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9 Revival of the past or new
beginning? The nature of
post-communist politics*

Andras Korésényi

The collapse of Co_mmunism and the first free elections gave room for the
emergence Of. multiparty systems in East-Central Europe. A wide range of
political parties have been flourishing and new political regimes have been
established. The post-communist transition did not follow a single
pattern: thl"ee major types of regimes had emerged by 1990. Dominant
non-authoritarian party systems, led by the ‘national liberation
movements’, had emerged in Poland, Czechoslovakia, Croatia and
Slovenia; dominant authoritarian party systems had been revived in
Romania .and Bulgaria; and competitive multiparty systems came into
existence in Hungary and East Germany.

Political dominance of ‘national liberation movements’

In Poland, Sohd.arity, being deeply rooted in the movements of 1980-81
‘has overwhelmingly dominated the political scene and remained an
umbrella organization’ of the opposition (then of the government). None
of Fhe _polmcal parties - Social Democrats, Christian Democrats
Natlon:a\llsts - f::oufd win any seats against the candidates of the Citizens:
Committee, wh;ch was backed by Solidarity at the 1989 general election
The role of 'Soh_danty, the ‘umbrella organization’ of the anti-communist
opposition, is similar to the ‘national liberation movements’ of the de-
colonization geriod in the developing world. The Polish Solidarity, or the
Civic Forum in Bohemia, absorbed all the political forces of the opposi-
tion, as f:hd the Indian Congress Party, and they were also led by
charvas.matlc }eaders (Walesa, Havel). These movements did not have any
specific gollcy orientation or electoral programme beyond a general
den.io::ratlc and Western-looking attitude and reform programme. With
thefr aggregative’ character they won the elections with an overwhelming
majority and became dominant ruling parties.

* First published in Political Quarterly, vol. 62, no. 1, January-March 1991, pp. 52-74,
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The Czechoslovakian development of the party system produced an
intermediate position between the Polish and the Hungarian patterns. The
Czech Civic Forum and the Slovakian Public Against Violence dominated
the political scene, but could not become the ‘melting pot’ of all the non-
communist political forces. Therefore, the Czech, the Slovak and the
Federal parliaments developed a multiparty character.

Revival of authoritarianism

In Romania and Bulgaria authoritarian regimes and dominant authori-
tarian party systems emerged.' In Romania, the nationalist and semi-
communist National Salvation Front, successfully creating an image of
the leading force of the December 1989 revolution, was able to preserve
the power and the monolithic character of the regime. In Bulgaria, the
reform-wing of the former Communist Party, by changing the name of
the party to Socialist and promising free elections and other reforms,
won the multiparty elections. It is characteristic of the new Romanian
regime that the strongest opposition party in parliament is organized
along ethnic principles by the Hungarian minority. The two revived
historic parties, the National Liberal Party and the National Peasant
Party, achieved a rather poor result. In Bulgaria, the coalition of the
opposition parties did much better, but the former ruling party, renamed
as Socialist, won an absolute majority of the parliamentary seats.

In Romania and Bulgaria the (ex-)communist ruling elites were able to
win the multiparty elections and preserve their political power. In spite of
the personal continuity, the character of the regimes are different from
their predecessors. The Romanian National Salvation Front does not have
a distinct ideological orientation, but has become a rather pragmatic
political party. However, it preserved the nationalist character of the
Ceaucescu regime, as the anti-Hungarian and anti-Gypsy pogroms showed
(the National Salvation Front either inspired or did not condemn these
violent actions). Beside its nationalism, the Front has a populist character.
The mobilization of the working class (miners) against the democratic
political opposition gives a Latin-American Peronist character to the new
Romanian regime.2 Though this kind of violence did not happen in
Bulgaria, the overwhelming electoral victory of the ex-communist Socialist
Party is due to its strong rural and working-class constituency.

The Serb Republic also belongs to the group of new post-communist
authoritarian regimes, though there were no multiparty elections there.
Serbia, under the rule of the populist nationalist S. Milosevics, became
one of the first among those countries to begin to transform their
communist one-party system into an authoritarian one-party regime. It
was the success of the populist-nationalist appeal which made it possible
for the Serbian ruling elite to avoid free elections for a long time.

This remarkable success of the (ex-)Communists, and the authoritarian
character of these regimes (especially of the Romanian) can be explained
by historical factors:
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1. In these countries there were no dissident or opposition movements
under communist rule. The Ceaucescu regime was overthrown by a
spontancous mass revolt, while the Bulgarian was reformed by the
ruling elite itself. The opposition in Romania appeared only after the
revolt, at the end of December 1989, and in Bulgaria in the second
half of 1989. Neither of them was well established, well known or
organized. Neither of them had for longer than half a year been active
before the elections.

2. These countries do not have strong parliamentary traditions with free
elections.

3. The political culture of the population, with the categories of G.
Almond and S. Verba, is traditionally a ‘subject’ rather than
‘participatory’ one.’

Beside these similarities, the Romanian and Bulgarian political regimes
have different prospects for the future. While the Romanian could easily
slip into a pure one-party authoritarianism, where no legitimate political
opposition exists, the politically more balanced Bulgaria has greater
potential towards becoming a representative multiparty system.* In
Serbia the regime probably could keep its authoritarian character, even if
it could not avoid holding multiparty elections.

Competitive multiparty systems

While in Poland or Romania the new political regime has a secular one-
party character, in Hungary and in East Germany the emerging political
scene became more pluralistic. In East Germany, though various political
parties were able to take part in the first multiparty elections in March
199Q, the political agenda, and therefore the new political scene, was
dorpllnated by the manner and speed of unification. The new East German
politics were very much influenced by the West German political parties.
In Hungary, the new party system developed much more from internal
political sources. The lack of a revolution or a strong popular movement
left room for a gradual and smooth political development, marked by the
slow decay and split of the ruling Communist Party on the one hand, and
by the groupings of the opposition along various political traditions and
orientations on the other hand. A wide range of political parties
developed and stabilized themselves on the political scene, and no room
was left for any ‘umbrella organization’ of the opposition forces.
Therefore, in Hungary, a moderate pluralism emerged with a represen-
tative party system; various political parties appeared with specific
ideologies, policy orientations and constituencies. Both in Hungary and
East Germany the elections were dominated by the contest of the emerg-
ing new parties, which produced clear-cut policy alternatives. These coun-
tries have the best prospects for the development of an alternative
government and of a West European-type multiparty democracy in the
post-communist East Central Europe.
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Table 9.1 Types of post-communisf party systems

Party system COMPETITIVE DOMINANT AUTHORITARIAN
MULTIPARTY .
moderate single-umbrella reshaped ruling,
pluralism organization party
Character of the  representative, aggregative, aggregative,
party system with policy no policy no pohgy
alternatives alternatives alternatives
Ruling elite new new old
Parliamentary
tradition strong strong weak
Political culture participant/ part'icipant/ subject
subject subject
Countries Hungary Poland Romania
East Germany Croatia Bulgaria

Czechoslovakia® Slovenia* Serbia

* Slovenia and Czechoslovakia can be regarded as mixtures of competitive and
dominant party systems.

The collapse of the one-party regimes and fast transition to the first
post-communist parliamentary elections raises a series of questions for
political scientists. What issues appear on the political agenda? W.hat
factors explain the new party formation? What are the roles of pollglcal
traditions and of the new issues? What characterizes the voting behaviour
of the newly enfranchised citizens? What political preferences or cleavages
exist after a four-decade-long attempt at political neutralization and soqal
homogenization? What kind of party systems emerge in these cquntncs?

This paper is an attempt to discuss these questions and use mainstream
methods and approaches to analyse the moderate pluralism which
developed in politics and the party system in Hungary.

The nature of Hungarian politics

In Hungary, a two-year-long transition process took place before the
March 1990 parliamentary elections. The first opposition movement
appeared in the autumn of 1987, and by the time of the 1990 elections
12 political parties were able to set up a nationwide organization
network. Six of them passed the 4 per cent threshold and becarne
parliamentary parties, as is shown by Tables 6.1 and 6.4 on pages 77 and
75,

As to their origins, the six parliamentary parties fall into three
categories. The first is constituted of those parties which developed out of
the dissident movements of the 1970s and 1980s: the Hungarian
Democratic Forum (HDF), the Alliance of Free Democrats (AFD) and the
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Federation of Young Democrats (FYD). The second category is that of the
revived historic parties, which had their origin prior to the Second World
War: the Smallholders’ Party (SHP), the Social Democratic Party (HSDP),
the Hungarian People’s Party (HPP) and the Christian Democratic People’s
Party (CDPP). They had dominated the political scene with the
Communist Party in the last two multiparty elections in 1945 and 1947.
The third category contains the two heirs of the former ruling Communist
Party, the hard-line Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party (HSWP) and the
moderate, reform-oriented Hungarian Socialist Party (HSP).

The origin of the new Hungarian parties

The first striking feature of the electoral results was the dominance of the
new parties: the proportion of the total votes for them (HDF, AFD, FYD)
was over 50 per cent. (55.3 per cent.) In fact, the competition of the two
major opposition parties, the HDF and the AFD, defined the political
agenda in the pre-election period, and their split determined the emerging
left-right dimension of Hungarian politics. It is a peculiarity of the new
Hungarian political scene that the two main parties, the HDF and the
AFD, grew from two small groups of intellectuals into dominant political
parties.

The AFD was formed around a dissident group of ‘urbanist’ intellec-
tuals which had existed since the mid-1970s. They formed the dissident
‘human rights’ opposition of the communist regime. Ideologically they
came from the left (many of them are ex-Marxists), but developed
towards a left-liberal middle-class radicalism by the mid-1980s. The
recent involvement of leading economists gave a rather libertarian
character to its economic programme.’ The HDF was formed in 1987
around the traditional ‘national-populist’ group of intellectuals, whose
ideal was a ‘third road’ (neither communist nor capitalist), genuinely
‘Hungarian’ future. They were less hostile to the existing regime, and had
contact with the reform wing of the ruling Communist Party.® By the
autumn of 1989, however, the HDF had developed towards a Christian-
democratic character.

The division of the Hungarian intelligentsia into ‘urbanist’ and ‘populist’
groups has historical origin. This historical split can be explained first of
all by political and ideological factors, but sociological factors play some
role as well. These two tiny subcultures have deep-seated roots and some
continuity since the 1930s.

The ‘urbanist’ intellectuals’” of the 1930s received inspiration from the
nineteenth-century liberal tradition and from the development of
democratic political institutions in Western Europe. The ‘populists’ were
inspired by nationalism and by the anti-capitalist left as well. Both were
‘democratic’ and opposed the authoritarian conservative Horthy regime,
but in very different ways. The political target of the ‘urbanists’ was the
political emancipation of the lower classes, universal and secret franthise,
right of assembly, trade unions rights, etc. Democracy has a procedural
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meaning for them. In contrast, the ‘populist’ intellectuals, although they
never rejected democratic ideas, concentrated on a programme of social
emancipation of the under-classes (first of all the millions of landless
peasants). Therefore land reform and other social reforms were in the
centre of their political programme. Populist thinking had a rather anti-
clite and anti-establishment character. They criticized the ruling elite, the
gentry and the Christian middle class as well as the liberal urban
bourgeoisie. They stood for the creation of a new social elite, recruited
from the peasantry, which was regarded as the only embodiment of the
genuine Hungarian character. For the ‘populists’ democracy had a
substantive meaning, i.e. democracy meant a certain social arrangement
rather than institutional setting and legal procedures. Therefore, unlike
the ‘urbanists’, they were much more interested in the output (policies)
than in the input side of politics.

The political and ideological differences were strengthened by social
factors. While ‘urbanist’ liberalism was associated with the Budapest
Jewish intelligentsia and middle class, the ‘populist’ approach was
favoured by the reform-oriented ‘Christian’ middle class (professionals,
civil servants, intellectuals).

The split was a consequence of the peculiar pattern of capitalization
and embourgeoisement in late nineteenth-century Hungary. Lacking a
‘Hungarian’ urban middle class, the Jews dominated the emerging bour-
geoisie. Therefore, liberalism and capitalism were associated very much
with the Jewish social elements of society. While the failure to create a
pure nation-state strengthened nationalism, the social tension produced by
rapid economic modernization boosted modern anti-Semitism. These two
tendencies fused very much by the inter-war period and had an influence
on ‘populism’ as well.’

The populist tradition remained continuous in the post-war period and
under communist rule among intellectuals, especially in Hungarian
literature. In fact, the revolt of the ‘populist’ writers at the 1986 Congress
of the Writers’ Association against the cultural policy of the Kidar regime
was one of the antecedents of the foundation of the HDF. On the
‘urbanist’ side of the Hungarian intellectual tradition, direct continuity
was broken in the 1950s. The generation of the 1930s was dispersed:
some of them emigrated, others became victims of the Holocaust.
Survivors of the war who stayed in Hungary were either imprisoned or
silenced under the Rakosi era of the 1950s. The following generation,
especially those who were of Jewish origin, became Communist in the
post-war period. They regarded Marxism as the only progressive idea and
remedy against anti-Semitism and nationalism. Under strict communist
control and censorship of cultural life, the internationalist ‘urbanist’ and
the national ‘populist’ attitude was expressed in literature and in the
esoteric debates of historians.'® The split between ‘progressives’ and
‘nationalists’ never disappeared in twentieth-century Hungarian political
thinking. The revival of urbanist political thinking began with the
appearance of the dissident Marxist philosophers at the end of the 1960s
(the ‘Lukécs school’). By the end of the 1970s, the urban wing of the
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intelligentsia, leaving Marxism behind them, switched towards the liberal
and radical political tradition of the inter-war period. The traditional
political split evolved again. By the 1980s, two tiny but influential groups
had evolved in Hungarian intellectual life. Having their historical
prejudices, they regarded each other with resentment and hostility.

The traditional and mutual prejudices of the urban and populist wings
of the Hungarian intellectuals explain to a great extent the divergent
character of the evolving political pluralism. The subcultural hostility
between the two elite groups strengthened their ideological differences
and determined the left-right scale. ’

Does the left-right dimension exist?

The second striking feature of the electoral results was the victory of the
right, and the failure of the left. But who is on the left and who is on the
right in Hungarian politics? Do these categories matter at all on the new
political scene?

To answer these questions, the following questions should be taken into
consideration. What kind of issues appeared on the Hungarian political
scene? Are they really separated into coherent ‘groups’ of issues along the
left-right division? What are the main differences between the character
qf the left and right? Let me list a series of these characteristics of left and
right in terms of some dichotomies'' (Table 9.2) and attach those parties
to each (in brackets) which have a specific alignment with those
characteristics.

Table 9.2 Characteristics of Hungarian political parties

Left Right

International (AFD, FYD, HSDP, HSP) National (HDF, SHP)
(HWSP)

Secular (FYD, AFD, HSDP, HSP)

Urban (FYD, AFD, SDP)

Industrial (HSDP)

Denominational (CDPi’)
Rural (SHP, HDF)
Agrarian (SHP)

Unions (HSDP, HSP) Business
Neutrality (FYD, AFD) Defence (HDF)
C'ivil rights (AFD, FYD) Social order
Liberal Authoritarian

‘Liberal’ (FYD, AFD)

I ‘Conservative’ (CDPP)
(pro-abortion)

(anti-abortion)

The characteristics of the right can be attributed more to the HDF, the
CDPP and the SHP, while those of the left rather better to the AFD, FYD,
HSP (and to the failed HSDP and HSWP). In fact, the formation of the
government confirms the relevance of the left-right political scale, since
it is based on a centre-right HDF-SHP-CDPP coalition.
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The economic dimension, however, does not overlap with this distinc-
tion. Though the HSP and the HSDP had some contact with the trade
unions, which coincides with their ‘leftist’ character, the two main parties,
the HDF and the AFD, have a ‘deviant’ character in this dimension. T"he
AFD (and the FYD) has a deregulation-oriented, more libertarian
economic programme, while the HDF was less radica} and shghtly etatist
in its economic policy. (For example, while the AFD is cpmmltted to fast
privatization, the HDF is more cautious on that question and aims at
creating a domestic bourgeoisie; it worries about the unlimited influx of
Western capital into the Hungarian economy.)

The different attitudes to the concept of private property and to
privatization are also worth mentioning. Private property is a ‘natural
right’ for the parties on the right, especially for the hlstor.lca'l parties (§HP,
CDPP). Therefore, they do not consider the former socnahst colleg:twlza-
tion of agriculture legitimate. The SHP inclined towards interpreting the
way of privatization as giving back the confiscated or ngtnon_ahzed private
property to its original owners, even though the cqnflscanon happenefi
more than 40 years earlier.'> (The line of the HDF is less strong on this
issue than that of its allies.) By contrast, for the parties on the centre-left
(AFD, FYD), privatization is a question of economic egficiency, and they
regard the status quo in property rights as legitlmatt_a.‘ The _socnahst left
(HSP, HSDP) also regard privatization as an economic necessity, but they
have not entirely given up their alignment to some form of collective
ownership. . .

In general, the economic and ideological left-right scales cross-cut qach
other. The libertarian economic line of the left-liberal AFD is on the right
of the economic scale, while the recent economic programme of the
centre-right HDF is to the left of the AFD position. R_cgarding the general
left-liberal character and the libertarian economic philosogl'{y of the Free
Democrats and the Young Democrats, they can be classified as liberal
centre parties. _ ‘

In addition, there is one more factor on the issue level Whl.Ch' un.derhnclﬁ
the centre-party nature of the AFD and FYD. Post—:qatenalzst issues,
like the green issue, the disarmament question, the ann-_death pena!ty‘or
the pro-abortion view, already appeared at the margin of Hungarian
politics. The appearance of the ‘new issue’ politics connected more with
the left-liberal parties (FYD, AFD) than with the right. The interweaving
of the ‘old’ and ‘new left’ underlies the centre-party nature of the AFD and
FYD. . '

The current social basis of the Free Democrats is also a factor of its
centre-party character. It is dominated by urban intellectuals and profes-
sionals (by the ‘new middle class’) and it does not have any institutional
link either to the blue collar trade unions or to the blue collar workers
themselves.

This leads to a more general question: what is the social character of
the new parties? The new political parties were initially or_ganized hy
small groups of intellectuals or old politicians of the historical parties
(who had not been active in politics since the last multiparty elections in
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1945/1947). Could they acquire an appeal to specific social groups and
forge institutional links to them?

The social character of the political parties

One of the main characteristics of Hungarian politics is the lack of
organized interest groups behind the political parties. The electoral failure
of the HSDP, which tried to establish links with eight trade union associa-
tions, showed the weakness and lack of credibility of the trade unions.
But parties backed by other interest organizations (the Party of Entre-
preneurs had the support of KIOSZ and KISOSZ, the interest organiza-
tions of artisans and small shopkeepers; the Agrarian Alliance was backed
by the association of collective farms) also failed to pass the 4 per cent
threshold and to gain effective representation in the unicameral Hungarian
parliament.

The lack of either a Polish Solidarity-type working-class movement or
Western-type trade unions partly explains the weakness of the left. On the
whole, the party formation had a strong middle-class character in
Hungary.

The social composition of the constituency of the different parties,
however, was divergent. The electorate of the historical parties (SHP,
CDPP, SDP) has the most specific character.

The Smallbolders’ Party’s strongholds were in rural Hungary. The SHP
became a sectional party, backed by the poorly educated old-aged groups
of the rural areas, by those who agree with the project to restore the 1947
private farming. The constituency of the Christian Democratic People’s
Party was very similar to that of the SHP, i.e., elderly, poorly educated
citizens with relatively low social status. There were, however, three
major differences: the sexual, professional and regional composition.
Diverging from the Smallholders, there were more female than male voters
among the electorate of the Christian Democrats, and its constituency was
not limited to rural areas but concentrated in the highly Catholic regions.

There were two other historic parties (HSDP, HSWP) which were not
able to become parliamentary parties but had a very specific social back-
ing. Both the Social Democrats and the Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party had a working-class electorate, but each of them was from the old-
aged groups.

The Free Democrats and the Hungarian Socialist Party, had a support
more evenly spread among each social group than the historic parties,
without extreme regional differences. However, both of them had a strong
elite character: high income groups, professional groups with high social
status, and the Budapest and urban population were strongly over-
represented in their electorate. To put it more specifically the HSP was
strongly supported by the old ‘ruling-class’ (the elite of the former regime,
like managers, high-ranking officials), while the AFD was backed by the
new elite groups (professionals, intellectuals). Both had support from each
age-group, but while in the HSP electorate the elderly were over-
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represented, in the AFD electorate their proportion was small. The
peculiarity of the AFD constituency was that in spite of its elite character
it was slightly over-represented among the lower income groups. The
Federation of Young Democrats also had support from all social strata,
but it was highly over-represented among the younger age groups. In
addition, the constituency of the FYD did not have an elite character: on
the contrary, it was over-represented among the lower income groups.

The Hungarian Democratic Forum had a strong middle-class character.
In spite of this, the HDF was the only Hungarian political party which
had a backing that was evenly spread among all social (income, residen-
tial, educational and age) groups. The HDF was able to create a ‘catch-all’
character, which became the main source of its landslide electoral victory.
In the single-member constituency contest, there was a two ballot system.
Without an absolute majority victory a run-off was held (in 171 out of
the 176 single-member constituencies) between the first three candidates.
The HDF could increase its votes by 30 per cent,” in spite of the serious
decline of turn-out (from 65 per cent to 45 per cent). The HDF could gain
most of the voters of the unsuccessful parties, i.e. the HDF was the second
preference of the originally non-HDF voters.

Electoral behaviour and party competition

How can we characterize the voting behaviour of the Hungarians at the
first post-communist election? Though it is difficult to draw serious
conclusions after one general election, an assessment of the main models
of electoral behaviour might yield some resuits. In the following I will
survey the main models’ of voting behaviour in order to find out
whether they are applicable to the recent Hungarian elections.

The party identification model, which assumes strong party alignments
of the electorate, explains some votes, especially the votes of the SHP, the
HSP, the HSDP and the HSWP. These four parties had long traditions,
and have some electorates with strong party alignment. But most of them
were able to regain only a fraction of their former electorates. The SHP
was founded in 1930 (and it had a predecessor in the 1920s as well) and
was on the political scene until 1948, The HSP and HSWP are the heirs
of the more than five-decades-long Communist Party tradition. The CDPP
does not have a strong party tradition: its direct predecessor, the
Democratic People’s Party, took part only in one election in 1947, Just
like the CDPP, however, the Christian social parties of the inter-war
period had good results in Western Hungary. The AFD, the FYD and
HDF are new parties, without a long party tradition.

The sociological model, which assumes that people vote in accordance
with the interests of their social location, explains only marginal votes.
Since the links between the political parties and the social interest groups
in society were rather weak and the electoral programmes of the parties
were far from clear in terms of special group interests, the ‘interest vote’
did not characterize the 1990 Hungarian elections. There might have been
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some ‘interest votes’ in some areas.

The issue voting model assumes that the voters rationally analyse the
programme of the parties on various issues of the political agenda and
vote for the party which is the closest to their own viewpoints. Voters also
evalugte the policy of the incumbents (and compare it with their previous
promises). The defeat of the incumbent (ex-)communist HSP in the first
ro_und' of the Hungarian elections demonstrated the general dissatisfaction
with its previous record. In spite of the fact that the last government of
the one-party rule was much more responsive to the people than its
predecessors, the election became a verdict over the four-decades-long
past of the one-party regime. The first ballot was much more a referen-
dum on the transition towards a multiparty democracy than a vote on
specific policy issues. The competition of the opposition parties, however
especially in the second round, might have made the issue voting modei
mon'z.releva_mt. The AFD, in particular, as a programme party, raised
specific policy issues with a clear-cut view on them. But, in general, the
electoral competition of the three major opposition parties was much
more that of political parties with different political characters, styles and
images, than competition of clear standpoints on specific policy issues.
(The HDF, which appeared as a people’s party, had a rather vague
political programme.)

Howeve;, there were some issue cleavages among the political parties.
The most important ones are: 1. the speed and methods of privatization;
2 c_:ontrol over the central mass media (state-owned TV channels anci
radio broadcasts); 3. the political responsibility of civil servants and
economic managers for the previous policy; and 4. the question of landed
pri)perty. In general, however, the issue dimension played a secondary
role.

The party system: revival of the past or a new beginning?

The dqminance of the new parties in Hungarian politics has been
emphasized above, but their role was not overwhelming. The historic
parties, i.e., the SHP, the CDPP and the HSDP, gained altogether 21.79
per cent of the (list) votes. In addition, the heirs of the communist ruling
party, i.e., the HSP and the HSWP, which also had a long historical tradi-
tion, gained altogether 14.57 per cent. Though these votes meant support
for the formt_:r incumbents, it also represented a loyalty to the inter- and
post-war social democratic and communist tradition (the left-wing of the
HSDP fused with the Communist Party in 1948). Though the new parties,
the HDF, the AFD and the FYD, did not have any direct political
predf:ce:ssors, at the ideological and issue level they represented a strong
continuity with the 1930s and 1940s. (The traditional ideological
subcultural division of the Hungarian intelligentsia as the origin of the
HDF and the AFD in this split has already been mentioned above.) The
Fural-unjban, agrarian-industrial, denominational-secular and national-
international dichotomies of the 1930-40s still dominate the division
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between the political right and the left. (On the 1947 political scale, the
Smallholders’ Party, the (Catholic) Democratic People’s Party and the
Hungarian Independence Party were on the right, while the Communist
Party, the Social Democratic Party and the tiny Hungarian Radical and
Civilian Democratic Party were on the left.)

These unexpected findings raise the question of historical continuity.
S.M. Lipset and S. Rokkan set up a model which emphasizes strong
continuity of the party systems (see Note 22). According to their ‘freezing
thesis’, the party cleavages, which had appeared by the time of universal
suffrage, tended to be ‘frozen’ and determined the further development of
the party structure. But if Lipset and Rokkan’s ‘freezing-thesis’ on the
continuity of party structure fits the development of the Hungarian
political scene at all, what period should be regarded as a ‘starting point’?
Before 1945 there were no free elections with secret ballot and the
freedom of political parties to enter the contest was also limited."” The
1945 elections achieved a universal franchise and the secret ballot, but
excluded all but one of the political parties on the right, therefore the
Smallholders’ Party took all the votes on the right. The 1947 elections
gave more parties on the right the chance to enter the contest (viz. the
Smallholders’ Party fragmented into three major parties - the Catholic
‘Democratic People’s Party’ ((C)DP), the ‘Hungarian Independence Party’
(HIP) and the SHP itself), but restricted the franchise and excluded about
10 per cent of the citizens, most of whom were voters of the right. In spite
of these restrictions, the 1947 general elections gave an opportunity for
the expression of a wide range of political preferences. Therefore the
political scene and party structure of the 1947 elections can be regarded
as a ‘starting point’ which could have determined the further development
of the party structure if the multiparty system had not been abolished.
Therefore, if the ‘freezing thesis’ of Lipset and Rokkan is relevant in our
case — which is my hypothesis - the party structure produced by the 1990
elections should be a revival of the 1947 one.

The 1988-90 period showed signs of historical continuity on the issue
and ideological levels, as has been described above. The 1990 general
elections demonstrated to a certain extent even the sub-cultural cleavages
of society survived, as the strong regional character of the historic parties
shows. Namely, the votes for the historical parties were far above their
national average in those regions which were their strongholds in 1947 at
the time of the last multiparty elections (see Tables 9.3-9.6). This shows
some continuity in electoral behaviour.

Hungary is divided into five politico-geographical regions. The first is
the metropolitan area of Budapest, which is the most developed part of
Hungary and represents one million voters by itself. The second is the
heavy industrial North East (N6grad, Heves and Borsod-Abaiij-Zemplén
counties) with its high working-class population and communist tradition.
In addition, this region has a high Catholic population. The third region
is the rural south-eastern ‘Tiszantul’ (Békés, Szolnok, Hajdu-Bihar and
Szabolcs-Szatmar counties). This is the only region in Hungary which has
a Protestant character. The fourth is rural Mid- and South Hungary (Pest,

F =
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Table 9.3 The regipnal character of Smallholders’ constituency in 1947 and
1990. Difference from the national average (proportion of total
votes, in %) by regions

1947 1990
Metropolitan -8.0 ~-35.0
Budapest -
Industrial -0.6 -3.1
north-east
Protestant-rural +7.1
“Tiszénedl 52
Rural +1.4 +2.7
mid-south ’
Urbanized ~-2.4 =09
north-west

Source: calculated by the author.

Table 9.4 The regional character of the 1947 Democratic People’s Party* and
of the 1990 Christian Democratic People’s Party. Difference from
the national average (proportion of total votes, in %) by regions

1947 1990
Metropolitan -11.3 -0.7
Budapest
Industrial +1.2 +5.0
north-east
Protestant-rural -8.7 -3.9
‘Tiszantal’
Rural +35.0 +0.2
mid-south
Urbanized +17.4 0.7%*
north-west

* Together with the result of the Christian Women’s Camp.

“* In one of the four counties (Fejér) the CDP did not have a party list, while
in the other three counties of the north-west region the party got 9.7 per cent of
the total votes, i.e. +3.2 per cent over its national average.

Source: calculated by the author.

Bécs-Kiskun, Csongrad, Baranya, Somogy, Zala, Veszprém and Tolna
counties).”® The fifth is the most developed and urbanized rural region,
the.North West (Vas, Gydr-Sopron, Komarom and Fejér counties). Each
region has its own particular political character.

The votes of the Smallbolders’ Party were concentrated in the southern
and south-eastern regions where they surpassed their national average by
3-10 per cent. In these rural regions, the SHP had strong political
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traditions and gained over its average in the 1947 parliamentary elections
as well. On the other hand, Budapest turned out to be their weakest
region in 1990, as it was in the post-war elections (sce.Table 9;3).
Though the 1990 results of the Christian Democratic People’s Party
(CDPP) were much poorer than in 1947, their regional d_lstrlbutlpn
follows the same pattern (see Table 9.4). In most of the Cat.hollc counties
(Gyor-Sopron, Heves, Négrad, Tolna, Vas and Zala count.xes) the (;DPP
got 10-15 per cent of the votes at the 1990 general elections, which is
twice as high as its national average. They had the poorest resulf in ti}uz
south-eastern Protestant ‘Tiszantil’ region. In most of the ‘Tiszdntul
constituencies the CDPP could not even put up candidates.”

Table 9.5 The regional character of the 1947 Hungarian Communist Party and
the 1990 HS(W)P.* Difference from the national average
(proportion of total votes, in %) by regions

1947 1990
Metropolitan +5.2 +2.5
Budapest
Industrial +7.1 +3.9
north-east
Protestant-rural -0.9 +1.9**
‘Tiszantul’
Rural -3.7 -2.5
mid-south
Urbanized -1.9 -2.9
north-west

* HP(W)SP = HSP + HSWP votes. ) _

** The reason for the good HS(W)P result is that the ‘Tiszédntdl’ region was the
stronghold of the radical agrarian National Peasant Party (NPP) at ic, 19’4,7.
elections. The NPP was the rural ally of the Communists and in ‘Tiszantdl’ it
gained almost twice the number of votes as in general (+8.2 per cent over its
national average). The NPP could not reorganize itself by the time of the 1990
elections, so the HSP and the HSWP got all the votes of the radical-left
tradition.

Source: calculated by the author.

The (ex-)communist HSP and HSWP altogether gained between 9 and
14 per cent of the votes in Western Hungary while in Budapest an_d
eastern Hungary they gained 16-20 per cent (see Table 9.5). This
divergence can also be explained by historical traditions. In Budapest and
in the north-eastern heavy industry region the industrial character and Fhe
strong social democratic and communist tradition explains their high
votes. In the Protestant south-eastern ‘Tiszantul’ region there is no direct
correlation between the 1947 result of the Hungarian Communist Party
(HCP) and the 1990 result of the HS(W)P. While the HCP got slightly
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Table 9.6 The regional character of the 1947 Social Democratic Party and the
1990 Alliance of Free Democrats. Difference from the national
average (proportion of total votes, in %) by regions

SDP - 1947 AFD - 1990
Metropolitan +9.8 +5.7
Budapest
Industrial -0.4 -4.2
north-east
Protestant-rural -5.5 -4.2
‘Tiszantal®
Rural -2.2 -2.1
mid-south
Urbanized +1.1 +4.8
north-west

Source: calculated by the author,

under its average in 1947, the HS(W)P exceeded it by 1.9 per cent. The
explanation might lie in the historical role of agrarian radicalism in this
region, which was expressed by high National Peasant Party (NPP) votes
at the 1945 and 1947 elections. The NPP became the rural ally of the
Communists (HCP) and got almost twice the number of votes (16.5 per
cent) in the ‘Tiszdntul’ region as in general (their national average was 8.3
per cent).

Although the new parties, the two major parties, the HDF, the AFD
and the minor FYD do not have direct political predecessors, the question
of whether they follow any historical voting pattern should nonetheless be
answered. The Hungarian Democratic Forum, as a ‘catch-all’ party on the
right, had a relatively evenly spread constituency and does not have a
strong regional character; neither does it follow any historical pattern.
The same is true of the Federation of Young Democrats, which had the
most evenly spread constituency in regional terms, though it slightly
correlated with the Free Democratic votes. Diverging from the HDF and
the FYD, the Alliance of Free Democrats has a remarkable regional
character. The metropolitan Budapest region and the rather developed
and urbanized North-West Hungary turned out to be the strongholds of
the AFD, and it got weaker results in all the other rural regions. In addi-
tion, there is a positive correlation between the regional distribution of the
1990 AFD and the 1947 Social Democrat votes (see Table 9.6).

This correlation prevails not only in the five bigger regions, but in 17
out of 20 counties as well.”” One of the three exceptions is the southern
rural Békés county, a traditional stronghold of agrarian radicalism, where
the HSDP has a long historical tradition. Another exception is the north-
east industrial Borsod county, where the trade union-based HSDP was
strong (but much weaker than the Communists) in the post-war period.
The example of Borsod underlines the basic difference between the 1947
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and the 1990 AFD constituencies. While the former received a high
working-class vote, the AFD got much less. Besides its trade union bases,
the post-war SDP was not a pure blue-collar party. It was the main
moderate parliamentary political party on the left,”" so it also collected
the votes of the urban middle class, who were alienated from the national,
clerical and/or agrarian-rural character of the right. The AFD (and the
FYD) had the same democratic (but more liberal) appeal in 1990 and
occupied the same position on the political scale.

The emerging Hungarian party structure is different from that of 1947
in three important aspects. First, while in 1945/47 the Social Democrats
and Communists, backed by trade unions, dominated the left, the 1988-
90 period was marked by fragmentation and the lack of a working-class
base. Second, while in the post-war years the Hungarian political scene
developed towards a bipolarization, in 1988-90 the emergence of a strong
left-liberal centre (AFD, FYD) produced a tripolar structure. Thirdly, the
emergence of a strong ‘catch-all’ party (the HDF) in 1990 is a new
phenomenon. Therefore, strictly speaking, the ‘freezing thesis’ of Lipset
and Rokkan lost its validity in the Hungarian case. In a wider sense,
however, it is more relevant. The revival of the historical parties and of
their constituencies, and the positive correlation between the 1947 HSDP
and the 1990 AFD constituency, lead to the conclusion that there is a
remarkable continuity between the pre- and post-communist Hungarian
politics. It exists not only on issue and ideological levels but in the dimen-
sion of social cleavage as well. As the examples of the AFD and the HSDP
show, it is a wider phenomenon than the revival of the historical parties.
Though with the emergence of the new parties the party structure has
changed significantly, traditions are still alive in the dimension of political
culture and attitudes as well.

Regarding Lipset and Rokkan’s thesis, we might put up another
hypothesis and consider the period of 1989-90 as the ‘starting period’ of
the model. The following elections will show whether the emerging party
system will follow Lipset and Rokkan’s ‘freezing thesis’™, the party
system of the 1990 election period becoming stabilized, or whether it will
change significantly, My assumption is that the party formation and
constituency of the right (HDF, SHP, CDPP), which was able to revive its
traditional constituency and party alignment and produce a modern
‘catch-all’ party as well, has a strong potential to preserve its current
political character and party structure.

The stability of the status quo that has emerged is, however, less likely
to be maintained from the left of the centre. The reason is that on the one
hand, the traditional political loyalty of the working-class disappeared;
the socialist left became fragmented and dispersed. On the other hand,
two new left-liberal programme parties (ADF, FYD) emerged, and,
becoming the main rivals of the winning right coalition, occupied the
political position of the moderate left. In spite of this, since the AFD did
not have a clear and stable electoral basis and because of the logic of
political competition, the AFD might be compelled to seek a social
democratic political character. Since most of the parties on the left of the
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centre (except the .FYD) endeavour to recreate and occupy the political
position and csppcxally the constituency of a classical social democratic
party, restructuring on the left of the political scene is very likely.

Hungarian democracy: social cleavages and party system

With the 1989 constitutional amendments and 1990 free multiparty elec-
tions, Hungary fulfils the two major criteria for democratic political
systems.” The constitution and the political practice have tended
towards a parliamentary form of democratic government.?* The political
traditions and the electoral law have produced a multiparty parliament.
Since the political scene and the electorate were rather fragmented, no
party gained the majority of the seats and a coalition government was
formed. But what prospects does Hungary have for a stable democracy?
What kind of democracy has emerged in terms of social-political cleavages
and party system? The political scene of the pre-election period was rather
polarized. Finally, six parties gained 97 per cent of the parliamentary
seats (376 out of 386 seats), which is still a rather fragmented political
scene.

In general, two major factors are taken into account as far as the nature
and stability of democratic regimes are concerned: first, the nature of the
social cleavages (homogeneous or plural society), and secondly, the
character of the party system.

Homogeneous or plural society?

Hungary society was clearly a plural one in the inter-war and the
immediate post-war period. The more than four-decades-long communist
rule, however, destroyed the institutions of the subcultures and carried
out the greatest social homogenization programme in human history. It
was very successful, as far as the institutional level is concerned. The
institutions of the different social, residential, religious and professional
groups were banned and abolished. People were either atomized or forced
into organizations strictly directed and controlled by the Communist
Party. Though a great industrialization programme of the 1950-60s*
radically changed the fabric of society (the occupational structure, etc.),
producing ‘rootless’ generations, the homogenization programme was less
successful on the level of attitudes, values and social habits. Non-
institutionalized, informal (religious, residential, national, occupational,
racial, etc.) group loyalties as well as the memories of pre-communist
political alignments and loyalties survived, as the fast revival of political
traditions in the years 1987-90 and the electoral successes of the
historical parties testify. Since then, there have been no administrative
obstacles to the institutionalization of the segmented social groups;
;ﬂerefore the plural character of Hungarian society might strengthen in the
ture.
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Contemporary Hungarian society can be described as sligh_tly geg’mentgd
rather than plural; a segmented society with various ‘objective social
(religious, cultural, ideological and ‘class’) cleavages, which are not
institutionalized but exist in inherited attitudes, instincts and memories of
the people. This social segmentation, however, has an effect on the (?Iec-
toral behaviour of the people, as the voting patterns of the 1990 elections
showed.?

The party system: moderate or extreme pluralism?

In general, homogeneous societies tend to produce a two-party system (or
a moderate pluralism) and a stable form of democratic government. Plural
societies, however, have to face more difficulties in creating a stable
democracy. Much depends on the way social cleavages are transformed
into political cleavages by the party system. e

G. Sartori distinguished between bipolar and multipolar party competi-
tion. A bipolar party competition, either in a two-party or in a multiparty
system, tends toward a moderate pluralism with centripetal party
competition. A multipolar competition in a multiparty system, however,
leads toward a polarized (extreme) pluralism with a centrifugal party
competition.” The short history of the Hungarian multiparty competi-
tion of the 1988-90 pre-election period was a multipolar one, where the
HS(W)P, the HDF and the AFD formed the three main poles. After the
marginalization of the HS(W)P, however, the competition tended to
follow a bipolar pattern, where the political contest was dominated by the
Hungarian Democratic Forum-Free Democrats competitioq._ :

The prospects for bipolar or multipolar party competition are still
unclear. In spite of the bipolarity of contemporary Hungarian politics, the
left-liberal centre-party character of the Free Democrats and Young
Democrats leaves room for the tripolar development of Hungarian
politics. If the Socialist Party (HSP) regains its political credibuhty and
moves successfully towards the unoccupied position of a classical social
democratic party, the AFD and FYD might be closed into a centre party
position. .

Other scholars emphasize that the polarity of the political scene depends
very much on the depth of the social and political cleavages of a plural
society, i.e. on the breadth and intensity of the polarity. If there is no
consensus among the main political actors on basic constitutional or
procedural questions, the form of government and of democracy itself
might be fragile. o

A. Lijphart emphasizes the role of political elites in stabilizing t_he
democratic form of government in a plural society, where the social
cleavages are deep and directly transformed into political cleavages.
Hostile elite behaviour may deepen the political fragmentation and
produce a centrifugal party competition and therefore a fragile
democracy, as in the classical examples of the Weimar Republic and the
Fourth French Republic. A consensus-oriented, coalescent elite behaviour,
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however, might moderate and counterbalance the hostile political
cleavages of a plural society, and produce a ‘consociational democracy’ as
the Dutch, Belgian and Swiss examples demonstrated. In consociational
democracies, the forms of coalition government prevail.*

Where can we place Hungary in Lijphart’s typology? Its society is
between a ‘plural’ and a ‘homogeneous’ type. Its elite behaviour is much
more ‘adversarial’ than the nature of the social cleavages (while at a social
level the homogenization programme eclipsed the traditional cleavages,
the emerging new parties — the HDF and the AFD - were rooted in the
traditional subcultural hostility of rival elite groups of the ‘intelligentsia’).

If some cautious conclusion could be drawn it might be the following:
on the rather fragmented and multiparty Hungarian political scene there
are tendencies towards ‘centrifugal party competition’, but this is much
more the consequence of adversarial elite behaviour than the cleavages of
the segmented and slightly plural society. Hungary is an example of a
‘reversed’ adversarial policy.
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the political reforms and to free elections, in Romania a popular revolt and a
violent struggle led to the transition.

5. In Hungary it was the ‘human right’ or ‘democratic opposition’, formed by
leftist dissident intellectuals in 1977, which came into existence as a radical
anti-system opposition. They published the leading ‘samizdat’ journals, like the
Beszélo and the Hirmondd during the 1980s. The human rights principle
united the different Marxist, Maoist, liberal socialist and plebeian radical
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American sense) and radical democratic views (in a French sense) by the mid-
1980s. They considered the liberalism and middle-class radicalism of
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Budapest urban intellectuals, philosophers, historians, sociologists and
economists, with a significant proportion being of Jewish origin.

. The moderate opposition came into existence with the foundation of the

Hungarian Democratic Forum (HDF) in September 1987. The HDF had its
own ideology of the populism. The HDF was founded by populist writers and
intellectuals. The HDF tried to keep an intermediate position between the
regime and the opposition and enjoyed the support of the reform wing of the
ruling Communist Party. The intermediate self-positioning of the HDF
between the regime and the radical opposition was due to different factors.
The crucial one was the traditional split of the Hungarian intelligentsia
between the populist and the urban wing; therefore the reviving populist
movement established its own organization and did not join the ‘democratic
opposition’, which was the political expression of the radical urban intellec-
tuals.
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‘populists’, liberal parliamentarism and Manchesterian liberalism meant first,
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the power monopoly of alien social groups. The populists were for some
‘third road’ between East and West, between capitalism and socialism. Their
ideal was the formation of co-operatives based on private farming in
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Micj— and South-‘Dunéntil’ (Danubia) and the ‘Alféld” without the ‘Tiszéntil’
region. :

Szabolcs-Szatmér county was the only exception from the four south-eastern
‘Tiszantil’ regions where the CDPP had candidates (and votes). It is
religiously more mixed, with a higher Roman and Greek Catholic population,
and the CDPP here has political traditions as well.
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HSDP and the 1990 AFD votes, there are positive correlations in only 13 out
of the 20 counties,

Beside the HSDP two tiny urban liberal parties existed - the Hungarian
Radical Party and the Civilian Democratic Party.

S.M. Lipset and S. Rokkan, ‘Cleavage Structures, Party Systems and Voter
Alignments: An Introduction’, in S.M. Lipset and S. Rokkan (eds), Party
Systems and Voters Alignments, pp. 1-64.

There are several others, like the durability of the regime, which is especially
important in the case of new democratic regimes. G. O’Donnell and P.
Schmitter consider the first change of power within a permanent regime (i.e.
whether the freely elected democratic government would pass on the power
if it is defeated at the following elections). (P.C. Schmitter, G. O’'Donnell and
If.gs\Vgl;itehead, Transition from Authoritarian Rule: Prospects for Democracy,
The political concept of a semi-presidential regime had already been defeated
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