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3 
The 'Second Society', 1965-1985 

Hungary is one of those countries which, starting from a semi-
peripheral position, have been trying to catch up with the West for 
centuries. So far, it has failed. A succession of elites has drawn up and 
has tried to implement programme after programme; and has devised 
new economic and social models; but to no avail. 

The first programme was launched by the famous reform genera-
tion in the 1830s and 1840s; its main objectives were independence 
from the Habsburgs, modernization of agriculture, industrialization, and 
the development of a British- or French-type parliamentary system. It 
was defeated by the Austrian and Russian armies in 1849. The liberal 
experiment, which began in 1867, achieved some important results and 
considerably narrowed the gap between Hungary and Western Europe. 
The country won semi-independence from the Habsburgs, developed 
the institutions of a modern European society, and achieved a 
spectacular economic growth. But the semi-independence obstructed 
the development of a genuinely democratic political system; the feudal 
routines and interests of the ruling classes obstructed the integration of 
the working classes into the body politic; dreams about a 'Great Hun-
gary', and politics trying to realize these dreams, alienated the ethnic 
minorities. Because of these and similar factors, the country foundered 
and ran into the disaster of the First World War. The conservative 
experiment of the 1920s came after two short-lived revolutionary 
attempts (the social democratic experiment in 1918, and the communist 
one in 1919) and ran aground in the world economic crisis of the 1930s. 
The populist and technocratic-bureaucratic experiments of the late 
1930s and early 1940s were interrupted by the German invasion and the 
Fascist take-over. The democratic experiment after the war, with a 
multi-party parliamentary system and a controlled market economy, 
came to a halt in 1948, when the Communists took over power. The 
Stalinist programme, with its one-party system, ruthless despotism, and 
centralized and planned economy, began to falter in 1954 and crashed 
in 1956. The post-totalitarian experimentation, with an enlightened, 
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pragmatic, and paternalistic authoritarianism, and its politics of 
liberalization, was between 1965 and 1975 the most successful East European 
model, but it began to malfunction seriously in the late 1970s, was heading 
towards a general crisis in the early and mid-1980s, and crashed in 1989. 

This is the sad and discouraging record of a nation which has launched 
frequent attempts to catch up with the West, to increase its own prosperity, to 
broaden its freedom, and which has repeatedly failed. 

How did the emergence of a 'second' or alternative society since the early 
1960s fit into this gloomy history? Was it a new and real hope? What do we 
mean by 'second society'? Or 'alternative society'? Did it really exist in the 
1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s? And if it did, what was it like? How had it 
been generated? What role did it play in those decades? How did it relate to 
the official 'first society'? Did it widen people's sphere of autonomy? Did it 
increase their freedom to a significant degree? Does it still exist? And if it 
does, what are the prospects for its further development? These are the 
questions which I shall attempt to answer in this chapter. 

A FIRST HYPOTHESIS 

In the course of the 1960s and 1970s social and political scientists in 
Hungary became more and more conscious of the existence and growing 
importance of a latent, second sphere of socio-economic existence, of a 
cleavage and interaction between the 'first', official, society and of a 'second', 
informal and latent, society. Exploration of this field began in the late 1960s 
but remained occasional, sporadic, and in a way latent itself, for a decade. 
After the late 1970s research gathered momentum and references to this 
'shadow society' or 'underlying society' (Zsille 1980), to this 'latent' and 
'hidden' sphere (Bruszt 1984) or 'hidden dimension' (Bogár 1983), to a 'second 
Hungary' (Forintos 1982), to 'disguised political platforms' (Pokol 1983) or 
large social strata 'living beneath the level of the political system' (Gombár 
1983) kept multiplying. In the last few years, serious research efforts have 
been devoted to areas of study such as informal interest mediation, latent 
conflict potential of various social groups, informal decision-making and 
decision-implementing processes, behind-the-scenes interest group politics, 
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or latent political articulation.1 A similar process of discovering this latent 
sphere has taken place in other East European countries, and in East European 
studies, as well.2 

But have all these studies proved that these various latent and informal 
actions and interactions constituted a specific sphere of social existence which 
could be distinguished from a 'first' society as a separate sphere, which was 
consistent in itself and had its own basic characteristics, which was governed 
by organizational principles different from those of the first society? Not 
necessarily. The existence of a 'second society' needs further scrutiny. 

I began to study this field in the early 1980s. The term 'second society' 
was suggested to me by the analogy of the 'second economy'. This had been a 
well-established term in East European studies for more than a decade. 
Moreover, particularly important in this connection were those studies which 
sought to describe the basic characteristics and rules of operation of the second 
economy. In one of his papers, R. Istvan Gabor gave a long list of definitions 
relating to the second economy (Gabor 1983). Using these definitions, the 
major characteristics of the second economy could be summarized as follows: 

1. The second economy was the sum total of economic activities 
outside the state sector; it was only loosely integrated into it; 
on the continuum from integration to autonomy, it lay closer 
to the latter pole. 

2. It was not planned and organized by the state. 
3. It was a more or less informal economy; it was only partially 

affected by the formal system of regulation which governed 
and controlled the first economy. 

4. It was not linked to the dominant form of ownership, i.e. to 
state ownership. 

5. It was not linked to the dominant form of management, i.e. 
to large enterprises; it was based on small-scale co-operative 
enterprises and mainly on family enterprises. 

1 See e.g. Bauer 1981; Bihari 1985; Bruszt 1984, 1987a; Gabor and Galasi 
1981; Galasi and Sziráczki 1985; Laky 1980; Lengyel 1989a; Pokol 1980; Hankiss 
1986. See also works referred to in subsequent footnotes in this chapter. 

2 See the writings of Benda, Vaculik, Havel, Kundera, Michnik, Kuron, 
Konrad, Kis; and see also Arato 1981; Åslund 1985; Brown 1984a, b; Brown and Gray 
1979; Connor and Gitelman 1977; Curry 1983; Grossman 1987; Janos et al. 1979; 
Rupp 1983; Skilling 1976,1981,1989; Tőkes 1979. See also works referred to in 
subsequent footnotes in this chapter. 



6. Contrasting with the first economy, it had 'hard budget 
constraints'; it was a cost-sensitive economy; it lay outside 
the sphere of state investment policy. 

7. It was less affected by the hierarchical structures character 
istic of the regime than the first economy. 

8. It was an important but not a dominant activity within the 
national economy; it was of a complementary character. 

9. It was an 'invisible', or less visible, economy generating 
incomes that could not be, or were only partially, registered 
by the tax office. 

10. On the continuum from political/ideological acceptance 
(legitimacy) to rejection (lack of legitimacy) it lay closer to the latter 
pole; its political and ideological assessment by the authorities was 
precarious and ambivalent. 

Some of these characteristics or criteria may help to distinguish 
between the first and an eventual second society. But, for my present 
purpose, it may be even more important to note that the second economy 
was opposed to the first economy in a series of more or less sharply 
polarized dichotomies. This could also be a viable way to attempt to 
detect and describe a latent 'second society' in Hungary. However, it is 
important to keep in mind that this approach has serious weaknesses and 
may lead to analytical pitfalls. 

The task seems to be simple at the outset. First, I should describe 
the basic organizational principles of the first society, of which we are 
supposed to know a great deal. Then, as a second step, I should attempt 
to identify those further organizational principles that govern 
interactions and processes that do not fit into the normal operation of the 
first society. Finally, for analytical purposes, and to make the picture 
clearer, I should or could oppose the second society to the first one with 
the help of more or less sharply polarized dichotomies covering all 
knowable characteristics of the two spheres. 

However, the task is not as simple as that. One of the difficulties is 
the presumable vagueness of the second society—a vagueness which 
may be due to the fact that the second society had to develop its 
organizational principles, steering mechanisms, and networks in the 
hidden, informal sphere of social space. This informality and fuzziness 
make it difficult to draw a sharp dividing line between the first and the 
presumed second society. 

Another problem is raised by the coexistence of what might be 
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called the 'ideological' versus the 'actual' first society. There is, on the one 
hand, the image the ruling elite projects as the goal to be achieved, or claims as 
a state of affairs already attained; but, on the other hand, there are the actual 
organizational principles and social practices as they exist and operate in 
everyday reality. These two models overlap but they are by no means identical. 
There are elements in the ideology-sanctioned model that have never materi-
alized (but, being basic and indispensable parts of the ideology, they may play 
an important role as instruments of social mobilization or barriers to social 
change); and, on the other hand, there are elements in the actual social practice 
that do not fit into, and often contradict, the official ideology. It is hard to find 
a satisfactory solution to this problem. Here I propose to regard as having 
belonged to the first society all that was actually realized of the ideology-
sanctioned model. That is, in this first attempt at distinguishing between the 
first and the second society, I shall not regard as having belonged to the first 
society elements of the model that were not realized (e.g. broad popular 
representation) nor such facts as did exist in reality but did not fit into the 
official model (e.g. corruption). In the concluding part of this chapter, 
however, I shall return to this definition and shall have to modify it to a certain 
extent. 

The task is further complicated by the fact that, like most contemporary 
societies, Hungarian society too was going through a process of substantial 
change in the last four decades, including important changes in the ways the 
country was governed by the party (political liberalization, economic reforms, 
etc.). I have two options. I could use a movable reference frame, opposing a 
changing second society to a changing first one. Alternatively, I could 
compose a reference frame of only those basic characteristics of the first 
society which did not change in these four decades, at least as far as their 
substance was concerned. I have opted for this latter solution. 

It is important to remember also that I have built a logical bias into my 
instrument of analysis. It is comfortable and tempting to assume that the 
would-be second society was governed by a set of organizational and 
operational principles which were the exact opposites of those of the first 
society. It is important to remember, however, that this procedure rests on a 
hypothesis which may help us to delineate some differences between the two 
social spheres but 
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may blur the fact that, actually, instead of being situated at two opposite 
poles, the two social spheres in question may have reached deep into the 
middle field of a continuum and may have overlapped, or even intertwined, 
with each other. I shall come back to this problem in the conclusion to this 
chapter. 

And finally, let me stress that the dichotomy of a first versus a second 
society did not divide Hungarian society into two groups of people in the 
1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s. The first society and the second society were 
not two distinct groups of people; they were only two dimensions of social 
existence governed by two different sets of organizational principles. 
Everybody in Hungary, or at least most of its citizens, belonged to, and moved 
around in, both of these dimensions; in both of these 'societies´. 

THE CRITERIA 

On the basis of earlier research findings and everyday experience, the 
following dichotomized criteria seem to have the greatest discriminating force 
between the first and the second societies in Kadarist Hungary. 

Homogeneity versus differentiation and integration 

First society: homogeneity, diffuseness, atomization  
Second society: differentiation, integration 

In 1948 the Communist Party launched a sweeping programme of 
modernization. As we have already seen, within a few years—if not a few 
months—it tried to destroy the internal structures of the previous society and 
liquidate virtually its entire system of institutions, replacing them with new 
institutions which would prevent, or at least slow down, the spontaneous 
rearticulation of society. As for the economy, a radical programme of 
modernization was announced, which at the time was understood to mean a 
rapid and extensive industrialization. This led to a certain economic dif-
ferentiation and to the development of more advanced forms of the division of 
labour. The process of differentiation was obstructed, however, by the 
counteraction of central planning and rigorous central control, which 
penetrated and streamlined the entire economy. Individual economic actors 
were isolated, their relationships 
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with one another were cut off, and the whole economy was pushed into a 
state of centralized diffuseness and atomization. 

There are scholars who think that this process of centralization and 
homogenization was in itself a kind of modernization, especially in developing 
countries. Others regard this as a blind alley, or at least a costly detour, of 
modernization and contend that social development in general, and genuine 
modernization in particular, are interactive processes of differentiation and 
integration. Without entering into this controversy, let me take the 
'differentiation cum integration' model as the opposite of what was the case 
with the first society in Hungary and consider this double principle of 
differentiation and integration as part of the second paradigm. Thus I shall 
consider as having belonged to the second society everything that had the 
capacity to differentiate and, at the same time, to integrate the various 
economic, social, and political functions, the various social interests, world-
views, and so forth. 

Vertical versus horizontal organization 

First society: vertical organization  
Second society: horizontal organization 

After 1948, and to some extent even earlier, vertical organization, the 
predominance of hierarchic relationships of subordination and superordination, 
was typical of Hungarian society. Interest relations and power were organized 
in a strictly hierarchic order; information as well as resources were flowing 
almost exclusively along vertical lines. The workers of two workshops could 
coordinate their interests only through the management; enterprises could settle 
their differences through the mediation of central agencies; two neighbouring 
cities through the county authorities; two neighbouring counties through the 
mediation of the government or the party Politburo. This verticality was such 
an essential feature of the first society, and was considered so all-important and 
vital by the political elite, that any attempts at spontaneous and horizontal 
organization among people having the same interests provoked immediate and 
angry countermeasures in the 1950s and 1960s and were curbed by more 
sophisticated policies in the 1970s. Nevertheless, horizontal links began to 
emerge in the 1960s and 1970s—horizontal relationships that could not be 
fitted into the vertical patterns of the first society. It seems justified, then, 
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to consider horizontality as one of the major operational 
characteristics of the second society in the 1960s and 1970s. 

Descendance versus ascendance 

First society: downward flow of power and influence; bureau-
cratic dominance 

Second society: upward flow of power and influence; represen-
tative institutions 

'Descendance' means here that power flowed predominantly down-
wards in the first society. Each level of leadership received its power 
from above; decisions made and measures taken at the top of the 
hierarchy, spreading downwards to lower and lower levels, determined 
and regulated people's lives. The opposite would have been a pattern in 
which power accumulated from below, flowing upwards, and all levels 
of leadership received their mandates from below, from their 
constituencies. 

Nationalization versus lack of nationalization 

First society: predominance of state ownership Second 
society: predominance of non-state ownership 

In 1948 the process of the systematic nationalization of the country 
began. Constitutionally, and rhetorically, this was a process of 
'socialization'; state and party bureaucracies were supposed to act only 
as administrators of social property. In actual fact, they regarded the 
whole country as their own property: not only the means of production, 
but also the cities, the buildings, the educational, health, and political 
institutions, mass communication, all important positions in the 
political, economic, and social hierarchies, and, in the worst years, to a 
certain extent even people's minds, souls, and bodies. Our hypothetical 
second society, then, was a sphere of social existence which was not 
pervaded by this spirit of bureaucratic-oligarchic state ownership.3 

Centralization versus non-centralization 

First society: total centralization of all spheres of social existence  
Second society: moderate centralization; growing autonomy of 

economic and social actors 
3 For a detailed analysis of the problem of state ownership in Eastern Europe see 

the section on 'The missing motive force' in ch. 6 below. See also Casals 1980; Feher, 
Heller, and Márkus 1983. 
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The central organization and control of everything—from 
economy to artistic production and to what people may feel, know, and 
think, from important investment decisions to the tiniest details of 
everyday life—this kind of total centralization was one of the main 
objectives and one of the main instruments of domination in the 1950s. 
Later, when the serious malfunctions of this centralizing fervour 
became evident, there were repeated attempts at decentralization, with 
some significant results. But central control belonged so much to the 
essence of the system, and combined so strongly with the interests of 
the ruling elite, that campaigns of decentralization were always 
followed by open or latent recentralization. The structures and 
institutions of primary political importance remained strictly centralized 
up to the late 1980s. Wherever social actors could achieve a certain 
degree of independence or autonomy, they built the cells of an 
alternative social existence. 

Political versus socio-economic dominance 

First society:  political intentions and interests prevail  over 
socio-economic factors  
Second society: priority of socio-economic factors 

In the 1950s and early 1960s everything in the country was 
subjected to the political programmes of the Communist Party. Turning 
the Marxist model upside-down, politics determined, or at least were 
meant to determine, the economy and the relationships of production. 
In the late 1960s and in the 1970s the relative autonomy of the 
economy (and to a lesser extent of society) was more and more 
acknowledged, and government policy was increasingly coordinated 
with spontaneous economic and social processes. The primacy of 
politics, however, was never relinquished. The first society was 
dominated by politics in the 1980s as well, though in a much more 
pragmatic and flexible manner; policy-makers tried to avoid clashes 
with economic and social forces as much as possible. The second 
society, on the contrary, was a sphere of social existence where 
spontaneous economic and social forces played the leading role. 

Ideology versus no ideology 

First society: strongly saturated with official ideology 
Second society: immune to official ideology 
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The chronic 'belatedness', or 'backwardness' in modernization 
(Janos 1982) of East European countries prompted their communist 
parties from the late 1940s on to implement accelerated modernization 
programmes. Party leaderships were convinced that they had in their 
hands the key to the situation; that they knew the model society which it 
was necessary, possible, and worth while to achieve; that they knew the 
ways and means by which this ideal society would be created. They 
were also convinced that they had to subject their societies to their 
control, because the spontaneous social and economic forces and 
processes were not moving, and would not move automatically, in the 
right direction. This discrepancy of voluntaristic objectives and actual 
social processes enhanced the importance of ideology, which had the 
function of demonstrating the scientific correctness of these 
programmes and of legitimating the leading role of these parties. 
Moreover, the dominant ideology also had the task of discrediting, as 
erroneous, conservative, or heretical, any other ideology. 

In the 1950s this ideological monopoly was waterproof and 
peremptory in Hungary. It persecuted other ideologies as remnants of 
the past, or as dangerous deviations from the right line. In the 1960s and 
1970s, however, the severity was relaxed and the monopoly softened to 
hegemony, that is, official ideology no longer saw itself as the only 
possible world-view but only as the dominant one. This important and 
positive change was not followed, however, by the development of a 
public sphere where world-views and ideologies could have openly 
interacted and competed with one another. Alternative ideologies were 
contained within a sphere of semi-legality and semi-legitimacy; they 
were seen by the authorities as barely tolerable alien bodies in the social 
system. In other words, they were relegated to the latent and informal 
sphere of the second society. 

Two further criteria differ from the foregoing ones in that they do 
not refer to substantive properties of the first versus the second societies 
but characterize only the ruling elite's attitude towards this second 
sphere of social existence. 

Visibility versus invisibility 

First society: more or less visible to the ruling elite 
Second society: invisible or only partially visible to the ruling 

elite 
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The first society was not fully visible to the ruling elite, and the 
second society was not entirely invisible to them; however, the first was 
closer to the pole of visibility, and the second closer to the pole of 
invisibility. The invisibility of a second society can manifest itself in 
various ways. There are instances when a leading elite fails to perceive, 
sometimes for years or decades, signs of a new paradigm emerging, or 
perceives it too late to be able to handle it with political means. (This 
socio-political blindness to emerging new realities is a characteristic 
feature of anciens régimes in pre-revolutionary periods.) Sometimes the 
members of a ruling elite perceive new phenomena but have a flawed 
understanding of them. Their ideology prevents them from 
understanding and from grasping the real motive forces behind what 
they see. Thus, their countermeasures are doomed to fail. (For instance, 
this is what happened in Hungary in the mid-1950s; or in the 1960s, 
when the Communist Party tried to handle the emerging youth 
subcultures as deviances.) Alternatively, an elite perceives and 
understands the new phenomena but tries to ignore them. It tries to keep 
them out of the public sphere in the conviction that what becomes 
public becomes at the same time more real and gathers social and 
political weight. (This was the case with the second society in Hungary, 
the existence of which was vehemently denied not only by the ruling 
elite but also by several distinguished, though conformist, social 
scientists.) 

All this does not mean, however, that if something was invisible, 
then it necessarily belonged to the second society. State secrets, behind-
the-scenes economic bargaining, hidden privileges and old-boy (or 
'new-boy') networks of the ruling elite, for instance, were not reflected 
in the officially promoted and controlled public opinion, but they were 
nevertheless integral parts of the first society. 

Acceptance versus non-acceptance 

First society: legitimate, ideologically and politically accepted 
Second society: ambiguous legitimacy or illegitimacy 

The concept of 'legitimacy' has to be qualified from two aspects. 
First, by a strange reversal of the normal order of things, in totalitarian 
systems, ruling elites may be successful in perpetrating the idea that it 
is the people who have to prove their own legitimacy, not the elite. For 
analytical purposes, I shall here accept this usage 
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and shall use the concept of legitimacy to refer to the 
ideological and political recognition of people and of social 
processes by the ruling elite. Secondly, it is important to 
distinguish clearly the concept of legitimacy from that of legality, 
that is, the positive law of the country. The second society can be 
located in the dimension of legitimacy and illegitimacy rather 
than in that of legality and illegality. There may be many things 
which do not offend the law but which the ideological and 
political praxis of the ruling elite is unable to accommodate; or, at 
least, it may be uncertain whether they should be accepted or not. 
This hesitancy and ambiguity will mainly characterize the attitude 
of those leaders who refrain from the immediate suppression of 
everything which deviates, however slightly, from official 
ideology and official policies. 

THE AREAS OF THE SECOND SOCIETY 

We have established some of the criteria that may 
discriminate between the first and a hypothetical second society. 
The question is now whether there is anything to discriminate 
between. Whether there are social phenomena and processes that 
can be identified and classified, in a consistent way, as belonging 
to this would-be second society. 

A latent dimension may evolve in practically every area of 
social life. Alternative, 'system-foreign' organizational principles 
may emerge in economic life as well as in the public sphere, in 
cultural life, in social consciousness, or in the field of social and 
political interactions. Let me document this emergence with some 
examples taken from the main areas of social life. 

The second economy 

The existence of a second economy in Hungary (and in most 
other East European countries) in the 1960s, 1970s, and early 
1980s is a fact accepted and analysed by a great number of 
economists and social scientists.4 It is relatively easy to show that 
this second 

4 See e.g. Åslund 1985; Bauer 1984; Berend 1979; Donáth 1977; Gabor 1978, 
1983,1985,1986; Gabor and Galasi 1981,1985; Galasi and Sziráczki 1985; Grossman 
1987; Juhász 1978, 1981; Kemény 1982, 1984, 1987; Kornai 1980; Laky 1980, 1982; 
Moharos et al. 1982; Pető and Szakács 1985; Rupp 1983; Sable and Stark 1982; Sampson 
1985-6; Simis 1982; Stark 1985,1986; Szelenyi 1988; Zsille 1980. 
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economy fitted into the framework of a possible second society as 
defined above. In the 1950s and early 1960s most of its manifestations 
were banned, persecuted, and branded as unlawful. Although later it 
was increasingly admitted into the legal sphere, its ideological and 
political acceptance remained uncertain up to the early 1980s. It had 
become an indispensable part of the economic system and was, after all, 
reluctantly accepted by, and to a certain extent even supported by, the 
party and the government. Yet, at the same time, it was a clear and 
significant example of the counter-paradigm even in the early 1980s. It 
was not planned and organized by the state; it was not vertically 
articulated; it was not centralized; it was not permeated by party control 
and ideology; it was a mixture of subsistence and market economy, and 
not a redistributive one. Its status was ambivalent: through its legality it 
was part of the first society; through its organizational principles and its 
lack of ideological legitimation, it was relegated to the second one.5 

The second public sphere6 

In authoritarian regimes, the first public sphere functions 
according to the Benthamite recipe. The state strives to be 'the invisible 
all-seer'; it stays within the central turret of Bentham's panopticon, 
where it is not seen and whence it tries to see and control every 
individual member of society (Foucault 1975). It works with the 
'legitimate and honest deceptions' and 'secrecy' of the government, and 
with the paternalistic 'noble lies' of Plato's monarch (Bobbio 1982: 47); 
it hides itself behind empty rhetoric and the 'mobilization of bias' 
(Martin 1977: 66).7 But it never succeeds in fully achieving its goals, 
since people respond to these arcana imperil by becoming secretive 
themselves, by opposing deception with deception; they protect 
themselves against lies by lying; they ward off empty 

5 In Hungary the dividing line between the first and the second economy began 
to disappear only in the mid-1980s, when economic reforms began to create a unified 
market on which a wide range of ownership forms, including private and group 
ownership, could complete with one another on increasingly equal terms. 

6 'Public sphere' is used here in the sense of the German term Öffentlichkeit, as 
defined by Habermas (1962). It is the sphere of everyday human communication, 
public debates, circulation of news, mass media; it is a sphere in which a society 
expresses and reflects itself by means of linguistic and other symbols. 

7 See also Simmel 1950; Bernstein 1973; Graciarena and Francisco 1978; 
Jowitt 1983. 



 

rhetoric with empty rhetoric. 'Invisible power and invisible 
counter-rule are two sides of the same coin' (Bobbio 1982: 48). 

In Hungary the contrast was slightly more muted. After the 
mid-1960s both state and society became more open. In the 1970s 
and 1980s there was substantially more exchange of information 
between the two spheres than before. This does not mean that 
secrecy was absent in this society. There were strong tendencies 
to generate and regenerate a second system of communication, 
where genuine news circulated; where rumours and gossip were 
exchanged; where the infinitesimal information content of manip-
ulated news was decoded; where the government's and the party's 
policies were discussed and analysed; where a Hirschmanian 
'horizontal voice' was generated as opposed to the official 
'vertical' voice;8 where, as in most other East European countries, 
a growing body of samizdat literature became a genuinely 
alternative public sphere.9 

In a strange way, the second public sphere invaded the first. 
People, trespassing on the grounds of the first public sphere and 
symbolically expanding their freedom, openly discussed 
important issues, criticized the regime, attacked sacrosanct 
taboos; but they did all this in an allegorical and allusive 
language, the use and understanding of which became a societal 
game and a highly refined art. Everybody took part in this nation-
wide connivance, the members of the ruling elite included. They 
swooped down only when allusions became too abusive or 
touched upon spots that were too sensitive (Hankiss 1982: 153-
205). 

The second culture 

The proliferation of subcultures and the unrelenting 
succession of counter-cultures and, recently, of alternative 
cultures have restated the problem of social integration and lack 
of integration throughout the world. Steering clear of this 
complex and much-debated issue, let me raise only the question 
whether the opposition of culture to counter-cultures, of dominant 
culture to subcultures or alternative 

8 For similar phenomena in other East European countries and in the Soviet 
Union, see Connor and Gitelman 1977; Cohen, S. F. 1982; Havel 1985; Sampson 
1984; Skilling 1989. 

9 See e.g. Rupnik 1979; Tőkes 1979; Schöpflin 1983a; Curry 1983; 
Alexeeva 1985; Skilling 1989. 
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cultures has anything to do with the first society/second society 
dichotomy. The answer is: not necessarily. In pluralist societies 
subcultures, counter-cultures, or alternative cultures may be integral 
parts of a society's culture as a whole. However, in other cases, and not 
only in authoritarian regimes, the dominant culture, being unable to 
integrate them, refuses to accord them legitimacy, considers them as 
alien elements in the social body, and regards them as vehicles of a 
more or less dangerous anti-paradigm. 

This was the case in Hungary. Throughout these decades the 
government and the party had serious difficulties, for instance, with the 
pre-war middle-class and peasant cultures that were stigmatized and 
became counter-cultures on the defensive after 1945 or 1948; with the 
traditional working-class culture that went underground and into 
passive resistance in the early 1950s; with the successive waves of 
youth subcultures and counter-cultures in the 1960s and 1970s (the 
hippies, the flower generation, the pop, the folk, and the punk music, 
the jazz movement, etc.); with religious revivals and religious identities 
reasserting themselves;10 or with nationalistic and populist versus 
'cosmopolitan' or 'urbanite' subcultures. Gordon Skilling gives an 
excellent coverage of these aspects of the alternative culture in a recent 
book.11 It seems justified to consider these subcultures as parts of the 
second society, since they were not centralized; they were not 
hierarchically structured; they were not run and organized by the state 
or the party; they were rather immune to the influence of official 
ideology; they all lacked, or had a questionable, legitimacy; their 
visibility was limited. They seem to satisfy most of the criteria of the 
second paradigm as it was defined above. 

The second social consciousness 

An increasing body of research seems to support the view that 
dominant ideologies, even the strongest among them, have only a 
limited range of influence. There are scholars, for instance, according to 
whom the hectic changes in the history of social and ideological trends, 
movements, and socio-political events pass over the sphere of everyday 
life, which is hardly touched by them and is by no 

10 András and Morel 1982; Michel 1987; Tomka 1983, 1986; Wildmann 1983. 
11 Skilling 1989. See also Starr 1983; Ramet 1985. 



The 'Second Society', 1965-1985 97 

means, or only very slowly, changed by them. Braudel has devoted 
three important volumes to the study of the slowly changing foundation 
of European (French) history ('histoire matérielle', 'une histoire quasi 
immobile') underlying the rough-and-tumble surface of social and 
political history ('histoire sociale', 'histoire événementielle') (Braudel 
1980). Among many others, Abercrombie and his co-authors have 
found evidence pointing to the fact that even medieval Christianity, one 
of the strongest and presumably most successful ideologies of all time, 
served mainly as an instrument for integrating and controlling the ruling 
elites and was much less successful than usually supposed in 
penetrating and permeating the consciousness of the large masses of 
illiterate feudal peasantry. The population, which lived in local 
communities separated from one another, and from the centres of power 
and dominant culture, by geographic, linguistic, legal, and cultural 
barriers, nursed pagan or pre-modern traditions up to the nineteenth 
century (Abercrombie et al. 1980). The same has been argued in 
connection with nineteenth- and early twentieth-century bourgeois or 
middle-class ideologies, which fulfilled their 'social integrative 
functions' but failed to socialize thoroughly the working classes in their 
norms and values (Habermas 1973: 38 ff.; Martin 1977: 166-7). Again, 
the same has been stated as far as people's views of history are con-
cerned. In the minds of peoples who have lost, or are fighting for, their 
independence, there frequently exists a counter-history which is running 
parallel with the history of the victors, the church, the nation, the party, 
or the state (Ferro 1981). 

As to Hungary, the so-called 'double' or 'split consciousness' was a 
common phenomenon in the 1950s and early 1960s. There were people 
who had two minds or souls: one for their daylight and official lives 
and another which became activated when they were moving about in 
the second society, or in their family environment. Among those people 
were some who cynically switched their respective consciousnesses on 
and off as they moved to and fro between the spheres; others suffered 
from this split personality which had been forced upon them; others still 
sank into an apathetic state of depression and neither wanted nor were 
able to face the world and themselves. 

This was a kind of 'negative' second consciousness, the conscious-
ness of a person to whom the official social consciousness had ceased 
to have any meaning but who was unable to confront it with a 
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consciousness of his or her own. As far as a hypothetical 'positive' 
second consciousness is concerned, reliable information on it is rather 
scarce. Apart from some opinion polls and social surveys,12 what we 
know about it is based mainly on personal experience, everyday 
evidence, analyses of documents, and conjectures circulating in the 
informal networks of the second public. Yet even in the absence of 
large-scale and reliable empirical research, there were some important 
attempts—in the early and mid-1980s—to locate the major sets of 
beliefs, systems of values, or world-views that survived, or were being 
generated, in the latent or semi-latent dimensions of social 
consciousness.13 There were scholars who spoke about the survival of 
three important traditions: those of the 'bourgeois citoyen', the 'Roman 
Catholic and humanist', and the 'populist' (Huszár n.d.). Hegedus 
identified four basic trends: the 'religious', the 'populist', the 'revisionist-
reformist', and the 'Western-European-type socialist' (Hegedus 1983: 
69). In two earlier books, I distinguished the following latent and semi-
latent world-views in Hungary: religious; European lay humanist; con-
servative middle-class; conservative left-wing, dogmatic; reformist, 
revisionist, Eurocommunist; European-type liberal; social democratic; 
evolutionist-technocratic; populist-nationalist (Hankiss 1977: 339-73, 
1986: 285).14 In the absence of large-scale polls, one could only guess 
the range of influence of these world-views and ideas. But it is beyond 
doubt that they played an important role in Hungary in the 1970s and 
1980s.15 

The second sphere of socio-political interactions 

The sphere of latent social and political interactions is too wide, 
and its networks and mechanisms too complex, to survey in any detail 
here; I refer readers interested in the subject to the rich literature 

12 Kulcsár and Lázár 1973; Kolosi et al. 1980; Lazar 1983; Hankiss et al. 1986. 
13 See e.g. Bozóki 1987; Körösényi 1987; Krémer 1986; Langer 1986; Lengyel 

1985; Manchin 1988a; Medyesy 1981; Monori tanácskozás 1985; Sükösd 1987. 
14 See also the section on 'Political articulation' later in this chapter. 

15 In the late 1980s the second social consciousness, with all its repressed 
energies, burst into the open. In 1987 and 1988 it was a moving and fascinating 
experience to see how, after four decades of latency and paralysis, these various world-
views and creeds strove to restate and reformulate themselves; to hear how, still 
stammering, they searched for long-forgotten or new words and concepts to express 
things and ideas that had been banned and ignored for forty years. And it was 
fascinating to see how fast the fortress of the official ideology and world-view was 
crumbling to pieces. See also ch. 9 below, section on 'Transformation of the ideology'. 
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exploring this field. There are studies on the 'parallel society', 
'parallel polis', 'parallel polity', or 'second polity'; on the emergence of 
civil society; on the 'independent society' and 'independent polity'; on 
the 'alternative systems' or 'contra-systems' within East European 
societies; on 'pre-political', 'anti-political activities', 'anti-political 
politics', or 'antipolitics'; on 'informal, non-bureaucratic, dynamic, and 
open communities'; on tendencies towards 'independent social self-
organization' and citizens' initiatives; on independent publishing, flying 
universities, discussion groups, clubs, collective protests, conscientious 
objectors, dissident movements, and opposition; on the 'independent 
spiritual, social, and political life of society', and so on.I6 

Social networks. After the Communist take-over in 1948, and in 
order to facilitate the complete centralization and bureaucratization of 
the country, Hungarian society was systematically disintegrated and 
atomized. We have seen in Chapter 1 how traditional social networks—
local, professional, cultural, religious, and to some extent even family 
networks—were destroyed. Yet, in spite of this inquisitive fervour, 
fragments of them survived in a state of semi-latency and semi-
legitimacy, and in the mid-1960s the slow regeneration of social 
networks began and went on, despite the renewed efforts of the party 
and the local oligarchies to thwart this process. Fig. 1.2, displaying the 
changing number of clubs and social associations, gives a good picture 
not only of how social networks were destroyed in the late 1940s and 
1950s, but also of how their slow regeneration began in the 1960s. In 
the mid-1980s social scientists made several attempts to map this new 
articulation of society. Bozóki (1987), in one of the most ambitious 
surveys of this field, outlined the following classification of the main 
types of youth associations and movements: 

16 For an excellent survey of this field see Skilling 1989. See also Ágh 1987a, b, 1989; 
Arato 1981, 1981-2; Arato and Cohen 1986; Benda 1979; Bihari 1985; Bogár 1983; Brown 1984a, 
b; Brown and Gray 1979; Bruszt 1984, 1986a, b; Cohen, J. L. 1983; Communisme 1985; Curry 
1983; Garton Ash 1985; Gitelman 1984; Gombár 1983; Hankiss 1986; Havel et al. 1985; Hegedüs 
1977; Héthy and Mako 1978; Janos 1970, 1976, 1979, 1982; Janos et al. 1979; Keane 1988a, b; 
Kemény 1987; Konrad 1984; Körösényi 1987; Liehm 1983; Michnik 1985; Molnár 1982, 1985; 
Morton and Tőkes 1974; Pelczynski 1984; Pokol 1980, 1983, forthcoming; Sable and Stark 1982; 
Schöpflin 1983b; Sharlet 1983, 1984; Skilling 1976, 1981, 1989; Staniszkis 1984, forthcoming; 
Tőkes 1979; Triska 1977; Vagi 1982; Völgyes 1986; Wedel 1986; Zsille 1981. 
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Cultural: literary and artistic groups; 'alternative ways of life' 
movements. 

Religious: groups within the established churches; groups within 
the free churches. 

Political: single-issue movements; peace and environmental 
movements; political and social sciences clubs; university college 
clubs; populist movements (conservative, nationalist, democratic); 
urbanite, Europeanizing movements (liberal socialist; liberal 
democratic.17 

In 1987 and 1988 the formation of clubs, associations, and social 
movements picked up spectacularly. At first, the ruling elite did its best 
to obstruct this resurgence of social activity but, in the midst of a 
deepening crisis, it increasingly lost its earlier determination; in early 
1989 it seemed to be fighting a rearguard action.18 

Local communities. The regeneration of local communities was a 
very slow process; it gathered a little momentum in the early 1980s 
and—owing to the deepening economic crisis—lost it in the subsequent 
years.19 

Interest realization. A fast-growing literature on the subject has 
proved that, after the late 1960s, people's chances to realize their 
interests improved slightly.20 The party-state relaxed its dictatorial 
control; it relinquished its revolutionary and chiliastic ideology (Janos 
1979: 10-13) for a more pragmatic type of governance; it realized that it 
could not govern the country without a certain degree of co-operation 
and consensus on the part of society. People's scope for manoeuvre has 
slowly widened. The channels of interest intermediation have become 
slightly more active and efficient. Table 3.1 lists some of these 
channels. As can be seen, with 

17 See also Körösényi 1987; Jobb and Kiss 1984; Szabó Maté 1986; Adam 
1987. 

18 In the atmosphere of economic and social crisis, increasingly militant and 
politically oriented associations, clubs, social organizations, and parties sprang up 
almost overnight. For a detailed description of this process of social and political 
pluralization see the section on 'The new political class' in ch. 9 below. 

19 See e.g. Bánlaky and Varga 1979; Enyedi 1980; Vagi 1982; Bőhm and Pal 
1983-7. Municipal elections, to be held in the autumn of 1990, on a multi-party basis, 
may open a new era in this field. 

20 See e.g. Héthy and Mako 1972, 1978; Szalai, E. 1980, 1988a, b, 1989; Zsohár 
1981; Simó 1982; Sandor 1982; Pokol 1983; Tölgyessy 1984,1988; Teller 1984; Mako 
1985; Bruszt 1986a; Bruszt and Szalai 1986; Fekete 1987; Skilling and Griffiths 1971; 
Berger 1981. 



 
the exception of one, none of these channels worked 

according to the democratic rules of the game. None of them gave 
constitutionally guaranteed help to citizens. Most of them 
switched interests coming 'from below' into the vertical system of 
institutions of the first society and consequently strengthened the 
hierarchical power structures of the regime. The parallel and latent 
working of so many networks created a chaotic situation, a state 
of opacity and confusion, a society in which an important 
proportion of social interactions had submerged in a sphere of 
latency and informality, 
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escaping the control of the ruling elite. This was, from the point of 
view of society, a better situation than a transparent and well-organized 
despotism. But, on the other hand, this opacity allowed the ruling elite 
to interfere informally and surreptitiously with all kinds of social and 
economic processes. In any event, this state of affairs was very 
different from a more or less transparent and democratic system of 
interest intermediation. 

In 1987 and 1988 further important changes began to take place in 
this field. Strong groups began to militate and fight openly for various 
interests, i.e. not in the latent second, but in the first society, or rather 
in a society where this division rapidly began to lose its relevance.21 

Institutions. In the 1950s all institutions were regarded as 'trans-
mission belts' of the intentions of central power. In the 1960s, with the 
relaxation of despotic rule, institutions began to fight more and more, 
in an open or clandestine way, for their institutional, i.e. bureaucratic 
and oligarchic, interests, and also for the interests of the sphere for 
which they were responsible. (The Ministry of Agriculture, for 
instance, fought for more investment funds, better prices, etc.) In order 
to be able to achieve their plans, they had also to gain the co-operation 
of their subjects and partners. With this end in view, they let their 
bureaucratic relationships be transformed into patron-client networks 
and, as patrons, they began to represent, even if in an arbitrary way and 
only on a modest scale, the interests of their clients. This was of course 
an inefficient and hybrid way of 

21 In May 1988 the first independent trade union, the Democratic Trade Union of 
Scientific Workers [TDDSZ], was founded, followed in the same year by the 
Democratic Trade Union of Teachers [PDSZ], the Moving Picture Democratic Trade 
Union [MODESZ], the Independent Trade Union of Ambulance Service Men, the 
'Humanitas' Democratic Trade Union of Teachers for Backward Children, and—in the 
first months of 1989—by the 'Solidarity' Workers' Federation of Trade Unions, the 
Democratic Trade Union of Municipal Buildings Maintenance Workers [IVDSZ], and 
the Independent Trade Union of Transport Workers. On 19 Dec. 1988 the Democratic 
League of Independent Trade Unions [FSZDL] was founded with the programme of 
co-ordinating the strategies of these independent trade unions. At first, the official 
National Council of Trade Unions [SZOT] fiercely opposed this movement of social 
self-liberation. Later, in the autumn of 1988, when the SZOT oligarchy realized that 
the Communist Party was not able or willing to help them, they quickly veered about 
and began to parade as the true defenders of workers' rights, protesting against 
unemployment, price rises, and new taxes, threatening the government with strikes, and 
promising a new, democratic policy within the trade unions. 
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mediating social interests. But it was an important phenomenon, 
because here social and political influence was already aggregating 
from below, and not expanding downwards from above. Thus this was 
a process that contradicted one of the major criteria of the dominant 
paradigm. And it was a process that opened up informal channels of 
interest mediation and increased, though within narrow limits, the 
conflict potential of some economic and social actors.22 

Political articulation. In the late 1940s and early 1950s the new 
ruling elite systematically destroyed the political articulation of society. 
As we have seen in Chapter 1, it liquidated the multi-party system and 
the whole network of interest groups and associations; it enforced its 
ideological and political dominance; it banned and severely punished 
even the slightest attempts at developing alternative political views and 
programmes. It was anxious to keep society in this politically diffuse 
and passive state. Yet, in spite of these efforts, in the 1960s the latent 
political rearticulation of society had already begun. In the early 1970s 
Gombár, one of the outstanding political scientists in Hungary, could 
discern a whole gamut of latent political attitudes and convictions: 
sectarian Communists, the 'old guard'; centrists, or Kádárists; the 
progressives within the party, who believed that a dynamic economic 
and political reform programme and a new type of East European 
integration could, and would, solve the problems of the country; Italian-
type Communists (or Eurocommunists); modern syndicalists; radical 
new left; populists, with agrarian orientation; managers, with a latent 
technocratic ideology (Gombár 1983; written in 1973). 

In the 1980s there were several attempts to describe the emerging 
political articulation of this society. Körösényi (1987), for instance, 
mapped the following groups and directions: 

1. On the level of the political elite: the Kadarist centre; the ´law 
and order' faction within the party; the trade union leadership, 
with an anti-reform programme; the economic leadership, 
with a pragmatic approach to politics; the agrarian lobby; the 
democratic reform faction, on the periphery of the ruling elite. 

2. On the level of the intelligentsia: the nationalist-populist 
camp; the democratic-urbanite group; the reform economists, 

22 Bruszt 1986a, b, 1987a, b; see also Rigby 1964; Friedgut 1979; White, 
Gardner, and Schöpflin 1986, chs. 2, 5, and 6; Brown 1984b; etc. 
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   with a market orientation; the social policy lobby, with a 
programme of socially controlled and balanced reforms; 
humanities-oriented intellectuals, with an anti-reform penchant; 
orthodox Marxists, state socialists; neo-Marxists (under the 
influence of Trotsky, Bukharin, Luxemburg, Bloch, the Frankfurt 
School, etc.); technocrats, the heavy-industry lobby; the greens. 

3. On the level of society: the loyalist petty bourgeoisie, the main 
beneficiaries of the second economy; the new middle class and 
entrepreneurial class, with vague reformist and liberal ideas; blue-
collar workers with egalitarian ideology and security orientation; 
bureaucrats and other people with conservative, status quo 
orientation, sticking to their privileges; etc.23 

In 1987 and 1988 the hitherto latent articulation of society 
suddenly became visible and the process of democratization began to 
redraw the political landscape of the country. In Chapters 8 and 9, these 
developments will be followed up to the end of 1989. 

THE SECOND HYPOTHESIS 

It is time now to take stock of what we have done so far; to see if 
we have succeeded in delineating a second dimension of social exist-
ence, a 'second society', with the help of our criteria. The answer is: not 
necessarily. 

Using a set of criteria defined at the beginning of this chapter, I 
have outlined some of those spheres of social existence where, so I 
presumed, a second configuration of organizational principles, a second 
paradigm, was at work until the mid-1980s. Thus I have spoken of a 
second economy, a second public sphere, a second culture, a second 
social consciousness, and a second sphere of socio-political 
interactions. On closer examination, however, the phenomena and 
processes located in these would-be second spheres did not satisfy the 
criteria in a systematic and consistent way. The picture was further 
complicated by what I propose to call the 'negativity' of our criteria, by 
the fact that most of the second spheres were characterized more by the 
absence of the dominant features of the first, official society (defined by 
the first poles of the 

23 See also Bozóki 1987; Sükösd 1987. 
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dichotomized criteria), than by the positive working of the 
opposite principles (the other poles of the criteria). They were, for 
instance, less dependent on vertical structures than the phenomena and 
processes in the first society were, but they were hardly able to develop 
their own, horizontal networks; they were not penetrated by official 
ideology, but they were unable to develop their own alternative 
ideology; etc. 

The second economy, for instance, was not nationalized; it was not 
centralized, politicized, or hierarchized, as was the first one, but 
nevertheless it was not an autonomous alternative economy. It was a 
complementary economy, grown together with the first one. The two 
economies encroached upon each other in a more or less inextricable 
and mutually parasitic way. The same was true of the second public 
sphere; it was merely the distorted counterpart of the secretive official, 
first, public sphere, and its own secrecy did not prepare the way for a 
different kind of public communication which would have been 
characterized by openness and transparency on both sides. The twilight 
existence of alternative world-views in the second social consciousness 
had little in common with the open articulation of well-developed, 
autonomous world-views. The re-socialization of the lower echelons of 
state agencies and state-sponsored mass organizations may have been 
important processes within the second society, but they did not 
transform those agencies and organizations into real representative 
institutions. Instead of differentiation and integration, diffuseness 
prevailed here too, almost as much as in the first society. 

All this seems to mean that our set of criteria outlined, if anything, 
a hypothetical alternative society, opposed to the dominant first society; 
and that the 'second society' which we have tried to describe in this 
chapter lay, as an intermediate sphere, somewhere between the two: 

first society—second society—an alternative society. 

The first society was characterized by vertical organization, down-
ward flow of power, state ownership, centralization, political 
dominance, saturation with the official ideology, diffuseness, visibility, 
and legitimacy. The second society, on the other hand, was 
characterized mainly by the absence of these characteristics and, 
sporadically, by the timid emergence of some opposite characteristics. 
The hypothetical alternative society would have been 
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characterized by the fully developed opposite characteristics: by 
horizontal organization, upward flow of power, predominance of non-
state ownership, autonomy of social and economic actors, 
differentiation cum integration, etc 

And this is not yet the whole story. There were transactions and 
processes that satisfied some of the criteria defining the first society but 
did not satisfy the rest of them—transactions and processes such as 
corruption, the working of nepotistic and oligarchic networks, behind-
the-scenes bargaining between party-state agencies and dependent 
economic and social actors, etc. They satisfied the criteria of verticality, 
downward flow of power, nationalization, and centralization, but they 
did not satisfy those of visibility, legitimacy, and saturation with 
ideology. In spite of their invisibility, lack of legitimacy, and immunity 
to ideology, it would still be unwise to consider them as having 
belonged to the second society, not only because the other criteria of the 
first society applied to them, but also because they played an important, 
or even indispensable, role in the strengthening of the first society and 
its existing power structures. They can best be described as having 
operated in a separate sphere within the first society, a sphere that 
bordered on, and was partly intertwined with, the second society. 

But if we describe them thus, we have to reformulate the definition 
of the first society as it was given at the beginning of this chapter. 
There I proposed to regard as belonging to the first society 'all that has 
been actually realized of the ideology-sanctioned model' and outlined 
the sphere thus defined with the help of a set of criteria. I now relax the 
rigour of this definition and regard as having belonged to the first 
society, though to a separate sphere within it, also those transactions 
and processes which satisfied only a part of these criteria. So we arrive 
at a quadripartite model, with two spheres of the first society, the 
second society, and a hypothetical alternative society. Their 
characteristics can be summarized as follows: 

1. The formal, manifest, and legitimate sphere of the first society 
was a social sphere that can be described by the criteria listed at 
the beginning of this chapter; it was a diffuse and atomized 
society; it was characterized by vertical organization, downward 
flow of power, centralization, ideological saturation, the priority 
of political interests, etc. 
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2. Its informal, latent, and non-legitimate sphere was the social 
sphere of transactions that satisfied some, and contradicted 
other, of these criteria; it was characterized by client-patron 
relationships,  oligarchic  and  nepotistic mechanisms,  cor-
ruption, informal bargaining between state agencies and 
dependent economic and social actors, etc. 

3. The second society was the sphere of transactions and processes 
to which the criteria of the first society did not apply, 
and which had a tendency to develop features opposed to 
those of the first society; it was a social sphere characterized by 
the slow re-emergence of social networks, the incipient regen-
eration of local communities, interest intermediation through 
informal channels, a certain degree of resocialization from 
below of the lower spheres of state institutions and mass 
movements, the growing conflict potential of some economic 
and social actors, reactivation of traditional and emergence of 
new subcultures, growing importance of a second public 
sphere, etc. 

4. A hypothetical alternative society would have been charac-
terized by rich inner articulation and strong social integration, 
rich networks of horizontal interrelationships, influence and 
power aggregation from below, an open and free market, 
emphasis on decentralization and the democratic co-operation 
of autonomous economic and social actors, political and 
cultural pluralism, etc. 

PROSPECTS AND ALTERNATIVES 

There are several hypotheses about the role and the prospects of 
the social sphere which has been defined in this chapter as 'second 
society' (and has been opposed both to the first and to a hypothetical 
alternative society). In conclusion, let me briefly survey three of them. 

Relative failure 

The 'second society' failed to develop into an autonomous sphere 
of social existence, into an alternative society governed by organiza-
tional principles different from those of the first society. It was a no 
man's land, where the governing principles and the rules of play of 
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the first society did not work, but the principles and rules of a 
different type of social existence had hardly emerged. They had not 
clustered into a more or less consistent new configuration. 

It is not difficult to identify the causes of this relative failure. We 
have only to translate well-known processes into the terminology of the 
present argument. The ruling elite, realizing as early as the 1950s that 
its social model (the 'first society') struggled with critical malfunctions, 
tacitly let a latent dimension of socio-economic interactions develop 
within its own power framework. This complementary sphere of the 
first society, with its specific, but—as it turned out—system-compatible 
organizational principles and networks (nepotism, oligarchy, 
corruption, behind-the-scenes bargaining) strengthened the existing 
power structure, helped the system work, and channelled further 
resources towards the elite; but it had to be kept hidden, or at least in 
the twilight of semi-secrecy, since its ideological and moral status was 
ambiguous. 

At the same time, the elite, as ruling elites would usually do, 
systematically hindered the emergence of 'system-alien' factors and 
organizational principles and, even more, their combination into a 
consistent configuration, into an alternative paradigm. In the last two or 
three decades they have not been in an easy position, since they needed 
the human and material resources generated in this second sphere, they 
needed people's good will. So they could not block all spontaneous 
social and economic processes. To control them, they had to develop a 
wide range of articulate strategies, a sample of which will be given in 
the next chapter, when I discuss the power and governability crisis in 
Hungary. These strategies were fairly successful—but this is not to say 
that this second dimension of social existence did not have any 
significance in Hungary between the mid-1960s and mid-1980s. 

The second society became an indispensable safety-valve, a socio-
economic domain which compensated for the malfunctions of the first 
society. It helped balance the country's economic account; it brought 
some flexibility to the rigid economic and social structures; it stopped 
those gaps and shortages that were being produced and reproduced by 
the first economy and first society. If provided those services and non-
material goods (meaningful goals in life, freedom of choice, control 
over one's life strategies, independence, dignity, etc.) which were not 
provided, and were even destroyed, by the first economy and first 
society. 
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The second society (and within it the second economy) developed 
some of those human skills and qualities which were indispensable in a 
process of social regeneration—skills and qualities such as enterprising 
spirit and know-how, a sense of responsibility, ability to organize 
things, to co-operate with other people, to protect interests, to develop 
workable and profitable compromises, to behave like partners and not 
like clients, like citizens and not like subjects, etc. 

The second society was an experimental ground for testing new 
forms of social interactions, processes, and organizational principles 
before they were introduced into the first society. The relatively 
peaceful development of the network of spontaneous social groups 
campaigning for the conservation of traditional city-scapes and 
monuments, which after some years of strong opposition on the part of 
local bureaucracies was more or less accepted and legitimated by the 
central bureaucracy, could be indicated as an example of this kind of 
process. The rude stamping-down on the more militant ecological 
groups that followed a period of flirtation may be an example of an 
unsuccessful test. 

Stalemate and intertwinement 

The first and the second society were closely interrelated and 
intertwined with one another. They were intertwined in a parasitic way. 
The one could not exist without the other. But at the same time they 
impeded each other's development. The first economy, for instance, 
with its hierarchical structures, redistributive mechanisms, and 
monopolies, obstructed the development of the second economy into a 
free and efficient market economy. The existence and the success of the 
second economy, on the other hand, allowed the ruling elite to postpone 
indefinitely the long-overdue transformation and restructuring of the 
first economy. The second economy siphoned away from the first vital 
resources (which, however, the first economy would have wasted 
anyway), but it was impeded by the official, first society from using 
these resources with real efficiency. The confused symbiosis of the first 
and second societies, and that of many other incompatible factors, 
produced vicious hybrids, low-efficiency mixes, and a whole series of 
'quasi' phenomena in all spheres of society. They produced 'quasi-
pluralism',  'centralized pluralism',  'quasi-corporatism',  a 
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'quasi-market', etc., which were wasteful and malfunctioning 
social and economic mechanisms.24 

This was a stalemate and a typical 'social trap'. It hurt the interests 
of everyone in the community, including the ruling elite. But there were 
also many people, both in the elite and in society (mainly people having 
a stake in the present forms of the second economy), who profited from 
it, and who obstructed, in an active or passive way, the process of 
disentanglement. 

'New evolutionism' 
The emergence of an alternative society was a slow and long 

process. In spite of serious setbacks, it yielded important results not 
only in Hungary but, to a smaller degree, also in Poland and 
Czechoslovakia. This was a slow process in the course of which people 
could regenerate their dignity; they could achieve a certain degree of 
economic independence; they had the opportunity to re-create their 
communities and their social networks; to fight, in every sphere of life, 
and with non-violent means, for their rights; to build up, step by step, 
their informal interest associations; to work on the consolidation and 
further development of those neo-corporatist and proto-pluralistic 
mechanisms and institutions that slowly emerged in these decades; and 
so on. According to the proponents of this scenario,25 the success of this 
process, the emergence of independent, autonomous alternative 
societies within the official, first societies, with the potential of 
ultimately transforming and democratizing these first societies, was the 
only hope for Eastern Europe.26 

Each of these three interpretations and assessments deserves 
serious consideration. The first two resemble diagnoses, the third has 
more of the character of a programme. The first is right in stating that 
the second society did not develop the organizational principles, 
structures, and institutions of a truly autonomous and free alternative 
society. The second is, in all probability, right in its assessment that the 
enmeshment of the first and the second societies, and the hybridization 
of many spheres and elements of 

24 See a detailed analysis of these 'quasi' phenomena in the section on the 
'Hybrid society' in ch. 7 below. 

25 Michnik, Kuron, Havel, Benda, Konrád, Kis, most of the post-Solidarity 
groups, Charter 77, and a variety of oppositional groups. 

26 I shall come back to these ideas in chs. 5 and 8 below. 
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society as a whole, may have obstructed the development of East 
European systems towards democracy and greater efficiency, that it 
may even have narrowed down, instead of widening, the freedom of 
these societies. Finally, the third may be right in stating that, in the 
1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s, to work steadily and assiduously in the 
spirit of 'new evolutionism' may have been the only way for East 
European societies to regenerate their inward, and to extend their 
outward, freedom. 

We may state anyway that the emergence and expansion of a 
second society was the most important attempt to extend society's 
freedom and scope of action, even if it was an unconscious, unplanned, 
unorganized process aggregating from myriads of individual decisions 
and actions, even if it could not transform the basic structures of the 
existing economic and socio-political system. 

In Hungary the relevance of the 'first society versus second 
society' dichotomy has begun to decline rapidly in the late 1980s, since 
these two spheres of social existence have started to converge. The 
dividing line between them has been fading away more and more. If the 
present trends continue, the actors of the former first and second 
economies will soon compete on an integrated and neutral market. The 
second public sphere has burst into the first public sphere; in the last 
two years journals and periodicals, radio and television programmes 
have reported freely on issues which a few years earlier could be 
discussed only in the latent sphere of the second public.27 The latent 
political articulation of society has also emerged and has brought a 
multitude of organizations, associations, proto-parties, and parties into 
motion, which interact in public with one another and with the 
organizations and institutions of the former official, first, society.28 

The integration of the first and the second societies will be 
achieved, however, only if the whole economic, social, and political 
system is thoroughly transformed. The chances of this transformation 
will be discussed in the last four chapters of this book. But first, we 
have briefly to examine the crisis into which three decades of mistaken 
politics led the country in the 1980s, and which, in the late 1980s, 
triggered off this process of transformation. 

27 See, first and foremost dailies, weeklies, and monthlies such as Magyar 
Nemzet, Heti Világgazdaság, Medvetánc, Századvég, 2000, Hitel, Mozgó Világ, 
Országgyülési Tudósítások, Világ, and 168 óra. 

28 Their emergence, and the role they play, will be discussed in chs. 8 and 9 
below. 


