral and political purge, the Socialist Party lost heavily in the first free elections, where voters declared the 'last judgment'. Capturing a little more than 10 per cent of the seats, as opposed to 90 per cent given to the former opposition parties, was a referendum over socialism with clear result. (See Appendix 2.) The MSZP spent the 1990-94 period in opposition. Retrospectively, the 10 per cent was not a particularly bad result for the socialists. They were legitimized by popular vote, and they had enough seats and time to start rebuilding their party. The May 1990 party congress and its effects had already a major role in identifying the MSZP's profile. Rezső Nyers the first chairman of MSZP,
 has been replaced by Gyula Horn, the foreign minister of the last communist cabinet. A former gray figure in diplomacy, Horn, by that time, became known for his more marked Western orientation. He, jointly with the then Prime Minister Németh, played a major part in dismantling the Iron Curtain but allowing East German refugees to leave for the West. He also urged that the MSZP approach the Socialist International. (Gaining, however, full membership by 1996 only.)  Horn astonished political observers when he stated, despite the then current Warsaw Pact membership of Hungary, that the country was to join NATO as soon as possible. 

The party program, adopted by the congress was closer to social democratic than reform-communist principles. In addition to a demand to support full political democracy, it expressed the party's endeavors to establish a democratic society. The internal rules of the party, which were worked out in detail between October1989 and May 1992, became as democratic as those ones of the former opposition organizations (Machos 1999). Later on, while other parties moved toward an increasingly authoritarian leadership style and internal structure, the MSZP, being untouched by the immediate chance to get to power, could afford to remain internally democratic (Machos 2000). Ironically, but understandably he former communists were more eager to prove their democratic credentials in the everyday practice than those who saw themselves as 'natural born' democrats. In this way, the MSZP could appear as, not just the critic but the engine of democratization in a period when other parties were mainly concerned with building up an institutional-procedural democracy and talking less about the social context of it. Moreover the MSZP was the only party in the Parliament, which represented leftist values, with 10 per cent of the seats, defending some of the results and social groups of the old regime. Together with the liberal parties, it strongly opposed the legislation of "decommunization" (González Enriquez 1998).

Growing Big (1991-94)

The MSZP was able to leave its "political ghetto" in 1992. That was the year when unemployment rate went up reaching the limits of social tolerance and even more people lost their job and had to find a new one. It was a year of strikes, hunger strikes, popular initiatives, it was one of the worst years in the deep and long lasting transformation crisis. To some extent, it was also the year of the radical Right, when István Csurka, then vice-president of the senior governing party, MDF, attacked his own leader, the moderate Prime Minister, József Antall, and even threatened the consolidation of democracy. Liberal and leftist intellectuals formed a social movement, the Democratic Charter (Bozóki 1996), which gained significance as a sort of new "popular front" by standing up against the rising radical Right. This served the political interests of the MSZP very well, because they claimed already in their 1990 program that: "The Socialist Party (…) is the only political force that can prevent a take-over of the extreme Right" (MSZP 1990). The increasingly visible Left-Right divide forced many centrist and liberal opinion makers to re-evaluate their attitude to the Left. Thus, the 'heirs of communism' were quickly seen in a more positive light, and became the 'defenders of democracy' in three short years.

Voters tended to shift to the Left from 1993 for a number of reasons (Cf. Bozóki and Lomax, 1996). It became apparent at the elections of social security in May 1993, which won in a landslide victory by the successor union of the former communists, the National Alliance of Hungarian Trade Unions (MSZOSZ). People found it hard to accept that unemployment soared from zero to 13 per cent in two years. Although the center-right government declared it commitment to a "social market economy", it did little, despite its sincerely best wishes, to ease social tensions or to achieve a more proportionate contribution to public expenditure. In addition, people were irritated by the official, ideological "lessons in history" repeatedly issued by the government. Political life was ideologically driven, public debates were full of symbolic politics. Public opinion turned unambiguously in favor of an anti-ideological Left, promising better life and competent government.

Among the reasons of the MSZP's electoral victory in May 1994 (see Appendix 2.) one can mention the following points:

-

The burden of simultaneous transition. Voters had to suffer from initial political instability and had to pay the costs of the economic transformation. The first years of the post-election period were the years of anomie in the Durkheimian sense of the term. Legal rules have been viewed transitory as well and people lacked clear legal guidelines in their economic (and other) activity. People became tired of halfway solutions, temporary guidelines and the lack of security.

-

The growing expectations of the voters. People expected more and got less in the first four years of the new democracy. Despite the center-right government not-so-drastic measures, people believed in less painful transformation. Foreign and domestic experts also underestimated the difficulties of the economic transformation and they promised earlier and faster recovery.

-

The unpopularity of identity politics. Disillusionment was fostered by the increasing identity politics of the Antall-cabinet, which meant to be an overdose of symbolic-ideological, history-based metaphorical politics. As a result of that people tended to prefer parties with pragmatic political behavior.

-

The high volatility of the voters. Post-communist politics is characterized by an unreliability of voters and what is termed an index of elusiveness measuring it was close to 30 per cent in the case of voter's behavior in Hungary (Tóka 1994a,1994b). Lacking firm attachments, the unstable mass of voters of the new parties did not stick too long to their first choice. Unlike the unreliable majority of the voters in other parties, the MSZP had a firm base of voters, loyal to the party, disciplined and quite numerous: mostly the former MSZMP members and their families (Angelusz and Tardos 1995, Higley, Kullberg and Pakulski 1996). This 'hard core' played an important part in maintaining political activity in the local opposition and later in winning over undecided voters.

-

The internal weaknesses of the regime changing elite. The intellectuals, who were in the frontline of the regime change, proved to be good "moral politicians" for the radical change but less able pragmatic politicians for the task of institution-building. Voters had to realize that much part of the regime changing elite was incompetent to manage this horrendous task of the transformation. Socialists, who failed to convince the voters in 1990, could successfully picture themselves as experts of managing politics and became increasingly convincing with this rhetoric (Bozóki 1999).

-

The political "infrastructure" of the socialists. In the communist period only "socialist connections" could be utilized in the national network, since social integration was restricted to relatives, friends, and close acquaintances. One of the bases of this national network was the Communist Youth League (KISZ) and the relationships inside the MSZMP. It gained special significance in the period of spontaneous privatization, which made former party connections invaluable in the post-communist times. It was also important that sympathizers of the socialists occupied strategic positions in the media, and they controlled the daily Népszabadság, the former party daily newspaper, privatized jus before the first free elections. That newspaper, unlike former communist dailies in other countries became soon the most popular one.

-

The well-chosen socialist campaign strategy. The socialist political strategy was based on two pillars: first, on widespread nostalgia among older people toward the Kádár era, when bread was cheap and they felt themselves secure; second, on the belief that they, and only they, are able to run the country competently. They played out the increasing myth of the last communist government that those politicians made up "the government by experts". Since politics as such became rather unpopular, by 1994, ironic as it was, socialists could successfully sell themselves as not 'politicians' but 'experts'. Being a technocratic modernizer, an economic winner of the post-communist transition and also the defender and speaker of the losers, perhaps, sounds incoherent and self-contradictory. Exactly this incoherence was the secret of the success of the socialists' campaign strategy. They could speak on different voices and could reach different type of voters. Socialist party-chairman, Gyula Horn was particularly able to bridge this gap: he committed himself to modernization and "Europeanization" on the one hand, but in his everyday communication he behaved like the best pupil of Kádár and convinced elderly voters to represent them.

-

The characteristics of the Hungarian electoral system. Finally, one should mention that one of the characteristic features of the Hungarian electoral system, two rounds, two votes, mixed, is that it increases the number of mandates of the governing party (and only the governing party) out of proportion for the sake of stable governing. In 1990, after the MDF won a 25 per cent party list victory, it gained 42 per cent of the parliamentary mandates while this proportion of the socialist party was 33:54 in 1994.

In sum in 1994, most people voted for the MSZP not primarily because of their socialist image, although those votes should not be underestimated either. But first of all, voters had thought that the MSZP would neither jeopardize the already victorious democracy or the continuation of the 'humanistic' Kádárist traditions in post-communist times. People hoped that the MSZP could only turn 'soft-communism' into 'soft-capitalism'. The MSZP won because it could "harmonize" and utilize its own contradictions in the political arena. 

Dominating the Government (1994-98)

Comparing the socialist-led MSZP-SZDSZ coalition government headed by Prime Minister Gyula Horn with its predecessor, one conspicuous difference became soon clear. While the Antall cabinet pursued a Weltanschauung-politics, it had a vision of the future of Hungary (social market economy and Christian-conservative identity) but they were not able to obtain social support for it, the Horn-cabinet initially had no such grand scale vision but enjoyed greater popular support. By putting modernization ideology in the limelight, however, the Horn-cabinet could hide for a while the lack of government philosophy.

Relying on modernization ideology (see Table 2) was ambiguous because the modernization process, in a sociological sense, had already taken place in Hungary before, even if not as successfully as in the West. Place of residence and of work got separated, the process of urbanization accelerated, the labor force of agriculture transferred to the industry. Women became part of the labor force en masse (even if in a forced way) thereby creating the condition for their financial independence. Multi-generation family model was replaced by two-generation model. Even if less developed in comparison to the Western countries, Hungary is a modern country. If something is modern, it can hardly be "modernized". If it can be, modernity, just like communism was, must be a never-ending project. 

Naturally, however, the ideology of modernization was used by the socialist majority government not for theoretical but for political reasons. This malleable notion was only used to give signals partly to the reformers of the 1980s and partly to the middle classes socialized in the Kádár era. The message to the former was to let them know that the government needed their expertise and wanted then to be back. For the latter, it suggested that no radical change, conducive to anomaly, would be instituted and the time of overheated symbolic-ideological politics was over. Modernization ideology was also used to serve a third purpose, i.e. as a panacea to cure the identity crisis of the socialist party, which had come about because the classical redistributive social democratic policy could not be pursued during the time of shock-ridden transformation. 


When defining their economic policy the parties in the governing coalition started out of the fact that the country was in a deep crisis. With a worsening balance of payment and a growing budget deficit in view, the parties concluded that the crisis was not a simple recession but "a general crisis of transition". The economic policy makers of the two parties shared the view that this crisis was deeper the Great Depression in 1929-32. They pointed out that the primary task of the government should be to manage the crisis and, at the same time, to put an end to squandering at the big distributing systems, with a particular emphasis on the reform of social insurance. The rhetoric reminded of the rhetoric of the technocratic elite in the late Kádár era (in 1987-88), which also started out of the premise that there was a general crisis and proposed to initiate a monetary crisis management policy by cutting down on consumption for the sake of "recovery". In both cases the two aims, i. e. to achieve economic growth and to restore budget balance were defined as two goals opposite to each other. The economists of the socialist-led government were inclined to consider the economic growth of 1993 to be detrimental and to respond to the "general crisis" with general restrictive measures. "Crisis-mongering" was not only dominant in the vocabulary of government but also, generated by the government, in the general public talk on politics.

As parallel with this propaganda, the late Kádár era leading economists and radical reformers also returned, the already existing suspicion was strengthened and concluded that the rhetoric was not only inspired by the actual condition of post-communist economy but also by the professional socialization of the returning economists. What these economists learned in the 1980s was that the "irrational" processes of a disintegrating economy can only be fought by means of a restrictive monetary economic policy conducted from the enlightened center. It seemed as if they had known only one possible economic policy and as if they had considered it equally suitable for handling the difficulties of both the disintegrating communist economy and the developing market economy. The cure they suggested for the 1994 "market chaos" was similar to the cure for the central re-distribution chaos in 1988: it was "modernizing rationality".  It is not by chance that in the fall of 1994 they also proposed to work out a three-year modernization plan which, however, was removed from the agenda. The economic program of the socialists was nothing else but the completion of the "modernization project", which was interrupted by the regime change of 1989. It was a call for the technocrats of the period of 1980-88 to come back and complete their half-finished job. The composition of the elite of 1994-98 was indeed, similar to the younger generation of the elite groups of the eighties. 

March 12, 1995, the day when the (in)famous "Bokros-package", a austerity program was introduced in a putsch-like manner, was a major turning point in the history of Hungarian modernizing socialists. With the approval of Horn (and in collaboration with the Chairman of the Bank of Issue, György Surányi)  Minister of Finance, Lajos Bokros implemented the neo-liberal/monetarist methods of crisis-adjustment and introduced a shock therapy package which most probably saved the country from a threatening debt-trap but impoverished most people by reducing their real wages by 12 per cent in a year. (A drop of living standard, comparable to this, last happened in Hungary in 1952.) The stabilization package's measures decreased the budget expenses, devalued the Hungarian currency and imposed customs surcharge on imported goods for the following years. A new policy was also announced, i.e. the "planned" crawling-peg devaluation of forint in order to cool the ever increasing inflation-related expectations. The "Bokros-package" was also meant to be an attempt to initiate the state administration reforms, such as narrowing family allowances, introducing tuition fee at the higher educational institutes and narrowing the range of free medical services.  Although the Constitutional Court ruled a great number of measures in the package unconstitutional in the summer of 1995 and cancelled them, the restrictive policy remained severe enough for the socialist-led coalition to champion it to be its greatest achievement (Bauer 1996), and the final break with the paternalist Kádár regime. 

This moment brought the victory of a monetarism not just a financial practice but as a frame of interpretation social changes (Cf. Eyal, Szelényi and Townsley 1998).
 Monetarism was seen as the proper "technology of government"
 as well as a "neutral" governing philosophy, which had no alternative. Modernization ideology was at that time an effective way between Marx and Friedman, a common denominator for social change followed by design of the 'enlightened' leaders accompanied with 'educational' purposes. They wanted to be more than reformers but less than revolutionaries: They considered themselves as 'radical reformers' that is the 'designers' of economic transformation. Kádárist 'reform economics' of the 1980s reinvented itself as new, 'transform economics' in the 1990s (Böröcz 1999). In many ways, Hungarian socialists could be compared to their French counterpart who "generally (…) claimed that their own project represent a 'third way', distinct from both Soviet-type communism and reformist social democracy" (Bell 1997, p.16) The Hungarian socialists argued that they represent a transitory way between Soviet-type communism and reformist social democracy, which should be the antithesis of the former: a fast and successful 'transform strategy' by using monetarist, modernizing measures. 

The populist-unionist old left within the party was watching suspiciously the capitalist transformation, taking place under the socialist party government. On the one hand, using modernization talk pacified the populist left wing by diverting their attention from capitalism. On the other hand, it encouraged the technocrat elite by letting them know that they could go on benefiting from privatization. So modernization ideology, in a broader sense, served to bridge the gap between party elite, the winners of the transformation and the socialist voters that was mainly recruited from the losers. 

It was the period when the word of modernization as used by the socialists, the notion of "Europeanization" (which can also be understood as the Hungarian version of the concept of globalization) and modernization became entangled and therefore richer including integration, Westernization, "catching up" and internationalization at the same time. At this point, the governing behavior of the Hungarian socialists offers some comparisons with the French socialists of the Mitterrand era. As a scholar has noted: "Indeed, 'Europe' came to replace 'socialism' as a provider of sense of purpose in the Mitterrandist scheme of things." (Bell 1997, p. 40) For Mitterrand's modernizing Prime Minister, Laurent Fabius, who turned to 'the new culture of managerialism' and forgot the old socialist goal of break with capitalism, 

"the new priorities were 'modernization' and 'rassemblement' (the rallying for broad support). 'Modernization' implied restructuring and rationalizing industrial structures to achieve greater competitiveness, at the costs of massive layoffs in unprofitable firms. (…) Competitiveness also meant giving priority to the reduction of inflation and wage restraint. Social redistribution was no longer the mainspring of policy. (…) 'Rassemblement', a term borrowed from Gaullism, implied the abandonment of any reference to class in future socialist strategy." (Bell 1997, p. 41)

 In Hungary, modernization ideology became a way of thinking to justify both neo-liberal policies of 1995-7 and the departure from neo-liberalism to a more social democratic direction later on. Representatives of the Hungarian Socialist Party argued that they had had to be privatizers and economic liberals in order to construct capitalism. They argued that the faster the process the least painful it had been for the citizens. They argued, paradoxically, that they had had 'to introduce' capitalism in order to be 'real socialists' later on.

Ironically, when the Hungarian Socialist Party made its definitive turn toward monetarism and neo-liberal policies (in 1995), it was finally admitted to the Socialist International (1996). On the top of that, in the years of 1995-7 the modernizing leadership of the Socialist Party speeded up and completed a privatization process unprecedented in the Hungary's history. By selling out state assets including electric power plants, socialists moved far away, not just theoretically but also practically, from the position of the old Left.

Being in a coalition government, the modernization ideology was suitable for the ex-communist socialists to cover up the economic-political discrepancy of the governing parties. It served as a political common denominator between the economic reformers of the coalition parties and as a cohering force for the heterogeneous "internal coalition" of MSZP. It bridged over the former break line between the communists and anti-Communists as it aimed at the future and not at the past. As a matter of fact, the idea of modernization has always had some affinity to the theory of convergence between different political-economic regimes. This convergence theory had an actual message in the mid-90s, which was the following: It is not a question of choosing between liberal capitalism and democratic socialism but it is a question of the future of modernity. Defenders of modernity should, therefore, come together against the politics of anti-modernists. In that sense, the heir of the former democratic opposition (members of the Free Democrats) and the former reformers of the communist party (members of the Socialist Party) should, indeed, govern together, because it was seen as a natural consequence of their pre-histories and ideas. By the year of 1998, the modernizationist turn was completed, the state-run properties were privatized (with the silent support of the trade unions, whose representatives were sitting in the benches of the socialist fraction), the carefully planned and conspiratorially implemented 'Bokros-package' brought its first result. The economy started booming, the rate of inflation and unemployment both began to decrease. In that year, however, the ex-communist socialists lost the elections. In a couple of years, Hungary completed one of its major social transformations in its history, ever.

Nevertheless, the socialists lost the 1998 elections and were replaced in power by their major opposition, the Fidesz - Hungarian Civic Party (Fidesz - Magyar Polgári Párt, Fidesz-MPP). The main reasons of their defeat (see Appendix 2.) were, briefly, the following:

Elitist politics, which means that they were ready to give up their socialist commitments to 

represent the losers (workers, teachers, pensioners, employees in the state sectors, etc.), and also they forgot, at least temporarily, their moderate reformism in exchange for introducing shock therapy measures ('Bokros-package'). This monetarist version of modernizationism was too quickly adopted in order to speed up economic transformation. Due to this fact, the right wing opponents of the socialists could utilize some of the arguments of economic populism making themselves attractive quickly for the less educated and less well-to-do voters.

Corruption scandals. While being in power the party had produced some corruption scandals which left their socialist credentials substantially shaken. The biggest one was the so-called Tocsik-affair in 1996, in which they forced local officials to kick back hundreds of millions of forints to the agents of the government parties in order to receive more grants from the State Property Agency. 

Problems of leadership. Gyula Horn's old school Kádárist style of politics lost its popular 

appeal in the shadow of the 'Bokros-package' and the Tocsik-affair. His originally modest, down-to-earth political style promised solid reformist politics with incremental changes, and also political Puritanism with 'clean hands'. In addition, by hurting some identity issues of the liberals (making a bilateral treaty with the Vatican, playing with the idea to rebuild the infamous Dam on the Danube at Nagymaros etc.), he alienated the voters of SZDSZ, the most important political ally of the socialists. Moreover, Horn had unexpectedly under-performed in the 1998 campaign and had to suffer a stunning defeat by the 'mixed-bag campaign' of the young, energetic Viktor Orbán, leader of Fidesz-MPP. 

The skillful campaign-strategy of the center-Right. Realizing that the rhetoric of expert-led 

politics, pursued by the Hungarian socialists while in government, fell short to meet the popular expectations, the opposition was able to act in concert in coming up with more popular promises. The winning ticket of Fidesz-MPP was a politics of contradictory promises: an unusual, but widely accepted package of 'pro-Western but anti-globalization' sentiments and of pro-middle class economic policy with left-populist slogans. 'Post-socialist neo-liberalism' was then beaten by 'radical conservatism'.

The characteristic features of the Hungarian electoral system contributed to their defeat as 

well.  The defeat of the socialists was not devastating at all. In fact, they received more popular votes than their opponents in the first round of the elections, which followed the logic of proportional representation. (See Appendix 2.) But in the second round of the elections, which followed the logic of "winner-takes-all" by law, they were losing in too many constituencies. That situation offered a chance to win for the opposition once they could eliminate their internal divisions for a moment. The most apparent reason of the socialists' defeat was finally due to József Torgyán, chairman of the Smallholders Party. Torgyán had realized the logic of the electoral system and withdrew FKGP candidates in 82 electoral districts in the second round.  By doing so, he had made sure that the candidates of Fidesz-MPP won in most of those districts as the candidates of the 'united opposition'.

To sum up, the socialists lost the elections in 1998 to the united center-rightist forces, which fiercely opposed neo-liberal crisis-adjustment and promised sensible, down-to-earth economic development accompanied with leftist social policy. The latter refused the "Grand Design" of elite-driven modernization and promised equal opportunities for embourgeoisement for (almost) every citizen. Thus, there were two major political blocs in Hungary, confronting with each other. The Socialist Party brought a basket of political values in which the economic Right was mixed up with the cultural Left. Its major opposition was the Fidesz-MPP, which combined economic Left with cultural Right. The two blocs were fighting hard, and the victory of Fidesz-MPP was finally due to the support of the 'Old Right', the agrarian-populist Smallholders Party (FKGP). Curiously, but not surprisingly, the Socialist Party was beaten by leftist values and populist rhetoric, because the Center-Right parties adopted leftist economic program to counter the neo-liberal policy of the socialist-led 'Left'.

Back to opposition: In search of a 'local Tony Blair' (1998 to present)

By losing the 1998 elections this way, the socialists were not really forced to fundamentally revise their previous governmental policies and practices. They failed to draw the political consequences and just blamed their own campaign mistakes for the defeat. Secondly, they sensed the lost charisma and popularity of the former Prime Minister, Gyula Horn, the chairman of the Socialist Party. In September 1998, László Kovács, former foreign minister of the Horn cabinet, was elected as new chairman of the socialists. None of those reasons of their defeat, mentioned above, forced them to revise urgently their elitist, and sometimes arrogant, government policies. It took a while for them to distance themselves from their near past.

This was the momentum when the idea of  'Blairism' came to the picture as an increasingly standard reference for Hungarian socialists. I compared above some policies of the Hungarian socialists to those of their French counterpart in the Mitterrand era. The similarities between those two policies were not publicly recognized by the politicians of the time; those seem to be noticeable from retrospect only. However, the political 'love affair' of the Hungarian socialists with the British Prime Minister, Tony Blair was a different phenomenon. Blair scored a spectacular victory for the British Labour Party in May 1997, by breaking the bloc-vote of the labor unions, bringing Labour back from the Old Left to a moderate center-left position. To copy the 'New Labour' model, or, at least, to learn from its success, became a common wish for the Hungarian socialists, and even for the Free Democrats. Blair defined himself as a 'modernizer' and observers also saw and described him that way (Sopel 1995, Perryman 1996). A new, non-dogmatic, approach to modernizationism was the idea, which ideologically brought down neo-liberal Thatcherism, and also its post-Thatcher variants (Giddens 1994).

The Hungarian socialists were already 'modernizers' before Tony Blair started to dominate the British political scene and to make an impact on the European politics. For them, modernization ideology was used to justify different, contradictory actions, whether those increased or decreased social inequalities.
 They simply wanted to get out of their post-1989 'political ghetto' and forget it as fast as possible. Many analysts, and so the voters, saw the MSZP's defeat in 1998 as a well-deserved warning for their 'betrayal' of leftist values. Hungarian socialists, facing these charges and the parallel success of Blair, tried to respond in a way to refer Blair as a justification and defense of their centrist policies. They knew, they had come earlier and were more 'Blairists' than Blair himself. 

In that context, the Blair-phenomenon served three goals for Hungary's socialists, who were losing political ground after their electoral defeat. First, realizing the initially high popularity of  Blairism the Hungarian socialists claimed that “new social democracy”, however it defined, belong to them, belong to the Left. By saying this, they wanted to tackle the issue that the newly elected Hungarian neo-conservative Prime Minister, Viktor Orbán liked himself to be compared to Blair. The socialists feared that the Blair-phenomenon was to be stolen by the Right and tried to prevent this dangerous move. 

Secondly, the socialists wanted to justify retrospectively their previous departure from the classic social democratic values. As they claimed, they were "always social democrats in their heart" but during the mid-1990s it was an "unavoidable historical necessity" to modernize their country in the period of capitalist transformation. According to them, it was still better for the society that a socialist party had installed capitalism, because, after all, they were more than just theoretical privatizers, but rather "reformers with results".
 Blair's message was understood in Hungary by the socialists as a justification of the inevitability of the departure from the welfare state model by taking the global, competitive market economy more seriously. 

Third, the Blair-phenomenon fueled the party's needs for new, more credible and self-conscious leadership after the lost elections. Old-style leadership of Horn was undisputedly one reason for the defeat. Blairism had a message in Hungary that socialism was renewable along modernizationist lines. It was understood that modernizers were actually not destroying socialism, but offering its last hope for renewal. Besides the replacement of Horn with Kovács in the position of party chairman, Miklós Németh, the head of the (retrospectively popular) caretaker cabinet of 1988-90, also returned to Hungarian political life. (He arrived at the MSZP, in 2000, after serving nine years as Vice-President of the London-based European Bank of Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), in the hope to be nominated by the MSZP as the party's next candidate for Prime Minister.) Although Kovács was re-elected as Party Chairman in November 2000, personal tensions have remained one of the constant characteristics of the MSZP leadership (Kóczián 2000). Corruption had eroded the cohesiveness of the party, and voters expected not just ideological but moral, intellectual renewal as well. The socialist leadership, while wishing to keep their positions, needed young representatives from the new generation who had no political past in the old regime but they could not find anyone. This led to further tensions between socialist intellectuals and politicians (Cf..Gyurcsány 2000, Ripp 2000) concerning the best possible strategy and also a candidate for the position of the Prime Minister. Finally the party decided to nominate Péter Medgyessy, a technocrat, who was the former Minister of Finance in the Horn cabinet in 1996-8, a former banker, and also former communist politician.

The philosophy of 'Blairism' has been, perhaps, most clearly summarized in the programmatic book on the idea of “Third Way” by Anthony Giddens (1998). The book was, immediately after its first English edition, translated to Hungarian, and published in a few months later, as well. Obviously, ideological-programmatic texts are always more coherent than complex policy decisions in a democratic society. The latter moves are always influenced by short-term political calculations as well. To be sure, by quoting the essential elements of the 'Third Way' from Giddens below, I do not claim that those became necessarily the policies of the 'New Labour'. But this was the blueprint for Blair declared to adapt onto his political values. The Third Way idea included the following elements: radical political center, new democratic state, active civil society, democratic family, new mixed economy, equality as inclusion, positive welfare, social investment state, cosmopolitan nation, and cosmopolitan democracy (Giddens 1998:70). That was the new, post-welfare state lesson to be learned by “new social democrats” in Europe (Cf. Blair and Schröder 2000). 

Contrasting this to the conflicting views and alternative programs of the Hungarian socialists (MSZP 2000, MSZP Left Wing Platform 2000), we find hardly any reference to positive welfare, the democratic family and the social investment state. They are mixing new cosmopolitanism with old internationalism, sometimes supporting a radical political center, but sometimes the civil society. In the field of the economy, the socialists originally supported mixed economy, but, in fact, they went far beyond that. In terms of economic radicalism, in introducing new measures top-down, the MSZP leadership was more radical than Blair, Fabius or Rocard ever were. Their economic radicalism was rooted in the former Kádár-regime in which they were playing the role of “devil’s advocate” but felt frustrated by the half-hearted reforms of the old-fashioned communist leadership. Being abandoned by them by the 1990s, the socialist technocrats felt free to initiate radical economic changes which gradually led to their increasing unpopularity and apparently to their electoral defeat in 1998.

The following table demonstrates the rise and fall of technocratic, modernizationist socialists in the broader terms of transformation of elites.

<<PLACE TABLE 5.4 NEAR HERE>>

Conclusions

As it has been mentioned in the beginning of this study, international social democracy has a long history of changing its character and even identity. Now, it seems to enter its third historical epoch of development. The first period can roughly be called as the epoch of the Erfurt program, which lasted from the Erfurt Congress of 1891 till the late 1950s. The declaration of the Erfurt Congress, formulated by Kautsky, was based on classic social democratic principles of class struggle, anti-capitalism and the representation of working class interests. Socialist revolution was regarded as the final goal of the movement, which should be reached in the distant future only. (That is why Communists stamped that approach as "opportunistic".)  The principles of the Erfurt program made working class fights for better wages and working conditions as inherent parts of the capitalist order (Szabó 2001: 163-68)

The second historical epoch of social democracy was the period of the Bad Godesberg program of 1959, which lasted from the late 1950s till the late 1990s.  According to this approach, the final victory of socialism, as a political and ideological goal, became irrelevant, and a more practical goal of the welfare state came to the forefront of social democracy. Social democrats gave up the idea of state ownership of the means of production, instead, they focused on the high proportion of state-controlled redistribution through progressive taxation. Welfare state, namely the broad system of state-controlled/redistributed social services and social benefits, became the order of the day. It tried to embrace all citizens, not just members of the working class. An acceptable standard of living became a social issue not only a class issue, so social democrats could broaden their electorate significantly. By the 1980s, the welfare state model of social democracy found itself in crisis, both economically and politically, and was pushed into defensive by the emerging neo-liberal and neo-conservative philosophies.

In the third era, roughly from the mid-1990s, a "new social democracy" (Gamble and Wright 1999) has been emerging to become the response of the broadly understood Left to neo-liberalism. The "Blairist Manifesto" of Giddens (1998) intended to mark the beginning of a new epoch, when the project of social democracy is less concerned with economic growth and classic modernization understood mainly as economic growth. Rather, it presents a softer, alternative, ecologically more conscious "Third Way", in which part-time work becomes more frequent than welfare dependency, and the results of feminist and other civil rights movements are fully incorporated into social democracy. Old school modernization is to be replaced by the more “liquid” notion of "reflexive modernization".
 While the welfare state was a project of the nation-state, the idea new social democracy is a project, which intends to go beyond the nation-state in two ways: Toward supranational political organizations and also to the direction of international (or global) civil society.

In this quickly changing political landscape, Hungarian socialists face difficulties "to catch up" Western social democracy, which looks like to be a moving target for them. It is clear that post-communist MSZP, never wanted to turn to the old social democracy. It could not credibly turn to the idea of class struggle, because, as an umbrella party, it consisted of both proletarians and new capitalists. In the spirit of "spontaneous" privatization, the MSZP also could not turn to the welfare state project either, despite its attractiveness for some leading intellectuals around the socialists, and also despite the fact that the Swedish model was clearly present among the ideas of 1989. The previous Soviet-type state never was a welfare state, despite some efforts to make it seen like that. Finally, "new social democracy" sounds too new, too premature, too much a risky option for the Hungarian socialists in the traditionalist, male-dominated, politically pre-correct world of Hungarian politics. At the turn of the century, people in Hungary are still preoccupied in dealing with material gains and economic survival. New social democratic post-materialism, a value, which successfully represents the generation of Joschka Fischer and Gerhard Schröder in some Western societies, is still a possibly losing card in the post-communist democracies. 

Having no clear identity, the MSZP is navigating between old, half-old, and half-new values of Western social democracy, using them pragmatically according to its needs. In short, MSZP follows a politics of inconsistency. It might be disappointing for intellectuals, analysts and for all those observers who expect some consistency in politics between ideas and deeds, between policies of different fields. But it very well can be the case that the reason for the successes of Hungarian socialists is to be found in their inconsistent politicizing. Only inconsistency can adequately respond to incompatible demands of their electoral constituency. The common denominator of all paradigms and policies of social democracy is modernization, therefore this ideology is used constantly by the ex-communist MSZP to bridge differences in electoral constituencies, political philosophies, coalition parties, and new and old social democracies. However, the electoral defeat of 1998 showed that the modernizationist coalition cannot holds long in itself in a new and relatively poor, democracy. The MSZP lost in 1998, because its opponent, the Fidesz-MPP could successfully combine the elitist rhetorical elements of modernization with a new populist political discourse. The recipe for comeback of the MSZP can exactly this be: a more balanced presentation of elitist and populist arguments inside the framework of democratic discourse.  

In many ways, Hungarian socialists can learn a lot from the "new social democrats" and from the story of the political turn of the British Labour Party and the old western Left in general (Cf. Földes 2000). It is important to note, however, that the MSZP, sociologically speaking, never was a labour party.  During the 1990s, it was the party of "experts", party of managers and of different kinds of political entrepreneurs. They will learn to adapt post-industrial political values to their policies, in a few years time, but they do not need to start learning the values of modernization. When they search for a "new Tony Blair" in Hungary, they do not search for a modernizer. Instead, they search for charisma, credibility, and rejuvenation.

Endnotes

� There are, however, important exceptions, like Kitschelt (1995), Rose (1996), Ishiyama (1997), Markowski (1997), Kitschelt, Mansfeldová, Markowski and Tóka (1999), Lipset (2001), and the chapter by Ladányi and Szelényi in this volume. 





� Just as politicians like Horn, Iliescu, Kovács, Kucan, Kwasniewski, Mesic, Németh, Roman, Weiss, Zeman and others.





� But also elsewhere, in our jointly written paper: Ishiyama and Bozóki (2001). 





� In a different analytical context, Peter Wagner distinguished between modernist and modern theorizing, which distinction can be enlightening here as well. As he wrote: "This theorizing is modernist rather than modern, because it builds on the double notion of autonomy and rationality, which are key characteristics of modernity, but it also turns this notion into an unquestioned and unquestionable assumption for theorizing the social world." (Wagner 2000) 





� See for instance, Desai (1976), Dos Santos (1976), Gunder Frank  (1978), Lehman  (1979), Smith  (1976).





� Especially the chapter on the "Grand Coalition". For a more detailed analysis of regime change and elite change, see Tőkés (1996).


 


� This was the leading MSZP slogan on giant posters all over the country during the Spring 1994 electoral campaign. This slogan was used as a subtitle under the photo of Gyula Horn, party chairman, who, with his rhetoric, also resembled to a political culture characteristic in the Kádár era. In his case study on the Hungarian reform-communists, Patrick H. O’Neil mentions that with the 1994 victory of the MSZP, “the goal of the MSZP to portray itself as a modern, Western-style social-democratic party (…) was finally achieved.” (O’Neil, 1998: 198) My approach is more skeptical on this, because the MSZP, being in power, opted for a neo-liberal, shock therapy policy in 1995, to manage the economic crisis. This was presented by them as an economic “reform package”, a “final break” with Kádárism. The applied policy of  “Washington consensus” took over modern social democracy. After all, it was modernization being taken seriously by the MSZP leadership while the idea of social market economy was not.  





� On the history of reformist circles see Ágh, Géczi and Sipos (1999). The reformist circles regarded themselves as “mass movement” and they also liked to compare themselves to the Polish Solidarity movement. Both of these statements were exaggerations. On the ideology of Solidarity and other groups, see Zielonka (1989).





�  Ágh (1995) emphasized the uniqueness of the Hungarian socialists in the communist world, because they renamed and reformed their party before the regime change, and not after it. True, the reform of the communist party occurred before the free elections. But it happened after the National Roundtable Talks of the Summer, 1989, which had clarified the inevitability of the democratizing process by setting up almost all institutions for the regime change. The September agreement declared to enter free and fair elections in the near future, and it was signed by the Communist Party (MSZMP) representatives as well. Therefore, by October 1989, the communist party had only two options left: Either to reform itself to gain some popularity among the voters, or to reintroduce dictatorship by police and military forces. Since international actors (most notably Soviet President, Mikhail Gorbachev) were strongly against the use of force by the authorities against the citizens, leaders of the Hungarian Socialist Worker’s Party had virtually no other choice but internal reform for political survival. 





� Rezső Nyers originally was a social democrat but joined the communists in 1948. Having been close to Kádár (who came to power with the Soviet destruction of the 1956 revolution), he served in the Politburo for two decades after 1956, which included the participation in the morally suicidal decision on the execution of  Imre Nagy, the leader of the revolutionary government. From the mid-seventies onwards Nyers did not have a high party position, although he remained the member of the Central Committee, which gave him an opportunity to rediscover his 'social-democratic roots' and commit himself to the reformist ideas. In the October 1989 Party Congress, he was elected to be the first Chairman of MSZP because he could only bridge the gap between the two major opposing factions, the Alliance for Reform, and the Popular Democratic Platform.  For more details, see, Nyírő et al. (1989).





� I discussed these points earlier in detail (Bozóki 1997).





� Paul Marer a Professor of Economics at Indiana University, who was an active member of Hungary's Blue Ribbon Committee  (a think-tank on economic policy in 1989-90) admitted this in his presentation in a conference on Hungarian transition. Bloomington, Indiana, USA, April 1-2, 2000


 


� Later on, being already in government, at one point Prime Minister Gyula Horn promised to pensioners to fly for free on MALÉV (Hungarian Airlines) flights. As a pragmatic politician, Horn had sometimes made astonishingly populist statements, but then, he was "back to business" and accepted shock therapy measures.





� See especially chapter 3. "The Ideology of the Post-Communist Power Elite" (Eyal, Szelényi and Townsley 1998: 86-112).





� This monetarist mindset was elegantly reconstructed by Eyal (2000) in his Foucaultian analysis of the Czech case.





� The strong and immediate social impact of the Bokros-package made József Torgyán, a populist leader of the Smallholders Party who had been a marginal figure in Hungarian politics, a major political player and (temporary) leader of opposition.





� Modernization was equally the panacea to cure the illnesses of the state-controlled economy by privatization, as well as to eliminate the "digital divide" in the society (a gap between social groups in their unequal access to use internet and other newest information technologies). At one stage it looked that the revolutions of 1989 represented not more just a temporary interruption of the proces of modernization. Much of the discurse of the socialists relied on that assumption. Cf. Lagerspetz (1999).





� They referred to the achievements of the Németh-cabinet in 1989-90. They even tried to create a myth of the Németh-cabinet, as 'the government of experts'. Some socialists were convinced, already at the Roundtable Talks in 1989, that they were the only ones who really know what to do with the stagnating/declining economy. See: Bozóki and Karácsony (2001). On the Hungarian Roundtable Talks in detail, see Bozóki (2000), Bozóki et al. (1999-2000).


 


� For the origin of the term, see Beck, Giddens and Lash (1994). 
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