


Intellectuals in a New Democracy: The
Democratic Charter in Hungary
Andrés Boz6ki

This paper outlines the history of a political movement of intellectuals,
the Democratic Charter. The movement which peaked from 1991 to
1994, served as different groups’ umbrella organization to their various
demands: a reawakening of a formerly politically active civil society
that seemed to have been drained as a result of party pluralism (which
came into being in 1989); an articulation of a democratic consensus
that could surpass partial interests; an opposition to authoritarian ten-
dencies; an emphasis on the idea of participatory democracy as opposed
to the practice of an élitist democracy based on the idea of representa-
tion; and, finally, the creation of an experimental field for a possible so-
cialist-liberal political alliance within a political movement. Social,
cultural, and political goals were mixed in the movement, of which not
only participants but also organizers were often unaware. This paper
delineates and analyses these varied characteristics through an empiri-
cal analysis of the Democratic Charter.!

The Need for the Democratic Charter

PROBLEMS OF THE LIBERAL PARTY AND
LIBERAL INTELLECTUALS

The Alliance of Free Democrats (SZDSZ), the representative party of
Hungarian liberal intellectuals, which had initiated the political
change in 1989 and was considered its true advocate by many, lost the
first free elections in 1990 and became an opposition party in
Parliament. A coalition government took office in Hungary. Coalition
parties included groups that actively opposed the Janos Kédér regime
from 1956 to 1989, as well as groups, whose main strategy was that of
survival at all costs and whose set of values was closer to those of pre-

1. This paper is closely connected to my earlier study, Andrés Bozéki, “Intellectuals and
Democratization in Hungary,” in Chris Rootes, Howard Davis, eds. A New Europe? Social
Change and Political Transformation (London: UCL Press, 1994), 149-75.
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communist Hungary and its paternalistic policy led by the descendants
of the landed gentry who wished to maintain state intervention in all
walks of life. The leaders of the SZDSZ, many of whom had come from
the democratic opposition to the totalitarian state, realized rather early
that their party would have to change its stance of opposition to the
government to opposition of the System. Signs suggested that centralizing
efforts of the government, dominated by the Hungarian Democratic
Forum (MDF) that took over in 1990, as well as the MDF extemists’
antiparliamentarian, populist rhetoric might be leading to the build-
up of a new nomenclatura, the acquisition of economic power, and the
stabilization of a system that seemed democratic but was, in fact, semi-
totalitarian. The fact that the idea of opposition to the system could
resurface indicated that the group of intellectuals who had been ex-
tremely successful in 1989-90 in opposition faced difficulties in find-
ing their places both in the new system and in the quickly forming
political élite. Members of the SZDSZ and part of the public could not
understand why the party, having achieved considerable success with
its anticommunism stance in 1989-90, concentrated on institutional
rather than personnel changes and why it turned against both the new
government and the new regime. In 1991, intellectuals, earlier sympa-
thetic, now turned their backs on the party; the popularity of the
SZDSZ was quickly waning.
The political heirs of the former democratic opposition who shared
the principles of a liberal economic policy suffered additional setbacks
when the majority of their adversaries from 1989, representatives
(though not the first rank) of a “new technocracy” consisting of mem-
bers of the then Communist party (MSZMP), found their places in the
new hierarchy and built links with the first representatives of a slowly
forming “new bourgeoisie” rather easily. These people would form the
“new clientele.”? The SZDSZ’s main political adverséry, the MDF pro-
claimed “a country of owners” and the creation of a national middle
class and national bourgeoisie; following heavy internal fights and re-
alizing that the program could not be implemented in the short run,
they reconciled with some groups of the “new technocrats” who had at-
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tained considerable influence during the last decade c;lf tlllle; nljac;a:
regime. The radical populist wing of .the party, on th.le other Wa, -
erted strong pressure in a rather militant and .dlscnmmato;yb t vzeen
carry out the original program. Government policy ﬂuc.:tua.te fqrence
permissive methods of embourgeoisement and aggressive inter e.tion,s,
sometimes replacing one with the Ot;;; at random. The opposi
i radually narrowed in 1989. '
pla;,rllntieﬁ i19(18§s, dissic}l,ent intellectuals led an underground way of llif(;er;
Their independence ensured that they had been the most outsp;()3 o
critics of the Kid4r regime. As a group, they. served as f;n' exalmljn -
Hungarian journalists in the transitional per1oc.1 and efficient iyt o
lized the public in the autumn of 1989 to terminate Corglmlurtl ssulzce:;
privileges, by insisting on a referendum (which was an absolu eszidential
for the opposition), they blocked the way to 2 pr¢maturelpre e
election planned by those in power. Th'ls same group oper;1 y lslutlzl)nd e
a four-day-long unrest following price increases du.rlng which >
vers blocked the main roads and bridges of the capl.tal,.brmglﬁg o
to a standstill in Budapest; by supporting the taxi drivers, :k an ’ 12
helped prevent the government’s use of foFce z'tgamst those taki ai 11; o
in the blockade.* The democratic opposition in tl.le 1980§ wai1 le 0
stimulate a political, though rather isolated, public, creating the
ing li tween state and society. B '
mg\;gl(:nb;olitical changes started in 1988, the opposition dlld- tril;)tti ::;
tablish a party but a movement called t.he' Network. (.)f Flree ni e
(SZKH) in order to coordinate the activity of political yka;tlvi v
groups that had been working informal'ly. The Networ ated itti_
birth to the SZDSZ, while its leaders maintained an undergour; o
tude for a long time. The popularity of the new party.grewlz'a.s. o igr o
it was able to give an undergound interpretation to 1ts‘ p? 1t1cs.ition
taxi drivers’ blockade was the last chance for that; being in OPI:;Z fon
to the regime” or demanding to take over the gm{emmentd ; .
prove to be effective in this respect—society was um'mprcle)ss.e . Wﬁich
fessional political élite and bureaucracy s‘lowly came into ;m;i hich
hindered the development of a critical }ntellectu.al attltuhe. £ v @
painful experience for the party leadership to realize that t eh§1 1; o
had changed and that a considerable number of party sympathize

i ilvanuldsai jtéban a taxisblokdd idedén
o1 oki Kovics, “A pértok megnyxlvanulasaly a sajt isblok :
* ?Ellti:olﬁ:?:alil;;fiiv;n t]:Z Media During the Taxi Drivers’ Blockade), Szocioldgiai Szemle 1:1

(1991): 109-26.
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grown disillusioned with politics. As has been pointed out by Timothy
Garton Ash, circumstances in a parliamentary democracy demand, so
to say, the replacement of antipolitical diction with an openly political
one.’ Both the party leadership and liberal intellectuals were dissatis-
fied with the state of affairs because they felt that the principles so suc-
cessfully followed in 1989 were disintegrating, falling victim to the
struggle for power.

LIBERAL INTELLECTUALS AND THE MEDIA

Following the elections in 1990, the media, which regained its freedom
only two years before, provided a major opportunity for former dissi-
dents. A feverish political interest prevailed in the intelligentsia,6
Des‘pite a hitherto unseen proliferation of interesting studies in Hur;-
garian magazines and journals after the fall of the system built on cen-
15301i§ll;1_1pland self-censorship, the majority of intellectuals, watched
olitical programs on televisi i
= ang j (;gu s ision and read daily papers rather than mag-
' The liberation of 1988-89 offered an ethical revolution for the ma-
jority of the media. Young journalists came to the fore, and older on
tFled to (fhange their attitude and give up their past s;bmissive 1'atc3f
tices. ThlS. meant that newspapers focused on news, interesting itl()ems
fmd sensations, not propaganda. Most of the papers were strongl crit-’
ical of the new government, which the ruling coalition rather resZnted
(.}overnment politicians failed to realize that, given the new competi-.
tion among newspapers, criticism would attract more readers than the
apolo_gxes that fed-up journalists had been writing during the years of
t%u.a dictatorship. Thus, a considerable part of the media becamey“o . ((:-
sition” naturally, due to the very nature of democracy. i
. On the other hand, cracks appeared among the groups of the liberal
intellectuals, which had never been completely homogeneous Whei)
some of thosve groups were organized as 2 government coalition and
some, as political opposition, a difference between their norms and
models became apparent. The parties and persons who had formed the

5. Timothy Garton Ash, A balsors & 1
Somints. 1900, : alsors édes hasznai (The Sweet Benefits of the Bad Fate) (Budapest:
6. Gybrgy Konrdd and Ivin Szelényi, “Ertel
makban” (Intellectuals and Domin
Szemle 1:1 (1992): 9-28.
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government coalition as “natural allies” could be divided further into
two groups. One group was comprised of the followers of Prime
Minister Jézsef Antall. They advocated a model of Western social mar-

ket economy and multiparty democracy, but their thetoric was that of

prewar politics and their symbols those of the “good old times.” They
used a language of “restoration-modernization” that expressed the con-
servative values of a return to democracy, which, however, was alien to
the approach and, particularly, the language of the media after the po-
litical restructuring. No conservatism linked to modernity could come
into being in Hungary; indeed conservatism in its traditional form ap-
peared opposed to modernity. The part of the press called “liberal” was
suspicious of the conservatism of the Antall government not because it
could not accept a conservatism using a modern language, but because
it could not believe, because of the traditional language, that it was a
modern conservatism. Further, for historical reasons, its democratic
grounds were felt to be rather unstable. In the second group were crit-
ical intellectuals turned into government politicians; they preserved
their critical attitude, but it had been based on a romantic, antimod-
ernist Gemeinschaft idea even in the years of the K4dér regime.” Between
the media and some politician-intellectuals turning toward populism
basic differences—not only linguistic and stylistic ones—existed.
These factors and a campaign against journalists by the MDF even
before the elections strengthened the tendency of the majority of the
media to sympathize with the opposition parties, who embraced
modernity as a model and refused to use archaic symbols and lan-
guage.® It was a question of two different approaches to history. One
said that the four decades of communism had interrupted Hungarian
history, involved a complete break with its continuity, and, therefore,
history had to begin at the print where it had been broken. The other
thought that communism had been a distorted kind of modernization,
which—despite its catastrophic effects—resulted in modifications in
the structure and values of the society, so that after its fall, the existing,
postcommunist status quo had to be taken as a starting point for fol-
lowing Western norms. Both the media and the opposition parties in-

7. Ellen Commisso, Steven Dubb, and Judy McTigue, “The Illusion of Populism in Latin America
and Bast-Central Europe,”. in Gy.Szoboszlai ed., Flying Blind: Emerging Democracies in East-

Central Europe (Budapest: HPSA, 1992), 27-57.
8. Zoltan Farkas, “Kis magyar magéntorténelem. Ot levél” (Little Hungarian Private History:
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terpreted the 1989 political changes in the latter way. Although polit-
ical restructuring ended by restructuring the country’s institutions, a
“fight of cultures” between norms and models continued, and some i’n-
tellectuals turned politicians were especially sensitive to that.?

In the short run, all these causes resulted in a state of affairs some-
times described as an’ “interpenetration” of liberal intellectuals poli-
ticians, and the media, which exerted an adverse effect on the, func-
Fional differentiation of modern political life.10 Maintaining that
interpenetration served the interests of nonparty member critical in-
tellectuals, who were trying to maintain their influence in the ower
structure, and of many politicians, who encouraged or acceptecll) it
th(.ey-thought they needed the intelligentsia to help them shape ubl"'ls
opinion, because they felt their support too weak. A compleie II;reall{c
a real differentiation between politicians and intellectuals obvious! ’
r%efeds a strongly pluralistic society to give time for the media and o
litical institutions to crystallize their functional roles. Breaking d on
the‘a.lliance was not in the interest of either player then, thou i ome
pohtlc‘:a.l-minded intellectuals had become dissatisfied ,even v‘sg/itliotrill:
;550;;;32_ parties. A withdrawal from parties to a “political society”

Critical intellectuals had to set out new forms of action, a new strat
egy to enforce their political intetests, one would not rest’rict them )
different professional areas of politics or trade but would leave an op;z

at i
ph h for them. to play both parts.!! A specific intellectual movement
the Democratic Charter, was meant to serve that goal ’

The History of the Democratic Charter
FROM NEED TO ALLIANCE: THE FIRST MONTHS

lSaome editors of former samizdat Eastern European journals met in
hudapes“t at the beginning of August 1991. At the conference, the au-
thor Gybrgy Konréd, then the president of International Pen Club and

9. Zoltin Farkas, “Alléhibord” (Ttench i
lein Fackas, Watfare), in Sindor Kurt4 '
Dolitikai évkimyve (The Political Yearbook of Hung rese: Ol
Economix Rt. 1991), 207-12.
10. Béla Pokol, Péna é politita (Money and Politics) (Budapest: Aula, 1993).

11. Gybrgy Konrad and Ivdn Szelényi
i, The I
Harcoutt, Brace, Jovanovich, 197};), Pie Insellectuals on the Road to Class Power (New York:

; eds., Magyarorszdg
ary) (Budapest: Okonémia Alapitviny—
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a member of the SZDSZ National Council, proposed a Central and
Eastern Buropean Democratic Charter setting forth in a joint statement
the minimum requirements of democracy for the postcommunist coun-
tries of the region.!? Konrid wished to model the Charter on previous
solidarity initiatives of the opposition in order to ease newly arising
ethnic tensions that were about to bring armed conflict in several
places. Participants, however, rejected the proposal saying, “it’s no use
enforcing a romantic role of intellectuals that used to be topical in the
past but is not so any more.” They argued that “key issues are now in
the hands of professional politicians and the whole idea would come to
some aborted drive of the highbrow.”*?

What did not seem a feasible international project became topical in
Hungatian domestic policy a few weeks later. A few days after the
failed Soviet coup, Imre Kénya, the head of the parliamentary faction
of the largest.government party, the MDF, published a paper urging “a
stricter” policy by MDF regarding privatization, the mass media, and
punishment of the past regime’s guilty persons. 4 The paper caused a
shock because Kénya, who had not been known as somebody to agree
with the views of MDF extremists represented by Istvdn Csurka or
those of the center of the government and the MDF, identified himself
with views regarded earlier as radical. He emphasized that those steps
had to be taken even if the majority of Hungarian society was against
them; further, he said, Western reponses should not be feared as Europe
had already recognized Hungary as a democratic state.

The Kénya paper was interpreted by SZDSZ leaders as a threat.
J4nos Kis, the president of the party, proposed and the executive body
of the party decided, in order to prevent a shift to the right by the gov-
ernment coalition and authoritarian tendencies in the shift’s wake, to
appeal to democratic citizens by issuing an open Charter stating that
democratic restructuring had not been completed. To support their
proposal, two leaders of the party analysed authoritarian tendencies in
the MDF in a lengthy article.!> Although some intellectuals, especially

12. Mihély Kornis, “A Demokratikus kirtya” (The Democratic Card) (interview with Andrés
Viégvolgyi B.) Magyar Narancs, 11 January 1992.

13. Gybrgy Konrd, interview with author, 23 November 1992.

14. Imre Kénya, “Az igazat és csakis a tiszta igazat” (Truch, Only the Truth), Magyar Hérlap, 9

September 1991.
15. Tamds Bauer and Jénos Kis, “A magyar demokrécia védelmében” (In Defense of Hungarian

Democracy), Magyar Hirlap, 9 September 1991.
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those close to the government parties but also others, doubted the cot-
rectness of their findings,® the authors refused to change their views.!7
On analyzing the situation, leading politicians of the former commu-
nist party, the Hungarian Socialist party (MSZP) joined SZDSZ lead-
ers.'® The arguments by SZDSZ, representatives, however, included an
important statement addressed directly to the critical intellectuals of
1989: “The group of liberal intellectuals, who have done so much in
the press, in clubs, and other public forums to prepare the ground for
restructuring during the late K4dir period, split as soon as political
changes took place and have been unable to recover from the split to
this very day. Some of them have been absorbed by the opposition par-
ties. Some stayed out and turned their back on party politics. Those
who are in often fail to see what is outside Parliament, those who are
out are increasingly antagonistic to Parliament and the whole new po-

litical stucture.” In order to bridge the gap between insiders and out-

siders, Bauer and Kis proposed a division of labor. “Intellectuals

working within the parties should realize that, lacking support of in-

dependent intellectuals shaping the public view, their voices are crying

in the wilderness. Nonparty member intellectuals should realize that

their fate is also at stake in political struggles, and it is no use main-

taining their independence by saying six of one and half a dozen of the
other.”1?

This proposal still used the old language of dissidents by speaking
about insiders and outsiders and not making a distinction between in-
tellectuals and politicians. If one accepts a definition of an intellectual
as one who secures his given social position by his transcontextual
knowledge alone politicians can no longer be considered professionals.
A politician’s social-political position is legalized by the voters rather
than by his professional knowledge. 2 It is true even if 90 percent of the
Hungarian M.Ps elected in 1990 had a professional university de-
gree,”! and often behaved as political minded intellectuals rather than

16. Andrds Korosényi, “Fenyeget-¢ @ diktatira?” (Is There a Danger of Dictatorship?),
Népszabadsdg, 4 October 1991.

17. Tamds Bauer and Jénos Kis, “Vakok legyiink vagy szabadok?” (Shall We Blind or Free?),
Népszabadsdg, 10 October 1991,

18. Judit N. Kosa, “Az MSZP a Democritus Charta mellett (The MSZP to Support the
Democratic Charter), Magyar Nemzet, 12 September 1991.

19. Bauer and Kis, “A magyar.”

20. Konrad and Szelényi, Intellectuals on the Road, 49.

21. Akos Réna-Tas, “The Selected and the Elected: The Making of the New Parliamentary Elite
in Hungary,” Bast European Politics and Societies 5:3 (Fall 1991): 357-93.
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politicians.” Kis and Bauer’s paper, howevexj, ‘was not a“sociologlcal
analysis but a political article aiming to mobilize p.eople. Alll) v:lho glzfe
for freedom and against totalitarian rule by com'rnumsts or an); 20F ylf.: se
shall join forces to defend democracy” (underlm‘ed by A.B.). tele ing
a growing political apathy and disillusionmenF in the .count.ry, t ; au-
thors wanted professionals who were increasingly distancing t em-
selves from politics to return to the ranks of supporters of derzocratt)i.c,
especially opposition, politics by taking.part in the proposed public
demonstration. Party executives emphasized that thelr'mltlat.lve. wgs
not antiparliamentarian and lay stress on the collaboration of .mdl;n’ -
uals. committed to the same cause rather than on party pohtllcs: van
Petd of the SZDSZ said, “although the ide.a of t?stabhshmg a
Democratic Charter was born in the SZDSZ, it is not mter’nded tc; be
apparently linked to the party. Alliance of Free Democrats mebm ferf
would sign the Charter as individuals bu.t th(i 2532DSZ would not be Slﬁ
patory as a party, a political organization. ‘At the same time the
Publicity Club, organized by journalists, publlshec'l a statt?ment ;:lon—
demning the principles of the Kénya paper, but their call did not bave
j t. .
’ n’?lllzr§<§f;e:ment, completed two weeks later, was put Fogether.;?n-
marily by well-known members of the former ,democrat{c f)pp051t19n
with assistance from authors like Gyorgy Konrdd and Mihdly Kornis.
The title of the document was a reference to the Czech C.harter 77, ons
of the outstanding initiatives of the struggle for free":lom in Easternfarll1
Central Europe.?* It then was debated on two occasions in a hall 0 tde
Merlin theatre in Budapest; a wide range of intellectuals‘ part1c1p9c11te .
During the debate a difference of opinion arose.between liberal an dsoc;
cialist-minded participants on whether social rights could be.regar 1?
as an inherent part of democracy. In the end a p_roposal. b_y )ourn? ist
Katalin Bossinyi, a former socialist M.P., demandlr.lg a minimum ; S0~
cial rights was included in the text while some antigovernment p S-Sel.sl
in the introduction were omitted. The partiap.ants wanted to p;l is
a generally acceptable document that could be signed by everybody, in-
cluding members of the ruling patties.

d Kis, “A magyar.” . o o
;; Ilfzaélrlleerrtlﬁ interview by Attila Farkas, “Demokratikus Charta a jov6 héten (Democratic

1991.
in the Next Week), Magyar Hirlap, 13 September ; o .
24 ;k:;fst eiéilsn itnteerview by Attila Farkas,“A harmincnégyek levelével kezdodott (It Started with

a Letter of 34 Intellectuals), Magyar Hirlap, 9 January 1992.
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The Democratic Charter was issued on 26 September 1991, signed
by 162 mostly left-wing and liberal intellectuals. The full text was
published the next day in four national dailies: socialist Népszabadsdg
and Népszava, liberal Magyar Hirlap, and Pesti Hirlap, which used to be
close to the government but was basically independent at that time.
The document listed seventeen ctiteria of democracy in different areas
of society. The opening lines explaining the need for a Charter read as
follows:

“We, signatories to the Charter, Hungarian Democrats, independent
of our party politics, believe that the democratic process is held back in
our country. Many have turned away from politics not only as a result
of our declining living standards, but also because they do not believe
this to be a democracy. We know that, as in all historical transforma-
tions, this is a decisive period in our history that brings not only hard-
ship but benefits as well. We would like to safeguard them, and thus
we deem it necessary to make public the sort of Hungarian Republic
we want.” (see Appendix 1 for full text.)

The declaration was signed by 4000 people by early December.
Although its text was not openly antigovernment, Prime Minister
Antall thought it was. He called it “a collection of elementary consti-
tutional theses” that could be signed by practically anybody and was
therefore meaningless; on the other hand, he considered it an oppo-
sition action directed against the government that coalition sympa-
thizers could not stand for. He took the stance that #here is democracy
now and not that “zhere will be” when the conditions in its seventeen
points were met; and if zhere is democracy, whoever doubts its existence
questions indirectly the democratic legality of the government and ex-
isting institutions and is antidemocratic. Democracy was a political
concept for the prime minister and his supporters, based on institutions
and representation, while for the signatories of the Charter it was a
wider, social concept based on civil participation in a process that “can
never be ended by nature.”®> The existence of political democracy in
Hungary was not questioned by the signatories, they themselves had

fought for its birth in the 1980s. They, however, felt a need to identify
with the role of a critical intelligenssia and to maintain that identify by

25. Ivin Vitdnyi, “Egy mondat a demokricidrdl” (One Sentence on Democracy), Magyar Hirlap,
6 December 1991.
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changing from being advocates of political democracy to advocates of
social democracy.

Both political and critical intellectual motivations were inseparably
mixed in the Charter from the minute it was born. Politicians support-
ing the Charter were probably endeavoring to widen the political base
of opposition politics and regarded the Charter as a means to that end,
while the critical intellectuals were unwilling to interpret it in terms of
party politics (or if they were, they did not reveal it) and regarde.d the
Charter as a new “public social” form of a critical intellectual identity—
as an opportunity for the intelligentsia to break away from partial party
truth and continue to be a representative of some “universal truth.” In
this sense the Charter gained an independent life, turning from a means

‘to and end. As one of the signatories, Séndor Radnéti said, “The Kénya

paper made the Charter a topical issue, but it did not merely intend to
be another topical response given to a topical issue but a call to mobi-
lize people and lay down some basic principles.”?®

In addition to shared ideals and a critical attitude, the Charter had
another, less explicit but important generational relevance. Tivadar
Farkashdzy one signatory, and later a spokesman, said in an interview:
“I feel some anger inside, as it is my generation that should be govern-
ing the country now. The group of people termed “the Big Generation®
should shoulder the burden and the responsibility. Instead, what hap-
pened was that an even older group of people said it was their turn in
the dodgem.”?’

Following Antall’s response, whether to sign the document tur.ned
into a political, moreover, a loyalty issue: therefore, the representatives
of the government coalition and their sympathizers did not sign. The
action seemed to be “highbrow” intellectual initiative that was going
nowhere. When some of the Charter signatories held a press conference
on 29 October 1991, only a dozen people were interested. On 30
November however, when Antall dismissed the president of the inde-
pendent National Bank of Hungary Gybrgy Surdnyi, an extremel'y
well-qualified economist, because he had signed the Democratic
Charter, the slumbering initiative was given a new impetus. Antall

26. Séndor Radnéti, interview, 168 dra, 15 October 1991. ) e
27. Tivadar Farkashdzy, interview by Lészlé Kisbali, “A remény udvariatlansdga” (The
Unpoliteness of Hope,) Beszélé, 23 November 1991.
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thought Surdnyi’s signing an act of disloyalty: “If somebody is crying
for freedom at a place where there is freedom, that person has become
the victim of a misconception or is lying. Neither the president of an
independent National Bank, nor any member of the government can
give their name to such a document.”?® Csurka, the leader of MDF rad-
icals, used harsher wording: “It should be realized that the Hungarian
people authorized the MDF at free elections to govern the country.
Overemphasizing a need for professionalism is a dirty trick by the
Bolshevik.”? The signatories to the Charter, however, thought their
earlier fears had come true: “The Prime Minister proved there was no
freedom of speech in the country by relieving from his position the
President of the National Bank for his doubts about the freedom of
speech in Hungary”, said Konrdd.?® He believed the government ruth-
lessly wanted to implement antidemocratic goals. Both parties thought
they were true democrats and wanted to protect democracy against
each other.3!

" The cashiering of Surdnyi caused a scandal in domestic policy. It is
of secondary importance to us whether his signing the Charter was the
real reason or only a pretext.3? In response, the leading bodies of the op-
position parties .joined the signatories of the Democratic Charter,
which enhanced its political weight. Signatories protested against the
government valuing economic players by their political loyalty rather
than by their performance. Dailies published the seventeen points of
the Charter again. A group of economists turned to M.Ps in an open
letter warning against “the independence of the National Bank being
endangered by political interests.”> At an impromptu press conference
of some signatories on 2 December, following a strategy meeting,
Konrid made three proposals: 1) the Democratic Charter should be es-
tablished as an organization with spokespersons to speak out on topical
issues from time to time; 2) neighboring Central and East European

28. Jozsef Antall, “Fel kellett menteni” (He Had to Be Dismissed), Magyar Hirlap, 2 December 1991.

29. Istvin Csutka, interview, Magyar Hirlap, 2 December 1991.

30. Gyorgy Konrdd, interview, Magyar Hirlap,,

31. Andris Boz6ki, “Democrats against Democracy? Civil Protest in Hungary since 1990,” in
Gerd Meyer, ed., Die politischen Kuliuren Ostmistelenrapas im Umbrach (Political Cultures of East
Central Europe in Transition) (Basel and Tiibingen: Francke, 1993), 229-48.

32. Tamis Bauer, “Viltozik a kormdny kdderpolitik4ja” (The Cadre-Policy of the Cabinet is in
Change), Magyar Hirlap, 2 December 1991.

33. Declaration of Tamds Bécskai, et al., Népszabadsig, 3 December 1991.
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countries should start their own Charters; and 3) collaboration between
such movements should be launched.?*

A group of Charter signatories, including a number of journalists,
issued a protest statement on the following day condemning the way
the President of the Bank had been relieved, calling Charter sympa-
thizers to join, and announcing a rally to clarify appropriate further ac-
tions.>> They also published a full-page political advertisement, whose
words It can be your turn tomorrow reminded people of the symbolic im-
port of the removel of Surdnyi.>¢

This rally took place at the Budapest Town Hall on 7 December
1991. The Mayor, Gdbor Demszky of the SZDSZ, one of the democra-
tic opposition of the past, let Charter organizers use the Town Hall free
of charge-as he would on many future occasions.’’” More than 1,000
people (not only intellectuals) took part and agreed that the Charter,
which had started as a single move of protest, needed to be changed
into a movement initiative. In his opening address Konrdd identified
the Charter not as a party or political movement but as “a spiritual al-
liance of democrats,” which, he said, was a kind of “shield of the mind”,
an exchange of views among citizens, a “genre for self-arrangement of
the civilian society.” Several speakers reiterated that the Charter was
not an opposition move but a common denominator of the principles of
democracy and reminded the audience of the intellectual movements of
the 1980s. It was declared that former dissidents and their sympathiz-
ers did not wish to be subjected to power again and might achieve their
goal: to unite the parties that had lost the elections. Two politicians,
M.P.s remarked on the relationship between the Charter and the polit-
ical institutions: “The Charter is gaining importance as the crisis of
parliamentarian democracy is growing in Hungary” (Miklés Tamds
Gispir of the SZDSZ); “The Charter cannot replace either parliamen-
tary opposition or any element of the political institutions”® (Gébor
Fodor of the Federation of Young Democrats).

Spokespersons of the Charter were elected by open ballot for a year,
and participants adopted Konrad’s proposal that the Charter should

34. Interview with Gyorgy Konrdd Reggeli Kurfy, 3 December 1991.

35. “Declaration of Endre Babus, et al.” Magyar Hérlap, 4 December 1991.

36. “Political Advertisement,” Magyar Hivlap, Népszabadsdg, Reggeli Kurtr, 4 December 1991.

37. Katalin Bossdnyi, interview by author, 28 September 1992.

38. See the reports about the foundation of the Charter in the dailies Nagyar Nemzer,
Népszabadsig, Magyar Hirlap, and Népszava, 9 December 1991.
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have signatories and spokespersons rather than members and leaders,
though all signatories were, in effect, spokespersons.3® Elected spokes-
persons included four journalists, two sociologists, a psychologist, a
chemist, a film director, a high school teacher, and a professional politi-
cian of the MSZP; It was important to include as many journalists as
possible to ensure publicity for the Charter. It was also important to
choose people close to the (mostly) opposition parties. “The three par-
ties were trying to delegate people who were close followers. So they
could not be said to belong to one or another party, while they could
be influenced by a party to a certain extent.”*® The majority of the
spokespersons wete intellectuals who had stepped into the limelight at
the time of political restructuring but had later quickly withdrawn
from politics, as well as sympathizers, but not members, of the opposi-
tion parties. No one from the first group of former dissidents acted as
spokesperson.,

A newly organized group of intellectuals achieved their goal in the
enthusiastic atmosphere of the rally at the Town Hall. Intellectuals
“hesitating” between political and professional roles found in the
Charter an arena (and the opportunity to) withdraw to shape a spiritual
and political alliance. And professionals who had withdrawn from pol-
itics could again get closer to decision making without being forced to
join the rank and file of politics.

A “GENTLE POWER"—CHARTER ACTIONS

Following the rally, the influence of the Charter grew among intellec-
tuals. The number of signatories rose to 7000 in the following week;*!
(Horényi, 1992¢). Spokespersons daily recieved dozens of supporting
letters and declarations of intent to join, eighty thousand HUF (ap-
proximately 1,000 US dollars at that time) was collected at the rally or
transferred to the Charter’s account.?? The mood was a bit like that of
the revolutionary times of 1988-89, though the government press

39. Gybrgy Hordnyi, interview by the author, 2 December 1992.

40. Konrdd and Bossdnyi, interviews by the author, 1992.

41. Gybrgy Hordnyi A Charta dokumenticiéja. Hordnyi Gybtgy tulajdondban (The Documenta-
tion of the Charter: property of Gyorgy Hordnyi) (Budapest: MTA Kozponti Kémiai
Kutatéintézet, 1992).

42. Katalin Bossdnyi, interview by the author, 28 September 1992; and Konréd, interview, see n.
13.
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were, naturally, unenthusiastic,*? pointing out that the Charter was an
opposition movement and asking “whose freedom has been endangered
by a democratically elected government, who would like the public to
share their own fears, and why do they openly wish a change of the

'system without personnel changes?”4 The Federation of Young

Democrats (FIDESZ) was the opposi-tion party that openly criticized
the Charter for becoming something different from what they had
joined. Its parliamentary faction stated that “by signing the Charter,
they did not wish to approve of the establishment of a political move-
ment and do not wish to participate in it”;* The other two opposition
parties, the MSZP and the SZDSZ, did not mind. In response to the
FIDESZ position of separation, spokesman Farkashdzy remarked that
the Charter “does not wish to become a branch office of any party”; the
Charter does not wish to become a party, it is merely a “citizens’ ap-
peal” independent of any parties. 6

Elected Charter spokespersons initially wanted to arrange a
Christmas peace demonstration or collection of signature,?” but the
idea was given up for lack of time. Instead, an open letter of self-iden-
tification was addressed to the signatories; avoiding the term “political
movement,” it identified the Charter as a citizens’ initiative and em-
phasized that “the Charter is not directed against any patty” and “the
Charter is not backed by parties.”#® At the same time, thousands of sig-
natories were sent sheets to collect further signatures, the number of
signatories increased at a record speed, from 7,000 in December 1991
to 20,000 in mid-February 1992.%° The Democratic Charter Founda-
tion was set up during the winter, and the Charter’s own database was
separated from that of the SZDSZ, though a separate post office box
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could not be rented for lack of money, and new signatures were still ad-
dressed to the SZDSZ.>°

The spokespersons decided to issue reports from time to time on the
current state of democracy in Hungary. The first (and last, as it turned
out) occasion for that arose at a press conference on 13 February 1992,
where Charter signatories talked or circulated short reports on certain
phenomena in the press, the economy, and the political scene that
seemed to be endangering democracy. The press conference was pootly
attended and went unnoticed; the reports were not published.’! A con-
servative signatory, Béla Pomogits, caused a sensation with his report
on a meeting of the World Association of Hungarians held in De-
cember 1991 where he was publicly accused of high treason for sign-
ing the Charter.>? The spokespersons decided the press conference was
a failure and turned to arranging open political actions.

The first major demonstration of the Charter took place on the na-
tional holiday of 15 March 1992. For the first time supporter parties
were faced with a fait accompli when the spokespersons announced a
separate Charter rally and demonstration in downtown Budapest along
a traditional route of former dissidents. An event to be held on the day
of Free Press had become relevant because the government were trying
to exert increasing pressure on the presidents of the independent Radio
and Television and wanted to purchase the only liberal daily, Magyar
Hirlap. The arrangements for the demonstration gave rise to the first
confrontation between Charter spokespersons and the SZDSZ govern-
ing the capital. Mayor Demszky (a member of former underground op-
position) did not think the separate rally was justified because it
competed with his festive address. At a Town Hall reception on the eve
of the holiday, the Mayor reprimanded Charter spokespersons: “How
dare you make a revolution against us; organize a movement against me
who have fought for your freedom!”>® The parties reconciled at that
time, but the weekly Beszdlg, edited by SZDSZ sympathizers, attacked
the Charter later questioning “why did they not coordinate their plans
with their friends in advance.”>* The demonstration, the first occasion
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when the Charter brought masses to the streets, had about 15,000 par-
ticipants. In addition to Charter spokespersons and sympathizers, two
symbolic figures of the movement, Konrdd and Ivdn Vitinyi (MSZP),
addressed the crowd, emphasizing that it was not an opposition
demonstration and that the Charter had an umbrella, “para-party”
identity: “We are not supposed to defend one party, one way of think-
ing or one kind of taste alone but every taste, every party, and every
thought, even ones we dislike.”>> Their political opponents, however,
were of a different view. A few members of a rightist group demon-
strating in front of television crews insulted nearby Charter sympa-
thizers, including Konr4d and a journalist.’® After the demonstration,
the Charter published a statement in protest against government
threats to the political neutrality of the public media.

Following the demonstration, Charter spokespersons arranged two
meetings in Budapest in an endeavor to set up a permanent, informal
nationwide network. Spokespersons at the meetings met the most ac-
tive supporters, most of whom urged that the Charter be organized into
a formal movement. Participants included representatives of the
Democratic Trade Union of Researchers (TDDSZ), the League of
Citizens’ Rights, and the Young Socialists. Clubs of the Democratic
Charter were formed in the country, and spokespersons often visited
country towns and cities on the invitation of such clubs or to mark
their opening. Nevertheless, the Charter did not become a viable social
‘movement and on only a few occasions was its influence felt beyond
groups of the intelligentsia. A few socialist spokespersons proposed an
antifascist demonstration on 8 May to mark the end of the Second
World War, but the proposal was rejected on the grounds that 8 May
meant something else in the countries of the former Soviet bloc.>’

A Charter-arranged action for May Day, however, was a success.
Spokespersons had gotten hold of a government draft of the Social Act.
As it was believed unsuitable to ensure adequate social support, in col-
laboration with social politicians a call went out in defense of social
minima.’® Issued in a period when 15 percent of the population were
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living under the poverty line and the number of the unemployed ex-
ceeded 500,000,% it referred point five of the Charter, which said,
“there will be democracy if the state guarantees all its citizens basic so-
cial welfare.” Although this point had been opposed by liberals from
the start (who argued that welfare/social demands should not be con-
fused with a demand for democracy), it had found its way into the
Charter. The Social Charter containing it was published for May Day
and embraced by all trade union associations, Pensioners’ Association,
and youth organizations—the representation of five million people. An
overall support by the trade unions was sensational, as it was the first
occasion in the postcommunist history of the trade union movement
that all trade unions agreed on an issue. The Charter people and major
trade unions agreed to collaborate; the former communist trade union
association (MSZOSZ) and an independent trade union, organized fol-
lowing political resturcturing (FSZDL), printed Charter leaflets in
their own printing houses and distributed them jointly.%® Charter
spokespersons took part in May Day arrangements in Virosliget and
Népliget {two Budapest parks, traditional scenes of May Day celebra-
tions] collecting hundreds of signatures for the Democratic Charter.
The Social Charter, however, created the first conflict between liberal
and socialist members. Liberals warned that the Charter was going to
shift too far to the left and fall prey to MSZP ideologues.®!

Increasing attacks by the government coalition against the presi-
dents of the public Radio and Television occasioned another Charter
event. In the cultural committee of the Parliament, government coali-
tion M.P:s alone voted for a proposal to fire the two presidents, who had
been appointed by a consensus of coalition and opposition parties. In
an open letter on 18 May, Charter spokespersons protested against
“government policy violating the consensus.”$? Then, President Arpdd
Goncz refused to sign off on Antall’s firing of these presidents; the gov-
ernment coalition responded by proposing that Parliament condemn
the president for his anticonstitutional action. Goncz was caught in the
crossfire of political attacks by the ruling coalition parties. As stakes
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had risen, the Charter issued a solidarity statement on 26 May to sup-
port Mr Goncz: “The coalition parties consider the Head of State Arpad
Goncz’s move made in defense of democracy and the freedom of the
media anticonstitutional. We protest against the unjustified series of
attacks against the Head of State. A threat to constitutional order is
posed by forces trying to evoke hysteria, to disturb the order of society,
and to divert attention from an economic and social crisis.” The state-
ment also called for another rally.®> At the same time, twenty-five sym-
pathizers (mostly authors and artists and one of the leaders of the taxi
drivers’ blockade in 1990) published a full-page paid advertisement to
support Arpidd Géncz, starting another wave of signature collection,
which was promoted by the Publicity Club.%

By the time Charter signatories and supporters gathered on 3 June
1992 in the crowded Budapest Town Hall, 12,000 people had already
signed a statement to support the President of the Republic.®> Konrid
was the leading speaker of the rally; Vitinyi and others also addressed
the participants. All of them spoke about the disintegration of the con-
sensus that had tacitly joined the government parties and the opposi-
tion despite their differences of opinion. Unlike previous occasions,
open criticism of the government coalition was dominant. “The
President of the Hungarian Democratic Forum, the Prime Minister has
found the time ripe to set out rules for the mass media, an attack has
been launched against the presidents of the Radio and Television, who
are trying to maintain their relative independence. The President of the
Republic has also been attacked as he was unwilling to take part in
such an attack and remained true to his oath to defend the freedom of
the press, of speech, of thought, and of belief, refusing to play a subot-
dinate role to the Prime Minister’s censorial will,” said Konrdd.% Later
in June the constitutional crisis seemed to quiet down, and the draft
statement condemning Arpid Goncz was not submitted to Parliament
by representatives of the government coalition. Thirty-two thousand
signatures had been collected by the end of June to support the
President of the Republic, with active participation from MSZP and

gi . “A Declaration,” Magyar Hérlap, 19 May 1992.
. Tamés Ascher, et al. A Political Advertisement in Defence of Presid ad G6
: ent Arpad Gi
Hirlap, Népszabadsdg, 28 May 1992. i ner, Mawer
65. Horényi, “Documentation.”

66. Gybrgy Konrdd “E tus vizsgilata” inacd .
Tone g1y9 0. gy gesztus vizsgdlata” (An Examination of a Gesture), Magyar Hiviap, 4

East European Politics and Socievies 191



the MSZOSZ;5” the number later increased to 35,000. That was the
end of the campaign.

Nonetheless, spokespersons continued to receive letters, and a de-
bate on the Charter’s future held in the second part of the Town Hall
rally made it clear that sympathizers were far from being satisfied with
their achievements and wanted the Charter to become a wider move-
ment or an active network. Debates on the Charter’s future also in-
creased. Members who emphasized the Charter’s (party) political
function viewed it as a framework for political alliance between liber-
als and socialists.®® Others believed that the Charter should maintain
its independence from party politics and be socially oriented instead.®

The most important event in the history of the Democratic Charter
took place on 24 September 1992, triggered by a provocative political
analysis by Istvin Csurka, a vice president of the ruling MDE pub-
lished in the weekly Magyar Férum in August 1992. Analyzing the fail-
ure of coalition parties at by-elections and the stalemate of the “media
war” between government and opposition, Csurka drew the conclusion
that the extreme right of the MDF should either force the government
to step down or demand that political conflicts be settled by force
rather than by compromise. Csurka openly used some terms of German
fascism, such as Lebensraum and the “genetic degradation” of the popu-
lation on ethnic grounds.”

The Csurka paper outraged the intellectuals, and when the issue was
debated in Parliament and Csurka reiterated his views on television,
the public was shocked. Antall was hesitant to distance himself from
the paper, stating merely that he “did not identify with it.” Fear was
growing that the largest government party would fall into the hands of
extremists, and pressure increased on Charter spokespersons to do
something. Their meeting on 30 August resulted in a statement that
Csurka’s extremist views could not be tolerated by the democratic
forces. A mass demonstration was decided upon, and cooperation began
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with the opposition parties, trade unionist organizations and other so-
cial groups turned up in growing numbers to help organize it. The
Charter published an appeal on 10 September urging the government
to condemn anticonstitutional views and announcing a “grand demon-
stration” in defense of democracy at an appropriate time.”! It was al-
ready known that Csurka was going to speak at a rally of his followers,
and Charter spokespersons wanted to time their demonstration for af-
terward. As they could not foresee what effect the Csurka rally would
have, two versions of the demonstration were prepared: a rally, if
Csurka did not have a major effect, and a spectacular mass demonstra-
tion in case of a major threat.”? In the end, the latter version was used.
The rally of the right-wing radical, Csurka, did not only attract mar-
ginal groups but also modest, middle-class people—15,000 in all. It
was then vital to organize a much larger demonstration of the Charter.
Initially it was thought, with the agreement of the opposition parties,
that speakers at the Charter demonstration should be independent of
parties, and the Federation of Young Democrats announced that their
support of the demonstration depended on that. In the end, however, it
turned out differently. Following the Csurka rally, SZDSZ leaders be-
lieved that the Charter demonstration should be given major political
support and convinced spokespersons, with support from Konrid,
about the need for party speakers.””> Spokespersons’ opinions on the
change varied; some were pleased to enter major politics, while others
felt they had been faced with a fait accompli on the part of SZDSZ,
which ignored their independence.

Social expectations increased day by day. More and more organiza-
tions joined the demonstration, some of them providing financial sup-
port as well. In the end, FIDESZ also supported it, though it appointed
no speakers. MSZP did not object to party speakers. All three parties
and the major trade unions helped print leaflets. The Democtratic
Charter made another public appeal on 21 September announcing the
place and time of the demonstration and stating, “in Hungary the ex-
treme right have been pushing forward over the past few weeks. Racist,
antiminorities, inciting views supporting fascism were publicized at
different forums. The vice president of the MDF announced a nation-
alistic program called Magyar Ur (Hungarian Road), different from the
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coalition program and antagonistic to national endeavours to join a civ-
ilized Europe. . . . The Democratic Charter is warning. This is not what
we voted for in 1990! Let us defend the achievements of a peaceful po-
litical restructuring, let us protect jointly the freedom and democracy
we have attained in heavy struggle!”’4

The long list of organizations joining the appeal showed all the
shades of political opinion. It ranged from anarchists to an evangelical
youth organizations, from former communists to liberal democrats,
from greens to Christian sports clubs. (see Appendix 2). The list of
speakers was announced at a press conference arranged by the Charter
on 22 September, where different organizations expressed their views.
With the cooperation of sympathizer journalists, opposition poli-
ticians, and critical intellectuals, major dailies reported daily on the
event to come. A political “action-unity” of critical intellectuals and
leftist-liberal journalists was again apparent, an important element of
the Charter at the beginning.

Over 80,000 people, by reliable estimates, took to the streets.on 24
September 1992. It was the largest mass demonstration in Hungary
since 16 June 1989 when Imre Nagy (executed prime minister of the
1956 revolution) and fellow martyrs were ceremonially re-buried.
Demonstrators marched along their traditional route in the City.
Speakers addressed the crowd in front of the House of Parliament,
while the crowd listened with flowers and candles in hand, calling for
a joint move against an antidemocratic right wing and emphasizing the
importance of a quiet but firm response to aggression. Vitdnyi again
suggested that it was not an opposition demonstration but a meeting
of the “friends of society.” Konr4d reiterated, “if there is democracy,
being Hungarian is not forbidden. If there is not democracy, it is diffi-
cult to be a Hungarian minority in neighboring countries. Hungarians,
then, have a vested interest to see democracy prevail all over the
Carpathian basin.”’> The demonstration had a definite antifascist char-
acter. Participants included pensioners who said that they had last
demonstrated against fascism fifty years ago in 1942. Charter sympa-
thizer actors also performed. Major funding was provided by a religious
community called the Community of Belief.”® At the same time,
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Charter demonstrations took place in Miskolc and Debrecen with a few
thousand participants. Pl Forgéich, a former president of the League
(FSZDL), addressed the Miskolc rally. :

Although the government press tried to discredit the Charter
demonstration because of the participation of an alleged leftist extrem-
ist group,”’ it was peaceful and dignified, free from extremism. A large
banner with the words Fearless for Democracy was carried by spokesper-
sons; there were few other banners.’® '

The success of the demonstration pushed the Charter on to the level
of major politics. The initiative, started as a loose association of intel-
lectuals, was able to mobilize crowds that had been passive for a long
time. It is true that the number of signatories was increasing slowly,
but their composition had changed; after the Social Charter in May; the
proportion of the unemployed and pensioners increased.”” The Charter
did not change into a permanent social movement, but it functioned as
a symbol of democracy that could mobilize a large number of people if
need arose. The demonstration also meant another step toward closer
cooperation between the Charter and the opposition parties.

A month later a conference, “Revolutions and Restorations,” orga-
nized by the editors of the international journal Lestre Internationale and
other European intellectuals, was held at Town Hall. Gytrgy Konrdd
reiterated there his idea of setting up an international democratic char-
ter, which was supported by an overwhelming majority. Following the
conference, the Budapest Appeal was compiled by Konrid, Miklés
Mészély, and Vitdnyi, proposing to set out an international democratic
charter in order that “the state of affairs in the world” could be contin-
uously judged against democratic ideals. After identifying their joint
values, they suggested an international dialogue on the issue.®

In the meantime, radical right groups including uniformed skin-
heads disturbed celebrations on 23 October (Republic Day and the day
of the outbreak of the revolution of 1956), preventing by whistling and
shouts President Goncz from delivering his ceremonial address. Since
there were off-duty border guards on the scene, who had been taken
there on trucks, and the police did nothing to prevent the disturbance,
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a suspicion arose of organized forces being in the background. Suspi-
cion grew when Prime Minister Antall said only in his first statement
he “is not pleased with” the disturbance but failed to condemn it.' By
the time Charter spokespersons gathered to express their protest, Lettre
conference participants had already compiled a protest statement joined
by the Charter. Charter spokespersons next published a full-page polit-
ical advertisement in protest against the appearance of neo-Nazi ideals
with two photos: one recalled the takeover of the Arrowed Party (Hun-
garian fascists) in 1944; the other showed a neo-Nazi youth pho-
tographed on Kossuth Square on 23 October, with The caption Again?
No/8!

President Goncz was to inaugurate a restored Hungarian national
symbol at Tatabdnya on 29 November. Fearing a repetition of distur-
bances, Charter spokespersons asked supporters to attend and, if need
arose, physically protect the President of the Republic. About 100 peo-
ple responded. Police, however, were careful this time and skinhead
groups gathering on the scene had no chance to disturb the inaugurat-
ing ceremony. Many people felt by that time that the Charter remained
the last force to safeguard democracy in the country.

The number of signatories increased steeply in the first months from
8 December 1991 to 13 February 1991; in addition to the enthusiasm
of a beginning, Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP) organs also actively
participated in collecting signatures. Based on Hordnyi’s data (see n.
40), nearly 12,000 of the 27,000 signatures were collected with the
participation of the MSZP. The rate of joining slowed down later,
which can be explained by the fact that initially the act of signing rep-
resented “an action” for people, it was replaced with other opportuni-
ties for action later, including demonstrations and petition campaigns.
No systematic collection of signatures went on after July 1992,

A comparison of social profile of the first 10,000 signatories to a list
of 2,000 collected exclusively by the MSZP (see n. 40), shows a signif-
icant shift on the MSZP list to blue-collar workers, unemployed, and
pensioners. The Charter list collected in a spontaneous action by sym-
pathizers contains ‘may more intellectuals. (The 2,000 sample of the
MSZP has been based on data of signatories from 12,000 to 14,000,
therefore it does not belong to the first 10,000).

Over 27,000 people joined the Charter in one year. It should be
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noted that the proportion of the unemployed and blue-collar workers
grew after May 1992, following the Social Charter, though the rate of
increase at that time was considerably lower than at the beginning. The
Charter mobilized about 15,000 people on 15 March 1992 and over
80,000 at its mass demonstration on 24 September. Each of two rallies
at the Town Hall were attended by 1,000 people, and 35,000 signed an
appeal supporting President Arpid Goncz.

CHANGES IN THE CHARTER FUNCTION

The one-year mandate of Charter spokespersons expired in December
1992. In discussing the future of the Charter at several meetings, some
proposed that it suspend its activity for a year, because with elections
nearing it might be used by some parties for their own campaigns en-
dangering its very existence.? Konrid, however, proposed with some
support from others that spokespersons stay on for another year.5? At a
meeting in December, following a lengthy debate, spokespersons de-
cided to postpone their elections but meet again,? a political statement
was also adopted in defense of the President of the Television-who had
been suspended from his position by the Prime Minister by means of a
disciplinary procedure based on an anticonstitutional regulation that
had accidentally survived political restructuring.®

The spokespersons and their friends met again on 10 January 1993.
By that time the Radio and Television presidents had resigned under
pressure from the government. In the wake of a MDF National
Conference right-wing extremists of the party had become increasingly
outspoken.? Because of these tensions in domestic politics the Charter
meeting opened in a rather desperate mood. It looked as if the Charter
were in a critical situation. Some participants voiced fears that the rul-
ing MDF might postpone the 1994 general elections. A lengthy debate
followed on the relationship between the Charter and political parties,
in which two alternatives for the Chartet’s future were outlined: to
be an independent organization of citizens with its funds separated
from party funding, or not to be independent of parties and accept
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party funding. The “independents” remained a minority so the di-
lemma ended in an open victory for political parties.?” A new, sixteen-
member body of spokespersons was elected, which included four
former spokespersons; altogether ten of the founders of the Charter
were elected. The spokespersons occupations wete as follows: four party
politicians (including Konrdd and Vitdnyi), three journalists, seven
well-known scholars, and one high school teacher. The basis of choice
was their intellectual performance and former activity in the opposi-
tion; it was also important that they be sympathizers of one of the op-
position parties and should have access to the mass media. It was no
accident that intellectuals of the humanities were dominant, who were
masters of description and illustration.

Differences in the expectations regarding the future role of the
Charter dominated a Budapest rally on 7 Februaty, where about 1,000
sympathizers confirmed the new spokespersons. Mayor Demszky deliv-
ered the first address. He criticized the government for its overempha-
sis on party interests and said of the Democratic Charter, “The Charter
is wonderful, partly because its goal is to respect overall human rights
and partly because it is a balancing, coherent power between different
political ideas. It expresses a public feeling, a complete refusal of right-
ist views, and the demand to create the scope of true democracy.”®® The
question of how “a complete refusal of rightist views” could be coordi-
nated with the demand to create the scope of true democracy points to
the internal contradictions of Charter policies. Mihily Kornis, for in-
stance, urged “an all-society union” of the opposition and envisaged the
Charter in this framework;3? Konr4d, although he agreed with the ne-
cessity of action against a “fascist-smelling democtatorship,” empha-
sized that “social control over government” embodied in the Charter
“will be needed even if a future government is made up of the parties
whose members and leaders have signed the Democratic Charter.”*°

Charter events had lost their drive by spring 1993. The extreme
right led by Csurka had been driven out of the MDF, domestic politics
had normalized in Hungary, and a dictatorship seemed less and less
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likely.”! At 15 March celebrations the top speaker was the forced-out
former President of Television Elemér Hankiss.”?> Konrid dealt with
foreign political issues in his address.”> A May Day Charter leaflet did
not go beyond banalities, asking political forces “to stop useless fights
with each other and rise above second-rate political issues.”®* At about
that time another movement started—"“Act against Hate!”—which
differed from the Charter in that fewer intellectuals were among its fol-
lowers and it did not join and political group.”

The Democratic Charter arranged a collection of signatures in late
August 1993 to protest against televising the re-burial of Horthy, the
governor of prewar Hungary. The majority of these signers were social-
ists rather than liberals, many of whom had been prominent during the
dictatorship and had lost credibility.”® On the eve of the funeral cere-
mony, Charter spokespersons said good-bye to the Horthy regime with
a cultural program in front of about 1,000 people, emphasizing that
contemporary democracy could not be regarded an heir of the Horthy
regime.

The last two mass events organized by the Charter took place in de-
fense of the freedom of the press. The new management of Television
wound up its Jast independent news program with reference to an al-
legedly biased presentation of an earlier political event—the distur-
bances on 23 October 1992, which prevented President Goncz from
delivering his ceremonial address. On an initiative of the Chamber of
Radio Employees, 15,000 people held a silent demonstration in front
of the Television building on 30 October, followed by a mass rally at
Budapest Town Hall organized by the Charter. Some of the speakers
spoke of the threat of a political coup—following the coup in the
media—while some proposed that “in the shadow of a coup that might
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become dangerous,” the Charter should turn to international forums.”’
President Géncz emphasized in a letter addressed to Prime Minister
Antall that because of these recent events “Hungarian Radio and
Television have grown unable to meet their basic tasks,” and therefore
Hungarian voters . . . will be deprived of the opportunity to freely ex-
press their views.””® Antall replied and disagreed: “A defence of the
freedom of the press also means that an internal terror cannot be exer-
cised by certain political forces and groups of journalists who sharply
criticize everybody whose ideas are different.”®® Both parties acted as if
they were guarding the freedom of the press, though Antall considered
it an internal affair of the media. But Charter speakers emphasized,
agreeing with Goncz, that the issue had outgrown the category of in-
ternal debate of intellectuals,'® because oppression of the freedom of
the press could lead to a red-brown dictatorship.1°!

The last phase of the “media war” began in autumn 1993, marked
by a severe shift to the right of news programs (compared to the gov-
ernment center) and political purges in the radio and television.!02
Many outstanding authors, poets, and musicians, in protest, forbade
the broadcasting of their works on Hungarian Radio and Hungarian
Television.'%% At the same time, eighty-three intellectuals announced
in an open letter the establishment of the Association of Independent
Thinkers (FUGE) aimed at reviewing news programs every week and
publishing their findings.'** One hundred sixty-two actors signed an
open letter to the Prime Minister protesting against a “civil war of
ideals” in radio and television, which had rendered “creative work im-
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possible.”1% Some people were dismissed from radio positions because
they had played an active part in the Democratic Charter.!%¢ The
Executive Committee of Hungarian Pen Club expressed their solidar-
ity with protesting authors.!?” Although the Hungarian Writers’
Association also agreed that the freedom of the press had been vio-
lated, they did not support a boycott, but urged the government to
ease the tension in radio and television.'%® Writers and artists of the
coalition parties, however, published a statement condemning the
boycott.%? .

There were less than two months to go until general elections in
May 1994 when one hundred twenty-nine program editors were sacked
from Hungarian Radio, aftet which the difference between coalition
parties and politically active intellectuals (not only Charter sympathiz-
ers) deepened into an unbridgeable gap.!'® Although a political moti-
vation for the dismissals was officially denied, it was obvious and the
majority of the public found it revolting.''! The procedure was legally
unjustified and recalled the spirit of the 1991 Kénya paper and the
1992 Csurka pamphlet. Radio staff held a protest demonstration on 3
March, joined by the Publicity Club!!?; fifty-four intellectuals in an
open letter demanded the rehiring of the dismissed. Democratic
Charter spokespersons also published a protest letter condemning the
government more harshly than ever before: “A government that vio-
lates openly and defiantly the constitutional and moral principles of the
freedom of the press cannot be regarded a democratic government any
more.”''4 Similar, though a bit less harsh, wording was used at a press
conference held a few days later at a mass demonstration organized on
the eve of the National Day on 15 March in which 20,000 people took
part. Konrid said, “The Democratic Charter will continue to regard the
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Hungarian Government as limitedly democratic until access to full in-
formation has been ensured for the public.”!'> Some of those dismissed
from the Radio spoke, the seventeen Points of the Charter were read
and a spokespersons statement on the freedom of the press followed. It
demanded the withdrawal of the government from the media and the
adoption by the next Parliament of a suitable Media Act immediately
after the elections.’'® Opinion polls had already forecast that the gov-
ernment coalition was going to lose the elections because it had shifted
too far to the right and had lost popular support, which was promising
news for many Charter sympathizers. Some were actually looking for-
ward to the elections in May to end a period of misery.

Results of the second free elections held in postcommunist Hungary
justified the expectations for a change of government. The MDF-led
coalition lost. In the first round of the elections the parties actively sup-
porting the Charter received the highest number of votes (MSZP, 32.98
percent, SZDSZ, 19.76 percent). The second round of the elections
ended in absolute majority for the ex-communist MSZP with 54 per-
cent, while SZDSZ received 18 percent of the votes. The MSZP could
have formed a government on its own, but it was clear immediately
that they wished to form a coalition and the only serious coalition part-
ner was the SZDSZ. Konrid supported the coalition in an article pub-
lished after the first round of the elections and argued for a prime
minister to be appointed from his party, the SZDSZ.!!7 Although many
people did not support the latter idea, there was a growing pressure on
both parties to form a coalition, newspaper articles argued for an
MSZP-SZDSZ coalition. The Democratic Charter, which used to
launch events in defense of democracy and to call for a halt to extreme
rightist trends, went further and claimed to shape party policy. On 31
May, two days after the second round of the elections, Charter
spokespersons organized a public debate on the kind of government
that should take over in the country. Although there were some opin-
ions to the contrary, the majority of the speakers supported a coalition.
Based on this, Gyoérgy Konrdd, on behalf of the Democratic Charter,
publicly asked the leaders of both parties to start coalition negotia-
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tions.''® Not only parties wanted to influence the movement; move-
ment intellectuals wanted to influence their parties.

A civil movement had turned into a “kingmaker,” or at least be-
haved that way.''® Supporters of the Democratic Charter contributed
to overcoming the hatred between communists and anticommunists
that had been decisive in 1990 and to the cooperation of three social
élite groups—political reformers of the K4d4r regime, technocrats, and
leftist-liberal intellectuals.'?® The common denominator of those
groups, however, was not the social-liberal-democratic minimum rep-
resented by the Charter but a promise of modernization.!?! The
Democratic Charter often, with true pathos, protested against the
spread of a politics of ideologies though its supporters used value-cen-
tered politics. The socialist-liberal coalition that took over in 1994,
gave up ideologizing and also tefrained from a value-centered dis-
course. The language of the coalition returned to a peculiar mix of the
neutral technocratic terminology of the late K4dir regime and a “task-
oriented” bureaucratic language.

Conclusions

The establishment of the Charter and the events it organized offered a
chance for many to say “yes” to democracy and “no” to antidemocratic
phenomena. When people were unwilling or unable to find their way
in the labyrinth of party politics, the Charter simplified topical politi-
cal issues to one single alternative. In this way, the Charter became a
benchmark-here is “our” Hungary and there is “theirs.” Organized in
order to restore a destabilized political consensus and in defence of a de-
mocratic minimum, (and partly in response to a pressure from the gov-
ernment coalition), the Charter elevated politics to a moral field.?? It
was not speeches in Parliament but peaceful Charter demonstrations
that halted an advance by the extreme right.!?> In many respects the
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Democratic Charter has been one of the most successful political move-
ments of Hungarian intellectuals because it organized the largest an-
tifascist demonstration in Hungarian history.}2* On the other hand, the
Charter and its actions increased the polarization of political life and
deepened society’s differences. “Popular-front politics” was the price
paid for the defense of a democtatic minimum, which probably con-
tributed to the rapid return to power of the former communist party.

The extreme right suffered a severe loss in the 1994 elections.
Csurka’s radical right-wing party received only 1.59 percent of the
party list votes. Still, it is not easy to tell, even in retrospect, whether
the threat to democracy had indeed been as great as suggested by
Charter spokespersons. Election results suggest that the “threat of fas-
cism” had been exaggerated and had actually been less powerful than
the antifascist response it triggered; that, however could only come to
light following the Charter protest actions, and it is of course impossi-
ble to say what election results would have been without the presence
of the Charter. In the event, by keeping the issue of a threat from the
extreme right on the agenda, the Charter ensured a natural framework
for social cooperation against such trends.

In sociological terms, duality was characteristic of the Charter. It be-
came a clublike network in which intellectuals could talk politics. But,
because of its openness, it also had served as a channel for elementary
mass demands that erupt rarely. A real “umbrella movement” in more
than one sense, the Charter covered different social groups that would
not have communicated with each other otherwise; (see Appendix 2.)
It was also an umbrella in the sense suggested by Gyérgy Konrid:
when it was needed it opened, and closed for a time when it was not.
At all costs its members did not wish it permanently open. Therefore,
some did not consider it a real movement. This is not true. It was a
movement consisting of distinct actions, though it seemed to cease to
exist from one action to the next.

The movement needed well-known, charismatic leaders in order to
maintain its umbrella—like character, people who were able to catch
and hold the attention of many. Such was the role played pre-eminently
by Gybrgy Konrid, an author known all over the world, the father and
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magician of the Charter, its symbol, a member of the former democrat-
ic opposition, who was at that time the Chairman of International Pen
Club and member of the SZDSZ National Council. Similar figures
were the novelist Miklés Mészoly, the aesthetician Péter Balassa, the so-
ciologist Elemér Hankiss, the director Imre Kerényi, and the film di-
rector Miklés Jancsé. Charter spokespersons often spoke up in defense
of President Arpéd Goncz (a former dramatist); they had been in con-
tact with him and enjoyed his support. Ivin Vitdnyi was another im-
portant figure who had a dual role in the inner circles of the Charter—as
an intellectual and as a politician holding an important position in the
MSZP—and bridged the gap between younger socialist intellectuals
and the Socialist party. There were also differences between the parts
played by Konrdd and Vitdnyi. Konradd was in the Democratic Charter
because he was the “magician” of democracy and sat on the National
Council of the SZDSZ because of his fame and merits; he was first an
intellectual and second a politician. After 1989, Konrdd changed from
an “antipolitician” to a “metapolitician,” from a member of the oppo-
sition into a prominent figure of the Democratic Charter. (The rela-
tionship between him and SZDSZ leadets is somewhat similar to that
between the German author Giinter Grass and the German Social
Democratic Party of the 1970s led first by Willy Brandt, then by
Helmut Schmidt.) Konrdd’s links with SZDSZ leaders were close be-
cause of the long years spent together in the democratic opposition.
Vitdnyi’s credibility and movement legitimacy had different roots. He
had been appointed the director of a research institute under the dicta-
torship (and was not far from the “cultural policy” of the Kdd4r regime)
and offered “shelter,” that is, job opportunities, to members of the op-
position who had been removed from their positions. In 1989 he was
an active participant in changing the former state party into a socialist
reform party. He has been Chairman of the MSZP Board and an M.P.
since 1990. Compared to these positions, the Charter was a kind of po-
litical hinterland for him. Unlike Konr4d, Vitdnyi was a politician in
the first place. He was hailed as an active member of the movement
both by MSZP, preparing to break out from its isolation, and the
Charter, in need of organizational support.

The Democratic Charter was represented by estzblished intellectuals
who had a past history in the opposition (ot at least could not be con-
sidered supporters of the old regime), had been acknowledged profes-
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sionals, were close to the opposition parties of the period (measured by
influence rather than by membership), and had a chance to appear in
the media often and effectively.

The Democratic Charter was a movement of the age of mass com-
munication, where the image of a message is almost as important as the
message itself. Major Charter events were designed by professional di-
rectors of theatre and film, and charismatic speakers were the chief
spokespersons. A speaket’s image and ability to communicate were
more important than what he or she politically represented.

Another group of movement intellectuals appeared, consisting mostly
of younger journalists or other intellectuals close to the party who had
been selected (sometimes without being asked) by established intellec-
tuals. Those people did not belong to the democratic opposition of the
1980s; on the contrary, most of them believed for a long time that a
dictatorship might be reformed. Because of this reformist attitude,
they were a step behind events when the political transition started.
With their growing critical activity as joutnalists, they found it unfair
that the politicians of the MDF-led coalition government treated them
as they did the beneficiaries of the dictatorship. Most of them learned
the role of critical intellectual in 1990-91 and became Charter spokes-
persons—media people turned into movement intellectuals by the
Charter for a time. Their role was a belated compensation for what they
had “missed” in the 1980s. The value of their opposition behavior was
enhanced because it was modeled on the members of the former demo-
cratic opposition and “endorsed” by them. In a period when people
seemed to have lost their illusions about party politics, the position of
a Charter spokesperson enjoyed strong moral legitimacy in society. The
democratic opposition of the 1980s symbolically “accepted” media in-
tellectuals of the 1990s (or, putting it in another way, acknowledged
their need for them) and continued to approach former party member
intellectuals.

Movement intellectuals were identified by Eyerman and Jamison as
people who had been “trained” to become intellectuals by a movement.
Regarding the movement as cognitive praxis, they conceived intellec-
tual activity as a process rather than a project.!?’ Established intellec-
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tuals can operate in the context of a social movement, as speakers, ide-
ologues, movement communicators, and so forth, but they are not “cre-
ated” by the movement. Through the Charter, participant media
intellectuals through movement discourse could reinterpret their intel-
lectual existence, which was not created at that time and so was not ex-
clusively bound to the movement. One of the reasons why the Charter
lost force was that a government coalition took over that was emotion-
ally closer to Charter activists. The other reason was that their identity
was not bound to the Charter alone, so they did not need to hold on to
it at any price. Charter spokespersons, temporarily in an intellectual
position in the movement returned to the media in 1994 or became ac-
cepted as newly established intellectuals.

Another conclusion can also be drawn from the history of the Demo-
cratic Charter. Moralizing politics give an advantage to political intel-
lectuals over party politicians, the language used is more familiar to
them as a political discourse is their true field. The terminology, how-
ever, slowed down a desacralization of politics in the given situation,
the process described by Max Weber as the creation of politics as voca-
tion. The terminology of moralizing politics was used in reference to
civil society, therefore, as pointed out by Lomax,?6 it was degraded
into a means of self-expression for political intellectuals. On the other
hand, a sociologist spokesperson of the Charter emphasized the neces-
sity of directly democratic forms and a social acceptance of democracy.
He said that “self-therapy” of civil society rather than the new politi-
cal €lite could be expected to achieve that goal.'?’

Debates of that kind  propos intellectuals were about democracy re-
ally. The most important condition for the stabilization of a new
democracy might be the establishment and operation of democratic in-
stitutions, a professionalization of the new political élite. Concerns
about a substantive, idealized concept of democracy being a threat to
the new set of institutions based on representation seemed to be well
founded.!?8 Bur the intellectuals of the Democratic Charter were also

126. Bill Lomax, “The Not So Strange Death of Civil Society in East Central Europe: The
Hungarian Experience” (Paper presented at the Conference on “Regime Change and the
Transition to Democratic Politics,” Sofia, Bulgaria, 1619 September 1995.)

127. Ferenc Miszlivetz, “A Magyar demokrécia vilsiga 1989 utin” (The Crisis of Hungarian
Democracy after 1989), Kritika (April 1993): 14-17.

128. Andris Korosényi, “Intellectuals and Democracy in Eastern Europe,” The Political Quarterly,
65:4 (October-December 1994): 415-24.

East European Politics and Societies 207



right to believe that a new system born out of radical political change
demands not only institutional but also moral legitimacy. Social move-
ments are as an integral part of democracy as political parties or leg-
islative, executive, and legal power. Debates around the Charter were,
then, of two kinds: theoretical ones about different interpretations (rep-
resentative versus participatory) of democracy and pragmatic ones
about what action would threaten or strengthen democracy in a given
political situation. Some denied the necessity of making politics in the
streets in a given situation, although they accepted it in general; oth-
ers generally denied the necessity of direct participation in the opera-
tions of a democracy but in a given situation (with reference to an
exceptional threat) supported the policy of mass demonstrations. Some,
failed to agree with movement politics either in general or in actual
cases, others agreed on both issues. The debates were further compli-
cated by diffetences in interpretation of whether the intellectual or the
mass movement character of the Charter was to be emphasized and of
whether its dependence or independence of political parties was more
desirable.

Major studies by Alvin Gouldner and Konrdd-Szelényi of the ex-
pected arrival of the class power of the intellectuals made a great im-
pact when they were published in 1979.1%° The feverish months of the
changes in 1989 seemed to confirm that feeling. Nevertheless, the
ideas represented by Fehér and Heller have proved more solid: “The
time has come for mass democracy rather then the class power of intel-
lectuals.”**® With respect to the whole of Central and Eastern Europe,
this statement may sound either over optimistic or normative even
today. Until there is an unquestioned consensus in society that democ-
racy has no alternative, intellectuals in Central and Eastern Europe will
have a chance to play another gig as “civil magicians” of democracy!3!
or as a nationalistic counterpoint to it.!*? The paradox of the Demo-
cratic Charter was that it was a kind of prodemocracy, civil rights
movement, whose slogans and terms were compiled by a hierarchical
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group of privileged intellectuals who were gradually losing their polit-
ical influence. In the movement a confusion of roles by intellectuals,
which could be interpreted as a “counterattack by the Estates of the
Realm” against an institutionalized world of politics, existed alongside
intellectual identity based on continuous critical discourse and the
maintainance of civilian control over the institutions.

Abbreviations
FIDESZ - Federation of Young Democrats
FSZDL - Democratic League of Independent Trade Unions
(in short: The League)
FUGE - Association of Independent Thinkets
MDF - Hungarian Democratic Forum

MSZMP - Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
MSZOSZ - National Alliance of Hungarian Trade Unions

MSZP - Hungarian Socialist Party
SZDSZ - Alliance of Free Democrats
SZKH - Network of Free Initiatives

TDDSZ - Democratic Trade Union of Researchers

Appendix 1.
THE DEMOCRATIC CHARTER

We, the signatories of the Charter, Hungarian Democrats, independent
of our party politics, believe that the democratic process is being held
back in our country.

Many have turned away from politics not only as a result of our de-
clining living standards but because they do not believe this to be a
democracy.

We know that, as in all historical transformations, this decisive pe-
riod in our history brings not only hardship but benefits as well.

We would like to safeguard these benefits, and, thus, we deem it
necessary to make public the sort of Hungarian Republic we want.

1. There will be democracy if we respect the Hungarian Republic’s
legal system and democratic institutions in compliance with the

constitution.
2. There will be democracy if the law is upheld by the independence
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10.

11.

210

of the private sphere opposing the power of the state, and citizens
need not fear the authorities.

. There will be democracy if the state withdraws from the most im-

portant parts of the economy without delay; if privatization is
speeded up, and state-owned enterprises and banks are not subor-
dinated to the government; and if their directors do not act ac-
cording to the political ambitions of government parties but on
the basis of their own expertise.

. There will be democracy if new enterprises trade according to neu-

tral and supportive regulations, and their existence does not de-
pend on the patronage of civil servants and state officials.

. There will be democracy if the state guarantees all its citizens basic

social welfare.

. There will be democracy if trade unions, established by the work-

force, independent of the state and employees, protect the work-
ers’ interests; and if the legal safeguards within the trade unions
protect the workforce from all kinds of reprisals.

. There will be democracy if the current political forces abstain from

influencing the authority of the independent judiciary; if the state
guided by a wish for social cohesion rejects the notion of autocratic
and exceptional laws; and if there are no political reprisals in the
Hungarian Republic.

. There will be democracy if the current governing majority recog-

nizes that legitimate legislative and executive power must be
bound to the Hungarian Republic’s constitution safeguarded by
the Constitutional Court.

There will be democracy if sovereign government elected freely
by the population is not strangled by central control and does not
try to avoid having its affairs constantly examined and controlled
by its electorate.

There will be democracy if all citizens in the Hungarian Republic
can, if they wish, count themselves as members of the Hungarian
nation.

There will be democracy if the legitimate legislative and executive
powers always guard against blurring the concepts of nation and
state; if they are also responsible for those members of the
Hungarian nation who live outside Hungary and do not deny that
these people are also citizens, although they are bound to a differ-
ent state; and if they see East Central Europe as a reality in which
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

all of the nations living here affected by the changes can exist in
concord and community in the spirit of international agreements.
There will be democracy if the rights of minorities in Hungary are
observed and protected in the same way as those of the other citi-
zens; and if the state and current majority actively contribute to
this process.

There will be democracy if the state respects the convictions and
views of all citizens as long as they do not threaten others.

There will be democracy if the cutrent authorities denounce the
promotion of any kind of system of thought, either openly or se-
cretly, whether it is a state religion or a state ideology; if, further,
state educational institutes do not impose any sort of world view
on their students; and if the authorities support educational plu-
ralism in an unbiased way.

There will be democracy if the authorities guarantee scientific and
cultural freedom and do not evaluate scholars on the basis of po-
litical loyalty or their own desire for power; and if the relevant ex-
pert bodies have the decisive say in the patronage of science and
culture and in choosing the leaders of the cultural institutes,
which are still in the hands of the state.

There will be democracy if public radio and television become
completely independent of the government, the parties, and local
government.

There will be democracy if press freedom is not restricted by a
state monopoly, by the financial predominance of the independent
banks, or by the intimidation of journalists; and if the present au-
thorities supply the legal press organs with information.

Freedom alone cannot safeguard the law or the institutional system;

citizens must act to protect the law and civil freedom in the most de-

termined way.

We, the signatories of the Democratic Charter, speak out against the

threat to constitutional democracy and against impatient and exclusive
power groups seeking to render obsolete the Republic’s constitution, so
that we Hungarians will be free citizens, not submissive underlings!

Those who agree with this Charter should sign it and indicate

whether their names should be made public.

26 September 1991.
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Appendix 2.

ORGANIZATIONS WHICH TOOK PART AT THE 4 SEPTEMBER
1992. PROTEST MARCH OF THE DEMOCRATIC CHARTER:

Wallenberg Egyesiilet (Wallenberg Association)

Romaparlament (Romas’ Parliament)

Nyilvdnossdg Klub (Publicity Club)

Orszdgos Disdk Unié (National Student Union)

VE-GA Szivetség (VE-GA Federation)

Martin Luther King Egyesiilet (Martin Luther King Association)

Szegényeket Timogaté Alap (SZETA) (Fund for Support the Poor)

Helsinki Polgdrok Gyiilekezete (Helsinki Citizens’ Assembly)

Uj Mirciusi Front (New March Front)

Antimilitarista Csoport (Anti-Militarist Group)

Nyomor Anarchista Csoport (“Misery” Anarchist Group)

Magyar Zsid6 Kulturslis Egyesiilet (Hungarian Jewish Cultural
Association)

Marxista Ifjisdgi Szovetség (Marxist Youth Federation)

Mijus 1. Térsasag (May 1. Society)

Feminista Hal6zat (Feminist Network)

Z5ld Nok (Green Women)

Zsld Liga (Green League)

4—6-0 Csoport (4—6-0 Group)

Magyar Radikalis Pirt (Hungarian Radical Party)

NAP Anarcho-Punk Csoport (SUN Anatcho-Punk Group)

Ifjé Demokratik (IDE) (Young Democrats)

Keresztény Sportkor (KSK) (Christian Sport Association)

Zsid6 Didkok Magyarorszdgi Szovetsége (Federation of Jewish
Students in Hungary)

Teljes Evangéliumi Didk- és Ifjasdgi Szovetség (TEDIE) (Evangelist
Student and Youth League)

Térsadalmi Erdekegyezteté Tandcs (Social Interest-Coordination
Council) Its members:

- Keresztény-Zsid6 Pirbeszéd Kor (Christian-Jewish Dialogue Circle)

- Baloldali Ifjtisigi Tomoriilés (Left Youth League)

- Ifja Szocialistdk (Young Socialists)

- Baloldali Alternativa Egyesiilés (Left Alternative Union)

- Dolgozék Népi Demokratikus Szovetsége (Workers” Popular
Democratic Alliance)
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Ertszakellenes Fé6rum (Anti-Violence Forum) Its members:

- Alba K&t (Alba Circle)

- Budapesti Anarchista Csoport (Budapest Anarchist Group)

- FIKSZ Egyesiilet (FIKSZ Association)

- Jogsértettek Egyesiilete (Association of Legally Infringed)

- Hivé Szocialistdk Tagozata (Branch of Believer Socialists)

- Magyarorszdgi Reformétus Egyhdz Kall6dé Ifjisdgot Ments
Missziéja (Mission for Saving Threatened Youth of the Hungarian
Protestant Church) A

- Magyarorszigi Romdk Liberilis Szervezete (Liberal Organization of
the Hungarian Romas)

- Magyarorszigi Zosldpare (Hungarian Green Party)

- R-Kert Szolgdltaté Térsulds (R-Garden Service Association)

- Budapesti Szocidldemokrata Ifjisigi Mozgalom (Budapest Social
Democratic Youth Movement)
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The Party That Never Was: The Rise and
Fall of the Solidarity Citizens’
Committees in Poland

Tomek Grabowski*

There is no stable liberal democracy without an institutionalized party
system.! In the first few years following the collapse of authoritarian
rule, many—though not all—young democracies in southern Europe
and Latin America made significant strides in the process of party
building and institutionalization. After an initial period of oversupply
of new political groups, the process of elimination and coalescence led
to the emergence of larger-scale political organizations. Patterns of
party competition began to show some regularity. The major parties ac-
quired, or reacquired, deeper roots in society: linkages developed be-
tween parties, citizens, and organized interests. Parties became leading
actors in determining access to power. Finally, party organizations grew
relatively more solid: parties gained some autonomy vis-a-vis the
movements or organizations that initially created them, their organiza-
tions became territorially comprehensive, and the political loyalty of
elites to parties grew as well.?

In Poland, when the peaceful transfer of power from the Commu-
nists to democrats had become an accomplished fact in late 1989, many
observers expected a similar process to occur. The events of the subse-

* T wish to thank the staff of the Research and Analysis Office of the Polish Senate and my nu-
merous interviewees in Poland for their assistance in this project. My special thanks go to Beata
Grabowska, Shari Cohen, Carol Timko, Marjorie Castle, Ken Jowitt, Henry Brady, Kim Voss,
Krzysztof Jasiewicz, Veljko Vujacic, Maranatha Ivanova, Andrzej Bukowski, Victoria Bonnell,
Jacek Wasilewski, and Elzbieta Benson for their willingness to read, criticize, and suggest.
Research for this paper was supported by a grant from the Joint Committee on Eastern Europe
of the American Council of Learned Societies and the Social Science Research Council. An ear-
lier version was presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association
in Chicago, 31 August—3 September 1995.
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