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As | was writing this article Akos Szilagyi, literary critic and political essst
published in the Hungarian daiNépszabadsag comment on the street disturbances in
Budapest in September and October 20P&1][He described them as anomic quoting the
well-known Durkheimian definition: “On ne sait plae qui est possible et ce qui ne I'est pas,
ce qui est juste et ce qui est injuste, quelles Issrevendications et les espérences légitimes,
guelles sont celles qui passent la mesure. Pay, duitest rien a quoi on ne prétendels]
280-281] Obviously, Durkheim became a solid pointederence in Hungary — at least among
intellectuals having a basic social scientific otaion.

Durkheim’s road to recognition was a tortuous affiicdlt one. The three periods that
can be separated in the reception of Durkheim’asdeere at the same time three distinct
phases in general history, td@he last years of the old monarchy till the enthef First
World War were in social and economical respecesairthe most progressive eras of
Hungary. There was a real effervescence in intelid@nd literary sphere — in politics it was
rather confused. After the revolutions and counéeolution in 1918-1919 the now
independent country was reduced to its presentamaoximately one-third of its former
extension), the earlier economical and social dysamvas lost, intellectual life became
more closed, inward-looking — partly because anoirigmt portion of the former intellectual
elite left the country. After the Second World Westate socialist regime was established,
copied on and controlled by the Soviet Union. Tta¢escentered economical and social
development implied a severe control of intellectdi@ which was not eased until the mid-
sixties.

1| have to thank J6zsef Saad for bibliographicép laed for placing at my disposal his manuscfipb
programs of positivistic methodologgaling with Somlé. Dénes Frank’s master thBsigkheim in Hungary
(2004) made an attempt to describe Durkheim'’s rismejn the Huszadik Szazad. While he worked thiroag
great deal of material, the superficial characfesome of his analyses and the untidiness of tikdgjraphy
made his work less useful than expected.

2 For general information se@q, 146]



Durkheim the impossible model

Sociology had no definite meaning in the first weafrthe XX. century in Hungary.
The term ‘sociology’ was applied mostly to the hdleprogressive, secular, rather positivistic
and reform-minded current in Hungarian public tHuuend not to a specialized section of
knowledge. However, there were ‘sociologists’ wiaal the avowed intention to establish
sociology as an established science, too. The iqnesas how these different and in many
ways incompatible intentions could be balanced.

The leading revue of the ‘progressive’ current pincon wasHuszadik Szaza@HSZ;
Twentieth Century)which published articles on political, economidagal and
philosophical issues as well as on social probléknsong the contributors to HSZ there were
university men, free-lance journalists and actigbtigians. The dominant figure — in the first
years behind the scene, later as official editmas Oszkar Jaszi (1875-195MSZ wished
to be open to new ideas in science, to prospedseal development, to socialism — to
Western thought in general. Closely attached to M&Z the series Social Science Library
(Tarsadalomtudomanyi Konyvigoublishing works judged modern and relevant.

The first volume of the revue started with a leftem Herbert SpenceB23] — certainly not the most up-to-
date sociologist. The ‘epitome’ of Spencer’s ploloisy by Collins was translated by Jaszi in 1983] (The
translation of the First Principles followed in 29Q224]) Besides Spencer, the first volume contained an
abridged version of the famous essay on the probfesnciology by SimmelZ13], published already in
French, English, Italian and Russiad8,[586] Simmels Philosophy of Money was reviewed902. B1]
Gusztav Leopold — member of Jaszi's circle — ree@dthe ‘recent tendencies in sociology’ and meietibn
first of all Rudolf Stammler and the Hungarian bardwig Stein, then Spencer, Gumplowicz, de Roherty
the organicists (Lilienfeld, Schéffle, Worms), thmericans Giddings and Ward — despite the broad
spectrum of authors discussed he said nothing dffigim. [L158] The English speaking sociological world
was represented by a review of the work of thessigiin Arthur Bowley 90], by a detailed report on the
teaching of sociology in the United Stat@87], and by Jaszi’s enthusiastic review of Lester &&Pure
Sociology [114] The French literature was more present. Jaszienasympathetic review of the
philosopher-embryologist Le Dantet0p], reviewed WormsAnnales de l'institut international de
sociologieand Durckheim’s (sic’Année sociologiquflll, 112] The first time Durkheim’s name appeared
was in a review of thRivista italiana di sociologia[1l] Special attention was given to Tarde (Jaszi: ,the
most important sociologist of France”)11P, 238] Le Bon who was much discussed later was already
mentioned in a positive mannet9P] While organicism had several followers in theggmf HSZ, the first
volume of the revue contained an essay by Bougjéirg against the organicist (physiological) somil.
[26] Jaszi reviewed Bouglé’s book on egalitarian idéas. [L18] Viktor Jaszi (Oszkar's brother) reviewed
concepts of collective mind and he analyzed Tadesms and Espinas — but not Durkheii34]

The cover of the first volumes of HSZ listed maagritributors’, venerable men of
knowledge and ideas, among them some scholars\Western Europe, who by their
presence on the list supported the aims of thepgodtHSZ. The list of ‘contributors’
included the sociologists C. Bouglé, E. DurkheimSBnmel, W. Sombart and G. Tartl&.
is far from natural that Durkheim (and Bouglé) ameel on the ‘contributor’s list’: Around
the turn of century, Durkheim was not yet particiylavell known internationally. 19, 211,
244] He was not the dominant point of reference todetributors of HSZ, either. In the

3 See the selection of readings and the introdugtidniished in 1973.1p4]
* On Jaszi seelf3]

® The contact to Durkheim (and most probably to Béugas established by Oszkar Jaszi. See Jastés te
Felix Somlé the 8. November 18996p, 10] The contact could not be intense: when Jasizied in Paris in
1905 he needed a letter of recommendation to DurkHgee his letter to Felix Somlé the 16. Febrd®95
[166, 71]



eyes of the promoters of HSZ, he was only one efépresentatives of French sociology or
social science, besides René Worms, Gabriel Tard€-élix Le Dantec.

Traumatic Paris experiences

The year 1905 certainly was a turning point in Dw#ikn’s Hungarian reception.
Oszkar Jaszi who already had written several reviewFrench publications spent the first
half of the year in Paris. His letters to frien8gl{x Somld, Ervin Szab0d) reflect a certain
uneasiness, distress, and feelings of inferiodigzi certainly experienced a shock in Paxis
many East European intellectuals before and afiterdid. They were confronted with the
superior intellectual and scientific milieu and lwthe rich bourgeois society in Paris. The true
nature of the shock reveals the peculiarity of Deilkn’s reception, too.

Jaszi — who was 30 years old at that time — wasdifficult personal situation. A
lawyer by education he was government official elie had political as well as scientific
ambitions. On leave in Paris he tried to find astreal vocation. First he met Le Dantec
whom he described earlier as ‘the genial leadé&reiich biology’ The encounter with Le
Dantec made him clear that his own knowledge ainaéscience was defective, that in
general Hungarian intellectual life was behindtihees and that there was a general lack of
positive knowledgé.The meeting with Durkheim (“... resembling a Gernpaofessor in his
appearance and in his books with his ponderousitlefis ...” [123, 329]) came several days
later, sometimes between the 2 and 12 March. ¥&sznot unprepared for the meeting with
Durkheim: he already reviewed tAmnée sociologiquand before the meeting read the
Régles The meeting itself was ‘a dark day’ for him. Hesdribed the encounter in almost
identical words to Ervin Szabd§5, 75-76] and to Félix Somld§6, 81-85]. Durkheim (as
before him Le Dantec, too) tried to convince hiratttine introspective speculative
psychological theory of his professor Julius Pikiexs an antiquated conceptipthat
Spencer’s sociology of religion held in high reghydlaszi wapur enfantillage Jaszi
interpreted Durkheim’s standpoint as a kind ofective psychology. He was fascinated by
the factual knowledge Durkheim and his collaborgifdrad. “Facts, facts again and again” —
did he summarize the lesson of his visit to Durkhdiowever, he found his views antipathic,
reactionary, even petty-bourgeois and he quotetbapmly Ribot (whom he met in April)
that “Durkheim and his circle do metaphysics ingése of positivity™ [80]

Jaszi’'s published summary of his visits to Le Darsted Durkheim123] repeated the
main points developed in his letters. As far askbaim was concerned, J4szi summarized the
main theses of thRegleq70] which must have impressed him: the definitiorsofial facts,

® See [187]. My interpretation of Jaszi's Paris experiencedifferent from that of Nagy. See the Dénes Frank’
MA thesis (mentioned above), too.

" See his letter to Félix Somlé 9. November 191B6[ 42]

8 See his letters on 1 and 2 March 1905 to FélixI8¢i66, 76] and to Ervin Szabd$5, 71]. He explained the
organicist ideas of his friend Karoly Méray-Horvéthe Dantec who declared that they are ridiculmu
refused even to look into Méray’'s German publiaagio

® perhaps under the influence of his Paris expegidaszi launched an attack on introspective psgglah
summer 1905, stressed the necessity to study yedtarbjective facts”.121] Pikler reacted angrily200] and
Jaszi in his reply mentioned Durkhein8siicideas an example of the possibility to explain pheaoanby social
factors, not reducing them to individual psychictéas. [122]

10 J4szi met Mauss and Hubert on 5 April 1905. Seéetiier to Félix Somlé 2 April 1905166, 86] 'A
different, strange world’ — he wrote on reading lglsitand Hubert’'s essay on magic.

1 See his letter to Félix Soml6 11-12 April 19056, 91]



the necessity to consider social facts as thitngselimination of prenotions etc. However, he
ended the review by accusing Durkheim of mass psggly, metaphysics and even of
rejecting rational explanatiort§[123, 332] In an essay published somewhat later hewead
Mauss’ and Hubert’'s essay on madi¢g] where he found a lot of facts besides mysterious
explanation: “Magic appears as the mystic offspohgollective soul (the new god) ...".
[121, 540]

Jaszi's ambivalence in his evaluation of Durkheiaswhe result of his own
uncertainty in theoretical and personal matterg pérsonal and theoretical aspects cannot be
separated and taken together they reflect the imesssof Hungarian progressive
intellectuals. Jaszi’s Paris impressions were sdma¢Wwiased by his Budapest experiences.
1904 he made some moves to obtainHBasilitation which would have opened the way to
academic science. However, he realized that hisabdews and the subject he preferred
(sociology) made a university career improbablsziJdad political ambitions, too, but the
then existing political framework offered few pdskiies for the radical, in modern terms
socio-liberal and anticlerical politics Jaszi emwied. As he wrote to Ervin Szab6 he would
not do some little scientéprostituted by politics, be it clerical or socilf, and he saw no
chance for open political work, either. [See hitele2 March 190366, 71] Jaszi tried to
bridge the gap between science and politics. Ifitsisessays in HSZ he proclaimed the
necessity of ‘scientific journalism’: “... it takes &s starting point the basic laws of social
life, it considers and criticizes future developnsemplans and procedures of progress from the
point of view of those laws, not from the viewpoaitparty leader decisions, club intrigues or
legal constructions.”]33, 58] The whole project of HSZ was contained irs fiormulation: it
wished to be scientific and at the same time iteftsto take sides in political and social
issues (the range of options was in the first ygaite wide, from traditional liberalism to
socialism and anarchism; later it became moreicéstrand comprised only the range from
left liberalism to socialism). Jaszi was the magle@mple of the East European intellectual
who tried to combine roles that were incompatii€he issue was not only J&szi's personal
matter. The position he aspired to did not existimgary. In the early XX. century, one
precondition of the establishment of professionai@ogy was a dynamic, expanding and
therefore in a minimal way open-minded universitggtem. There was an unprecedented
effervescence in intellectual life in Hungary atthime — no effervescence in the universities.

In theoretical matters, Jaszi was eclectic: heavalsusiastic about Le Dantec’s
project which tried to build social science on lavisiatural science, he had no objection to
the Durkheimian concept of social facts which eseldi Le Dantec’s naturalism; he rejected
the Durkheimian idea of collective representatitmaating it as a kind of collective
psychology, but he attacked Pikler's psychologisith\®urkheimian arguments. Certainly,
there was a personal element in this but the rofeublic intellectual’ which was embraced

12\while Jaszi refused the rationalist introspecfisgchology of his teacher Pikler he could not attep
opposite stance, either.

13 Science tidomany means in Hungarian and in Jaszi's writings batbrce (natural and social) and
humanities. The term’s meaning is similar to ther@nWissenschaft in fact, it is its translation.

14 J4szi as well as his friend Szab6é despised theaginative, petty-minded politics of the social dematic
leadership in Hungary. However, Szab6é who was adtisocialist politics was a little bit offendey his
friend’s remarks.

152 April 1905 he wrote to Somlé. ,Returning hontealve to make a final choice between Science and
Politics.” [166, 85] Of course, Jaszi was unable to make a choitiehe was forced to do it. In his American
emigration he was deprived of means of politiclence and he was uneasy about that.



by Jaszi reinforced his theoretical eclecticisnteA&ll, relevance and innovation were more
important in public debates than strict consistency

Jaszi's ambivalence toward Durkheim resulted fragrskiuation. The whole
Durkheimian phenomenon — sociology as a univessibject, the possibility of scientific
cooperation, the collaborative accumulation of kiemlge® — painfully reminded him of his
own position. “Our life, my friend, is the caricaguof Western European life” — he wrote to
Somlé on 15 March 1905, in the same letter in wiietexplained in detail the reasons of his
disagreement with Durkheiml§6, 84] Durkheim — and first of all theéglesthe study of
which he strongly recommended to his friend [88& 77] — represented the success of
sociology and Jaszi dreamed of instituting a sagance in Hungary, based on observation
of facts and liberated from illusions and delusithat the same time, Durkheim, his
university status and his detachment from politeggesented the position he knew he would
be on the one hand unable to attain, on the otlred hnwilling to take up. Jaszi — as he
mentioned in letters and even in his essay — haattain aversion to Durkheim and to his
school, he disliked them — the intellectual outloo&ver the persoti.[e.g.123, 332,165, 76,
e.g.166, 77, 82-83] He was ambivalent about Durkheimiazidogy: while he recognized its
achievements in methodology and research, he mexiseeservations as far as its general
attitude to public life was concerned. Durkheim dat do the ‘scientific journalism’ Jaszi
was proposing and doing.

Jaszi and Durkheim’s reception after 1905

Durkheim’s reception in the HSZ after 1905 showdcbnsidered within the
framework of the general orientation to Westernaldbought of the revue. In general, more
and more sociologists were reviewed, many aspé&saiology institutionalizing on both
sides of the Atlantic became visible. The Sociaé&ee Library, too, produced new titles.

From the German speaking sociological world, Simweed one of the most reviewed: Risobleme der
Geschichtsphilosophig2] and Soziologig239], his Goethe-bookX10] was discussed. A new approach to
him was initiated toward the end of the war byybang Karl Mannheim.1[70, 171] Other reviews deal
with Martin Buber’s famousesellschafseries 136], with Michels’ political sociology. 106] Michels
himself gave a lecture in the Social Science Sp¢iEdrsadalomtudomanyi Tarsasagssociated with HSZ.
[177] The Heidelberg Privatdozent Emil Lederer publéheo texts in HSZ (two lectures in the Social
Science Society)1p6, 157] While an anonymous reviewer in 1912 mentione ‘$bciology represented by
Max Weber, Simmel, Ténnies and Sombaitl], 835], Max Weber himself was absent from the pamar
of sociology offered to the readers of HSZ — histher, Alfred as author of tH&tandorttheory not. 14,

242] One of the most important initiatives of earlyr®an empirical research on the selection and
accommodation of industrial workers (launched bfrel Weber with important contributions from Max
Weber) was reviewed2p7, the volume reviewed did not contain texts fromx\Wdeber] Sombart received
some attention. His European best-seflerialismus und soziale Beweguvas translated in the Social
Science Library serie215], and he was — sometimes critically, sometimesappgly — reviewed. 35,

235] However, it was the amateur social scientist l#etal socialist Franz Oppenheimer who was most

'8 n his letters to Somlé Jaszi returned again ayaireto the cooperative character of the sociokdgimrk
done in the Durkheimian groupf6, 76, 91, 96] — a character that was stressed tegigdy Durkheim himself,
too.

" See his somewhat belated program of an empirizadlgy in [132]

18 Durkheim according to the contemporaries was d kigrson but he was very sure not so much of hfrbsel
of his convictions. Paul Lapie wrote to Bouglé oNl&y 1897 of his meeting with Durkheim: ,Je n'aiequ
mollement protesté devant un certain nombre da#iions qui me paraissent contestables; mais jgpasle
compétence voulue pour discuter avec un Monsiessi @ocumenté et aussi sir de ses affirmatohselles A
part cela, il est charmant ...3(, 39] Jaszi was perhaps in the same situationwitbrhis moderate knowledge
of French, in a much more difficult situation.



visible with reviews of his works8p, 243], with translations 192, 193, 189, 194], with a lecture in the Social
Science SocietylP0] and even with a critical rejoindel91] The Netherland sociographer Steinmetz
published a paper in HSZ which was later many tiniesl as legitimating a special approach to social
phenomena.2R5]

In Austria the HSZ group had lively connectionshwift-wing and socialist intellectuals. [S&82] In
sociology Ratzenhofef(3, 204] and Gumplowicz were rather well know®4[ 151] The leader of the
Wiener Soziologische Gesellsch@ihd one of the initiators of thieutsche Gesellschaft fir Solpigie)
Rudolf Goldscheid gave a lecture in the Social BmeSociety which was published in HSZ3][

The American sociological world became more visitd®. A chapter of Albion W. SmallGeneral
Sociologywas translated and publish&ti4] as well as an essay by W.I. Thom&24] Thomas himself
visited Hungary, established contacts with membéthe HSZ group98] and one of them published an
empirical investigation, partly inspired by Thomggl] Other American authors reviewed were Small (nathe
critically) [105], Ward (‘the most respected and most original Aio@r sociologist’) 87, 152, 220],
Sumner’'sFolkways[226], Ross. 107] Sociological handbooks (by Dealey-Ward, Blackraad Giddings)
[115] and conferenced (4] were registered, too. War@sychic Factors of Civilizatioand Giddings’
Principles of Sociologyere translated in the Social Science Libraryesel, 245] The most famous
product of the ‘survey movement’, tRittsburgh Survegame to the attention of the authors of HSZ, [@p.

The English speaking anthropology was representalfdéstermarck whosghe Origin and Development of
the Moral Ideaswas both reviewe®p] and a section of it translate@4p] Frazer, too appeared as the
subject of a reviewlB1] and his Liverpool inaugural address was trandlggs]

Among the French social scientists, the organlasbantec remained popular as he was eadi&rl67]

The publications of Wormghstitut International de Sociologieere reviewed17, 228] as well as Worms
himself (rather critically).Z] Fouillée was remembered as the doyen of the Rreaciology. 4] Le Bon
was one of the most visible French social sciefifi$te can be counted as such) — representedahglations
[154, 155] and essays, reviewslq, 240, 241] Jaszi did not hide his aversion to Le Bon’s covatve
politics and to the commonplace character of higd®ns, but counted him among “the most origamaits
of our age”. 108, 128] In general: as editor he did not close the padé$SZ to reviews of concurrents of
the Durkheimian group (e.g. Vacher de Lapo8f# ¢r Van Gennep79]).

Jaszi's small booklet on the sociology reflectedZi4jeneral orientation: the bibliography contaiwveatks
by Bouglé, Comte, Durkheim, Espinas, Ferri, Fra@ddings, Gumplowicz, Kautsky, Kidd, Le Bon, Lévy-
Bruhl, Marx, Morgan, Ratznehofer, Roberty, Rosd)rBaller, Small, Sombart, Tarde, Veblen, Ward,
Westermarck.126, 70-71]

HSZ did not accord a privileged place to Durkheintoothe Durkheim school after
1905 and it cannot be said that the editors of M@ very attentive to the literary
production of Durkheim and his school.. On the camyt the contemporary reader would
have had the impression that Oppenheimer, Wargesr ke Bon were equally or even more
important. There was one factor that separated liimk and the Durkheimians from people
like Oppenheimer, Le Bon or even Sombart (but rmhfthe Americans): Durkheim was
professional academic sociologist. The contributondSZ knew that and from time to time
reminded the readers of it.

Besides some notes on matters related td*Himarkheim appeared in a politically
delicate context, too. The electoral reform theegoment proposed to avoid universal
suffrage would have given plural votes to thosarmhigher education. The editors of HSZ
asked famous intellectuals and university men (eogillée, Kautsky, Tonnies, Loria,
Masaryk, Oppenheimer, Gumplowicz, Michels, Jafféu@é, Ross) to give their opinion on
the planned electoral law. Durkheim in his shoplyehis first text appearing in Hungarian,

9 1n 1908 a short notice referred to #megiéte of Les documents du progrésswhich Durkheim take parg],
next year the review of the volurie la méthode dans les sciengase detailed attention to Durkheim’s
contribution. [L97] Later the HSZ published Parodi’s lecture on thabtem of religion where he referred
approvingly to thd-ormes [198]



emphasized the unavoidability of universal suffragd underlined the necessity of
organization. 69, 682-683149, 253-2547°

A second and at that time more scientific trangtafollowed. In 1909 HSZ published
Durkheim’s text on the ‘critical examination of thkassical systems on the origins of
religious thought'. 49] It is as yet unknown whose idea it was to traestéand publish it as
well as who the translator was. The text in quesitvas published in thRevue
philosophique[48] and later incorporated as chapters Il. and hlBook I. in theFormes[53,
67-122]

Jaszi, in his voluminous literary activity kepteaing to Durkheim and to his
collaborators. However, he did not give a privileg®sition to him. Jaszi reviewed Lévy-
Bruhl’s La morale et la science des moe[i59] (which was considered by contemporaries
as a Durkheimian treatise) and praised the authrardt being as scholastic and metaphysical
as Durkheim was[13] He reproached Bouglé for being against the nasaiantific
approach 120] — one has to remember of his enthusiasm for Liet&xa Both in the essay on
the future of democracy and in a review on theaogy of revolutions he mentioned
casually DurkheimJ10, 124] — the main argument was based on other authésgi 3 who at
that time in his characteristic eclectic mannerstdered himself as a representative of
historical materialism [seE27] — reviewed Mauss’s and Beuchat’s essay on social
morphology L74] as an empirical confirmation of historical maséism [125] — an
evaluation that would have been contradicted bgttihe authors themselves and by faithful
Marxists, too. Jaszi reviewed Bouglé’s book ondhaste society2B] where he blamed
Bouglé for the timid eclecticism characteristicloé whole Durkheim school (sic!), an
eclecticism which manifests itself in the reluctane establish social lawsl16] Jaszi's
magnum opughe book on the nationality problem referredn® Durkheimian distinction
between mechanical and organic solidarity — thedaichieving its highest development in
the national state429, 26] — but on the whole it was rather Un-Durkheimi

Jaszi's evaluation of Durkheim was contradictonyhis booklet on sociology he
guoted extensively and approvingly tRégles especially Durkheim’s well-known discussion
of the faults of the ‘ideological analysis7(, 108 ff** However, in his 1912 essay on social
progress 131] he criticized Durkheim for not providing the geakideas which would orient
action. Jaszi distinguished between evolution andness. While evolution was according to
him an external, objective process, independeimtdividual goals and value statements,
social progress “is a subjective, normative, telgmal concept, it means advancement,
accelerating motion, upgrading toward a stateaiestaccepted as desirable, agreeable,
materially or morally useful goals of human coopiera” [131, 505] No wonder that he did
not found in Durkheim arguments for this conceptiom the contrary, Durkheim’s
arguments were according to him the most consegli@nies of the anti-progress standpoint.
[131, 509] Jaszi believed that the relativistic arguternheDivision which asserted that the
growth of the division of labor cannot be attrildite the search of happiness was not valid.
The two central points of the Durkheimian argumenhe understood them were that the
anticipation of future happiness (which is toodaray to be perceived by the actors) cannot
be the cause of present increases in the dividiabor and that the human capacity of

2 See the Appendix.

2L He differentiated between scientific knowledge #melpractical knowledge of agitators and he argued
forcefully that sociology should remain an activitydicated to the finding of social facts and 1aji26, 62-63]
He closed his arguments in a Durkheimian mannearhiging the virtues of the scientific empiricapapach
and rejected the search of general idek26, [64]



pleasure is limited while the development of thasion of labor is unlimited.g6, 211, 214-
215,131, 510-511] Jaszi did not accept them because evbdlthat human happiness
increased in small steps parallel to the developrokthe division of labor. Accordingly, the
search of happiness was a real factor in humanaawent. Jaszi quoted the Durkheimian
argument that the rate of suicide increased wighditvelopment of the division of labor (and
therefore the latter did not produce happiness)djected to it that suicide can be a sign in
the growth of human dignity6f, 229-231,131, 514, 518-521] J4szi's statements implied that
human progress can be objectively, quasi sciealifieneasured and that there are really
different degrees of increasing happiness. Jaseipded the implication that human nature is
basically the same everywhere and contrasted it bitrkheim’s belief that happiness is
relative to the nature of the being in questiord(terefore the savage can be as happy as the
civilized while the material conditions were quitdferent). |66, 224,131, 517] Jaszi asserted
that social science should produce valid result€hvat the same time would establish the
valuations he was acting on.

The problem was the same he had had confrontedria: Flowever, at that time he
had already given up all hopes of a university ear€herefore he was less inclined to accept
Durkheim’s cautious and slightly relativistic appob. In fact, Jaszi could have found
arguments legitimating social valuations in Chapitesf Durkheim’s Regles|In his Paris
days Jaszi read thReglesand urged Somlé to read it, too. He did not fothetlessons of the
ReéglesIn an essay published in the same year he rdfesrBurkheim having said that social
science has to have some practical significari@8] [In fact, Durkheim wrote: “...a quoi bon
se travailler pour connaitre le réel, si la corsei€e que Nous en acquéerons ne peut nous
servir dans la vie?"70, 141] That was not enough for Jaszi’'s moderat@batilitarianism
which was neither really new nor particularly pnafiol. For him it was important to have a
secure and universally valid base of politicahasth. He could not find it in Durkheim.

Mauss and Soml6 — an encounter that did not takeepl

The way Bbédog (Felix) Somlé (1873-1920) — friendla@ézi, contributor to HSZ and
university professor in Kolozsvar — approachedaiience was unique in the HSZ gréép.
After publishing some quite original sociologicapers and treatises, around 1910 — perhaps
adapting himself to what was expected of a profesklaw — returned to traditional subjects
in philosophy of law. Parallel to that, he sevepeduspended his links to HSZ and to Jaszi.
However, just before the turn to more conventi@rabs of study, in 1909 he wrote a book on
the primitive forms of exchange which was one @f ttost original pieces of work of the
HSZ circle®

Somlo was certainly influenced by Durkheim and s/'chool’. Jaszi in his letters
from Paris called his friend’s attention to theiagbments of the DurkheimiaA$Somlé was

220n Somlé seelp0, 161, 209, 247, 248]

% The book and the booklet which accompanied it wattten in German (Somlé was bilingual, he spolkthw
his mother in German) and had a very restrictechchpn Hungary. The basic ideas were published in
Hungarian in the HSZ217], the anthropological analyses which supportedithaot. Karoly (Charles) Polanyi
wrote in a letter in 1948 that he discovered Sombiok only after reading Mauss whereas he maddociral
degree in law with Soml61§]

% He recommended Somlé to read Resglesand praised the importance of collective sociaabwork. [See
his letter of 1 March 190866, 77-78] “Sociology of religion is the most hardtiwa crack but | think that this
research would shed more light on social phenortiearaany other” — he wrote on 11 April 1905 and entiek
proposal to work together on this topit66, 91] He stressed the importance of objective, @ratpve research.
[Letter of 6 May 1905166, 95] In 1907 he urged Somlé to review the origidicles in the last (i.e. the "0



perhaps less widely read in Durkheim than his @fibat he had a more clear idea of the
preconditions of sociological work. The problem waas he formulated it in a small
methodological booklet that “man in der Soziologehaufig geistreich wird, wo man bloss
fleissig sein sollte.“219, 10] Somlo saw that being hard-working dependedigactive
conditions. Therefore he proposed not so much almeform as a deep-going re-
organization of sociological research. He maders¢vesometimes naive — suggestions how
to establish the cadres for a comprehensive déserigociology that would be the result of
collective work. While he had some knowledge ofweking methods of th&nnéé®, he
based his suggestion of collective and descrigoaology on other attempts like Spencer’s
Descriptive Sociologyon Steinmetz’s proposals, on Thurnwald’s quesiaire and on others.
[219, 43-48] Soml6 saw that while the elaboration okéitient classification of societies
could be considered as the precondition of sesogglogical work, on the other hand the
classification depends on good descriptions ofthe institutions. He did not try to solve
the riddle. R19] In this context, he discusse2llp, 24-36] Durkheim’s proposal of
classification of social type§(, 169-181] — perhaps the less interesting pati®Regles
Somlo stressed that Durkheim’s classification waargant of Spencer’s. His main criticism
was that Durkheim’s classificatory attempt reduttedlrelevant social characteristics to the
nature, number and mode of combination of the dmestt parts, had nothing to say about
technology, economical state of the society in jlaesand could not answer the question
about the identity of the units to be classifi&ld, 31-32] Parallel to his proposals to
cooperative research and classifications Somldettea special issue, that of exchange.

Somlo spent some time at the Solvay Institute imsBels which he described as an
ideal collective workplace2l6] The result of his visit there was not only hitatty forgotten
methodological proposal but also his last soci@algproduct, the book on the primitive
forms of exchangé® [218]

At the Solvay Institute Somlo experienced what éams having the necessary
research tools at his disposal. He used the teallseamajority of social scientists did around
the turn of century: he reviewed the availableditere for data on his special problem. It was
his problem, not his method which was innovative.lbbked for examples of exchange of
goods in the ‘most primitive’ societies. As manyhig contemporaries, he considered the
Australians and foremost the Central Australianghasnost primitive and the best known.
Somlo, too was impressed by the richness of médegieen in the two volumes by Spencer
and Gillen p21, 222] — utilized extensively by Durkheim.

The book formulated ideas which were taken up layevlauss. Mauss in his essay on
the gift cited approvingly Somlo {sic}: “il commepa entrer dans la voie ou nous allons
nous engager nous-mémel7p, 150F’ Somld’s thesis was that the exchange of goodsawas
universal phenomenon. “Die fundamentale Tatsadeeymb als Ausgangspunkt dienen muss,

volume of theAnnée(“veritable models of the Durkheim school” — ith giobability the articles of Huvelin
[103] and Hertz 100]) [166, 159] — Somlé did not review them.

% The essay on exchange contained references tdiféerent volume of thénnéethe 4" (Mauss's review on
Tasmanian ethnologyL73]), the 8" (Durkheim’s essay on totemistsg]), the 8" (the classification essay by
Durkheim and Mauss/B], Durkheim'’s review of a book on Indian sociolojgy], Simiand’s review of a book
on’primitive economy’ £12]) and the & (Durkheim’s review on the silent tradg4]).

% |t was not the first excursion Somlé’s in anthrimmy and sociology. He published together withgtisfessor
and mentor, Gyula (Julius) Pikler a small booklettoe origins of totemism201].

27|t seems that Mauss knew nothing more of Somlé.EBerthoud’s paper who rediscovered the Somld-Mauss
connection. 18]



ist, dass alle hier untersuchten Stamme einen @iiterhr kennen und zwar sowohl den
Tausch von Stamm zu Stamm, wie auch einen Guteufimmiaerhalb des Stammes. ...
Soweit wir die soziale Entwicklung zurtickverfolgeinnen, finden wir auch
Guterzirkulation.” P18, 155] Somlé formulated his thesis polemically:tba one hand
against Karl Bucher and his idea of the ‘Stufeiddividuellen Bedurfnisbefriedigung’, that
is a stage where every individual consumed whdtduefound, captured or produced, on the
other hand against Engels’s or Lafargue’s ideaiofifve communism. 218, 166 f]

Mauss must have had the impression that Somlé veasignin direction which were
congenial with those of the Durkheimians becausal8dreated instances of exchange in
connection with phenomena of social and religiowgmnization, with patterns of kinship.
Somlé remarked that in the discussion of primieeenomy “dirfen wir nicht von der
Annahme ausgehen, als ob wir soziale Phanomenimdenf konnten, welche schén sauber
nur Wirtschafts-Erscheinungen und nicht andereemdm Gegenteil, wir missen
annehmen, dass wir die wirtschaftlichen Tatsachdredeutendem Masse mit juristischen
Vorschriften, moralischen Befehlen, mit religioselaubenselementen und Zeremonien
verquickt antreffen werden.2lL8, 45] It was in this sense that Somlé described the
exchanges in connection with totemistic ceremoniespecially in the Intichiuma ceremony
that was considered by Durkheim as the central mbmehe ‘elementary’ religion in
Australia. p18, 45-59] Reading Somld, Mauss must have thoughtthdas found an early
intuition of his own idea of ‘total facts’. It mubfave impressed Mauss that Somlo, too
stressed the importance of the gift as a form oharge and the obligations connected with
it. [218, 156-157] Somlé considered primitive gift as sdmrey which amalgamated elements
of modern gift and modern barter. However, thers maessential difference in Somlé’s and
Mauss’s treatment of gift: Somlé thought that teeemntial thing was the exchange of goods
and the form of exchange was of secondary impoetartle Mauss stressed the importance
of the exchange forms. In fact, it was the formahkhhad prime importance for him. Somlé
believed in evolution while Mauss attitude in trespect was more complicated.

It could have come to a dialogue of Mauss and Sentdat it did not. Somlé must
have seen that if he had important insights that ecause in Bruxelles he had extraordinary
working conditions he would not have again at hami€olozsvar. | think that was among the
reasons that forced him to abandon sociologicaares and return to more conventional
issues.

New actors — new interpretations

Toward the end of the first decade of the centew actors appeared on the scene and
that led to an upsurge of literary activity relatedurkheim. At the same time, the virtual
monopoly of HSZ in matters related to Durkheim cdaman end.

Dénes (Kislégi or Kisléghy) Nagy (1884-1984) stuldi®07-1908 in Paris. He
followed Durkheim’s lectures on the ‘physics of mlst (presumably a variant of the lectures
known later under the titleecons de sociologig6]). Returning home, he faithfully
summarized Durkheim in several reviews before thedwvar?® His first review of
Durkheim dealt with the"™®volume ofAnnée sociologiquerhere he praised thnnéefor his
criticism which helped to drive back premature,@istic generalizations — and than
summarized the content of the volume, as he didsimater contributions, tool1$0] It was

8 Between the wars he turned toward economics. kéevergain on Durkheim in the sixties and early ségs.
See his autobiographg45]
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he who wrote an unusually long review (in fact: suany) of theFormessoon after its
publication. [182] He reviewed Lévy-Bruhl tooll78] and even in the war wrote a summary of
the last volume of th&nnéé® [183] and published one of the necrologies of Durkhéit84]
Durkheim was for hinthe sociologist as can be seen in his small bookletamiology. [L85]

Durkheim appeared on the pages of the newly foubeglyar Tarsadalomtudomanyi
SzemldMTSZ, Hungarian Social Science Review), too. MiESZ was created by
politicians, intellectuals and university men wloaifid the stance of Jaszi and his friends too
radical and not sufficiently national, left the H&&d the affiliated arsadalomtudomanyi
Tarsasagand created their own societMdgyar Tarsadalomtudomanyi Egyesiildtingarian
Social Science Association). The review was writigrBodog (Félix) Valyi (translator of
Nietzsche, later editor of the short livRévue politique internationala Lausanne and an
expert in Islamic and Turkish affairs) living aatitime in Parig® Valyi's review (which
considered only thBivision andRegle¥ was in his approach quite different from those in
HSZz 3! While the reviewers of HSZ saw a positive achiegetin Durkheim’s efforts to
establish an independent, specialized sociologlyi Véproached Durkheim that he did not
see the dangers in being a specialist. Instead; Weédferred the rapprochement of science
and humanities (the word he usdmblcsészétcan be translated as humanities or philosophy,
or both). P37, 213-214] Accordingly, he objected to Durkheim&nception of social facts, to
the idea that social facts should be considerehiags, and he could not understand the
necessity of the delimitation of sociology from plsglogy>? [237, 217-219] Valyi stressed
the organicist origin of the Durkheimian idea ofmal and pathological and had serious
reservation concerning his treatment of crin287[ 220-221] While Jaszi had serious
misgivings about the practical-political significanof Durkheim’s ideas, he complied with
the project of instituting a separate scientificistogy. Valyi accepted many ideas of
Durkheim but rejected the most essential portioit: dfis criticism implied that there was no
necessity to establish a separate sociologicahseiet that time this approach was
consonant with the more traditional ideas of higtreawledge®

It is not known whether it was Valyi’s review tharned Antal Balla’s (1886-1953) —
a moderate liberal economist and journalist, ctoddTSZ — attention to Durkheim. He did
the first and for exactly fifty years the only fianslation of one of Durkheim’s books. Balla,
who has translated Le BorPsychologie des foules 1913, reviewed thEormesin MTSZ
in 1914. There he stressed that according to Dumkheligion is the natural product of
society. The thesis that science emerged of relidmes not mean “that science would be in

2 The same volume was reviewed by another membiedfiSZ circle, Laszl6 Dienes, tod4]

% The first sentence in the review expressed theomistpleasure that at last there was a speciajmeual in
social science in Hungary236, 211] Jaszi's friend, Ervin Szab6 wrote an angrterin HSZ saying that it was
unfair to pretend being the first in social science creating the impression that they were tls¢ faviewing
Durkheim because other people (the HSZ) did itaalyein great extent188] Valyi in his reply asserted that the
first paragraph was inserted by the editors anthded that he would not write any more in the MT[337] —

and he did not.

31 In the same issue appeared a summary drijeeteof Les documents du progress/iewed in the HSZ, too.
[196]

32|t was in the same vein that Gyorgy Bartdk argagainst naturalistic sociology. He objected tditttsociety
was not “a metaphysical entity ... governing wittegistible force the material and spiritual lifeirmdividuals”
but composed of men “in their intellectual and nhopaality”. [13, 434]

33 valyi wrote in German, his review was translatgate editors of MTSZ. He must have known the views
social science dominant in German university cgcle 1907 he prepared an inquiry Bie Zukunft der
Soziologiefor the German periodicBlokumente des Fortschrittisee202, 899-900]
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contradiction to religion or that it would be nesasly the negation of religion.” “Because he
{Durkheim} has seen the working of spiritual fordageligious and social formations he
provides in this work the most powerful argumergaiast the theory known as historical
materialism.” L0, 69] According to Balla Durkheim considered radige experience as
different from but equal to the scientific onegaing himself in this respect with James, “the
most important modern guardian of religionf0] 68] Certainly this conservative reading of
the Formesmade earlier works of Durkheim (which were vigasiyuattacked by
contemporary French conservatives) acceptable lta.Eeeriously wounded in the war he
translated and published tRe&gles[45]

The reception of the translation was mixed andoréd the ongoing transformation of
intellectual life toward the end of the war. Theiesver of HSZ called attention to the
difference between Pikler’s psychological approgearlier very much respected in the HSZ
group) and Durkheim and sharply criticized the $tation. [L76] A Catholic review
emphasized that the book provoked disagreem@rjtBiéla Fogarasi, member of the
Sonntag-Kreisaround Gyorgy (Georg) Lukacs underlined that Deiktis timid positivism
was very one-sided when regarded social researsiméar to the natural scientific one.
Durkheim’s Millian logic was obsolete “disregarditige standpoint of the modern logic of
history and of the cultural sciences87[ 355] Fogarasi’s critic was aimed not so much at
Durkheim than at the positivist moderate liberadlationism of the HSZ group. At that time
he and his friends were idealist anti-positivistaty a year later radical communists.

The same was true of Elek Bolgar (1883-1955) thetmpmfound pre-revolution
interpreter of Durkheim. Bolgar’s articles on Duekim®* were written from an idealist,
synthesis-yearning point of view. His knowledgeébafrkheim was profound, he was equally
well versed in the more positivistic works of niestand in the more philosophical ones of
the first decade of the new century. It was onlg\Waho had and equal familiarity with
Durkheim.

The sociological synthesis Bolgar was looking faswdifferent from the
philosophical and scientific ones: it was metaptaisin so far as it assimilated all the
explanations and accounts of social life and it syslied and logical in so far as it was
empirical. Social science appeared in this perggeas an evaluative approach combining
perspectives which were defective if isolated fremech other.42] Bolgar was convinced that
the sociological synthesis required the strict sjg@n of sociological explanations from the
psychological (restricted) one&1] Obviously, Bolgar conceived sociology as somegttimat
overcame the limitations of existing fields of kredge. “The fully developed sociological
synthesis will be able even to set the bases oftagrated worldview... “24, 150] In this
way, sociology would have practical significana® + an inference Bolgar did not speak out
in his highly abstract articles.

Bolgar’s views set the base for his evaluation ofibeim’s contributions. According
to him, Durkheim was the man of synthesis — albeita fully consequential one. Bolgar
summarized Durkheim’s conception of the social aheiieation of cognition citing his essay
on the primitive forms of classificatioi7§] and the relevant passages of Buemes [24, 139
ff, 53, 12-28] While he detected some remnants of psggfgin in Durkheim, in the end
acknowledged that it was a kind of sociologicatiyrfided. It was in this sense that Bolgar
dealt with the essay on individual and collectigpresentation2ff, 141-143,75] and in the
same vein he was well aware of the importanceefiéfinition of social facts in tHeegles

3 There were two necrologies in HSZ of Durkheim: emiten by Bolgar §5], summarizing one of his articles
considered below and one summarizing Halbwachglestin the Revue philosophiqud3p]
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[24, 144,70] Bolgér referred to Durkheim’s ambition to estahlia synthesis of social
sciences.43, 259]

He considered Durkheim’s social epistemology aditeestep toward a social
metaphysics.g4, 151] As it was mentioned above, Jaszi, too actisekheim of being a
metaphysician. In Jaszi's view Durkheim was not eicgd enough (e.g. when he spoke of
collective representations). Bolgar, on the comtrbelieved that Durkheim could not be a
fully developed social metaphysician. The reasornHat was that he was too positivistic, he
was not a really idealist and critical spirit. Hevssome prejudice against philosophy in
Durkheim. P3, 259] According to him, in Durkheim there were sfameous metaphysical
tendencies which could not become fully maturedg&osaw these tendencies in the social
epistemology. Unfortunately, Durkheim stopped reere could not develop the logical
principles of social philosophy instead of socibilpsophical bases of the logical principles.
[24, 152-153] Durkheim, said Bolgér, neglected thenpof view of a unified
systematization. The phase of sociology he reptedes coming to the end: “... the
sociology in the synthetic sense of the word isddrto take a different road. It should be
commanded by the philosophy of culture, the gertbeiry of values and the logic of the
sciences of spirit4zellemtudomanyhe Hungarian term fageisteswissenschaft.” [ 23,

273]

Jaszi and Bolgar both thought that Durkheim wagsft because he could not give
the value directive they were expecting of him. ldger, they were looking for different
things. Jaszi was asking for scientific developraklatwvs which would guide reformist
action. Bolgar — echoing the experiences of a nemeration disillusioned of material
progress and exasperated over the horrors of the demanded new cultural values and
meaningful ideas. Durkheim, sure, was not the tastlidate for the roles expected of him.
Durkheim’s great achievement was the creation @fikcipline of sociology. That was on
the one hand too much and on the other hand ttoflir different representatives of
Hungarian intellectual tendencies that looked foritsial and political guidance.

Forget Durkheim

Hungary in 1920 was a very different country conegarith the Hungary in early
1918. It was much smaller and it became one ointiependent and impoverished Central
European states. After five years of war, revohgiand counter-revolution it was exhausted
materially and spiritually. The feeling that Westeivilization declined was general in
Europe — in Hungary as elsewhere the feeling wamensated by fervent nationalim.
Resources and willingness were equally missingtt@duce sociology in the universities
while the importance of social problems and sostiatlies was a lesson even conservative
thinkers learned from the events.

A great portion of the intellectual elite disappshin war or emigrated: Jaszi, Lukacs,
Mannheim, Bolgar left the country, Szabd died & 8panish fever, Somlé committed suicide
in 1920. Both HSZ and MTSZ were stopped. True, thay successors: after a painful period
of recovery HSZ was restarted in 1926 under theafdrdzadunkSZ, Our Century) and was
published until 1939. The revd@rsadalomtudomanfi T, Social Science), a conservative-
liberal continuator of MTSZ was started in 1921 aras published until 194%.Both, SZ

% Right-wing nationalism implied more or less cruatiants of anti-semitism. The majority of thoseowkrote
on Durkheim (Jaszi, Somld, Bolgar) were Jewishtieg were incriminated for poisoning Hungarian ispir
However, Durkheim’s Jewishness which must have lb@emwn was never mentioned in print.

3% On the history of TT se@(5]
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and TT were relatively open to western intellectimlelopments, albeit in a different way.
However, Durkheim was not on the agenda of the day.

The TT reviewed contemporary social science redétioften. The center of interest
was shifted to German social science: Max Weberdisovered, Sombart’s publications
were registered, von Wiese, Spann and Freyer wergiomed relatively ofte®. TT (in
contrast to the earlier HSZ) showed a very regttlidghterest in American and French
sociology*®

While SZ inherited the political-intellectual inests of HSZ, it did not inherit its
engagement for sociology. There were relatively fewews and articles on international
sociology (more on Hungarian social problems). Saterest, too was redirected toward the
German speaking sociology. Sure, there was a aun&taerican element in SZ: Jaszi who
was teaching in Oberlin, published regularly in 8istly political essays, less reflections on
American sociology. The sociologist most preser§Znwas of course Mannheini3y, 138,
139, 153] Max Weber was discovere@4] and the debates surrounding the sociology of
knowledge, t00.701, 208, 233] The only essay referring to Durkheim was an oiemnof
theories of totemism written by the psychoanalyigteABalint. [9]

People who had had invested in Durkheim continoeshbw interest in him. That was
the case with Dénes Nagy as already mentiraett with Balla, too. Balla —in his review of
the volume edited by Bougl&g] — found in Durkheim an engaged opponent of the
destructive and one-sided individualistic moralscérding to Balla Durkheim stressed that
“... there must always be certain strict moral rdbBgatory to the members of society ...”
[11, 250] It was in the same manner that he revielWwedurkheim volume on socialism
edited by Fauconneb]]: “Substance and strength of {the Durkheimian}idiion is that it
excludes socialism from the scienced2][Durkheim was mentioned sporadically — e.g. in an
article on suicided] or when his name was found somewhere in a puicaeviewed.

[168] Bouglé, too, remained in contact with Hungarianial scientists — 1938 he visited the
E6tvos College (established on the model of the Ea8 gave a lecture on French social
science — reflecting his views developed in his5l93mmary. 27, 29, 42] It is interesting
that the relatively well-informed Istvan Bibd Sedirector of the Szeged university library
and first editor of TT, in his booklet on ‘primigvmen’ did not know anything of Durkheim
(whoseFormesas it was referred to above was reviewed in Hw)gahile he reviewed
contributions by Tylor, Lévy-Bruhl, Hubert and Maughe essay on magic), Vierkandt,
Westermarck and other2(]

| do not see clearly why Istvan Dékany (1886-19686)ng extensively on sociology
and social philosophy neglected Durkheim. Dékdmhe was despised by leading figures of
the scientific establishment because of his extrechecticism — was a long time
Privatdozent, one-time editor of TT and from 1§4@fessor of ‘social studies’ in Budapest.
He read everything and was a prolific writer. Cieiitg he was the most informed person in
international sociology in Hungary — and was netitten of original ideas. In his
Introduction to the psychology of society he mem¢id and cited almost everybody in the
world who had written something sociological savax\WWeber — and Durkheim, who was
mentioned only parenthetically89, 115] His more voluminous social philosophy citesny

370n TT see the excellent bibliography of Sa&06] German authors mentioned in articles and reviews:
Sombart 10, Max Weber 9, von Wiese 7, Spann 6,dfréyothers 28, all together 64.

3 American authors in social science were mentionéy French ones in 20 articles and reviews (Deitkhé,
Bouglé in 3, Le Bon in 7). Numbers based on Sa@aitbkography.

%9 He reviewed Mauss's essay on gift, tat8d]
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sociologists, too (it seems that Othmar Spann tasrtost important for him) — Durkheim
was absent agaird]] In fact, Dekany did read Durkheim: in an essaglitg with restricted
and extensive social formations he mentioned theklizimian idea of professional
organizations citing the Second Introductiomiwgision. [40] It was not natural or obvious
that someone in Hungary in 1930 would know abostprece of Durkheim (nobody alluded
to it before the war when Durkheim was more pregeiritellectual communication). His last
sociological publication was an introduction toisbscience.43] His knowledge of the
international literature reflected the state ofdiniein the thirties: he knew the most important
German sociologists, Weber, Ténnies of courseSipainn, Wiese, Geiger, Vierkandt, too. On
the list of Americans were Ross, Bogardus, Ellwddayes, Park and Burgess, Maclver,
Sorokin — not bad as a starting point. The Durkiens: were put symbolically in the dustbin.
“As we took leave of Spencer, it will be the turrtloe Durkheimian school even if it did
thorough work through two or three decade4d3, B83] The position of Laszl6 Ottlik was
very similar to Dékany’s. Ottlik set out to creat@ormative ‘social study’ centered around
the idea of discipline and authority and while aked on the (possibly misunderstood)
German sociologists, he discarded the Durkheindaa bf an objective sociology as self-
contradictory. 195, 119]

The most extensive treatment of Durkheim was wrilig an outsider. Istvan Hajnal
(1892-1956) was historian, early initiator of sd¢isstory in Hungary'? His interests were
broader than those of the mainstream historiangriei#to overcome the traditional national
point of view. In an essay he tried to explorepbssible contributions of sociology to a more
open social history of Europe€9] The central categories of his approach weredlifé form.

He introduced the Hungarian neologisinsadalmasodaghe equivalent of the Simmelian
German termVergesellschaftung/ergesellschaftunmeans the constant transformation of
activity in institutions, stabilized forms of intaation, social formations. While his idea of a
constant flow of life which solidifies in structurf@rms appears as quite Simmelian he did not
know Simmel*! His main sources were the Weimar sociologistskéedt and Freyer. As he
declared in the first lines of his essay he woeldew first of all German sociology.

However, Weber, too (whom he certainly kif8wvas absent form his treatment of
sociological contributions to the theory of histofyeyer, his main source was teaching in
Budapest from 1936 to 1942 when Hajnal wrote héags

It seems that Hajnal's knowledge of Durkheim wastrieted to thdReégles[150, 107]
In his short treatment of Durkheim’s contributios thansformed Durkheim’s methodological
statements in social philosophical ones. Socidsfaere according to Hajnal “obstacles
resisting to life”, separating themselves fromitrsinctive stream.99, 166] He did not give
textual evidence for this interpretation — it wohlave been an impossible task. Hajnal
perceived a certain parallelism between Tarde am#ti2im: Tarde described the
transformation of life into structure, Durkheim tessistance of structure to life. “Ruthless
conceptual separation of life and structure: alnaosawful experience ever since then for all
sociologists.” 9, 166] He reproached Durkheim for considering strration mechanically.
Durkheim did not perceive the “lively pulsating phg” opposed to ‘social facts99, 167]

0 0On Hajnal seelp0] and p2]
1 Laszl6 Lakatos, personal communication

“2\Weber was well received by Hungarian historiar B07, 25-33]
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Hajnal read Durkheim through the lenses of Freljes.reading was more a misinterpretation
— it did not influence later reception of Durkhefnidleas’

Durkheim the model sociologist

In the short-lived democratic transition periodvibetn the end of war and the
establishment of a Stalinist regime, a chair ofadogy was created for Sandor Szalai around
whom a group of young people created the first ensity seminar of sociology. Szalai wrote
two introductory texts429, 230] in which he already gave prominence to the ‘ctzd’s
figures: Marx, Pareto, Weber, Wiese, Scheler. MaimhOppenheimer were the most cited
authors — and Durkheim. In the first book, whilegae more substantial treatment of Marx,
Mannheim and Weber, his references to Durkheim wagtesr incidental. The second one
was in this respect more balanced. There Szal#ideh the Suicide objecting to
Durkheim’s treatment that he abstracted societyftioe material and real world®230, 59]

The conclusion of the short presentation ofDingsion stressed that the division of labor is
based on the world of production, in the mode pfaduction. 230, 60] Even if the objection
is somewhat unclear, it is obvious that it trieddonulate a criticism inspired by Marxism.

However, Szalai's Marxism could not save the ctaaciology as an independent
discipline did not fit in the conception the Paegdership had of science and university.
Durkheim had to wait for two more decades to reappeHungarian intellectual life.
Durkheim could wait — the sort of the Szalai grovas more gloomy: Szalai was
incarcerated, some of the members emigrated (fikes)Harsanyi), some had to give up
scientific ambitions for some time (like Laszl6 Gsezombathy) or changed to less
dangerous fields (like Géza Perjés).

In the sixties, the relative 'thaw’ in ideologicaktters allowed the re-appearance of
sociology. With the beginnings of a semi-autonomsmsological discourse Durkheim was
re-introduced in Hungary, again. In the sixties kh@im was already regarded as one of the
founding fathers and there could be no sociologyéworld which would not have
mentioned him. It was obvious that Durkheim shdagdcamong the first translated ‘Western’
sociologists (which does not mean that it was senapld easy to publish ‘Western’
sociological works). As he had nothing to do witladsm, he was less suspicious than
Mannheim for example (whose works were not trapdlantil the nineties).

Between 1967 and 1980 many basic Durkheimian tegte translated and then there
was a pause of two decades. The translati®@uafidewas published first in 1967 (in the
same year as a selection of Weber’'s works) anchpeassed in 198%69] (and in 2000 again
in a revised edition77]), two shorter pieces — the second introductiotheRégleqg71] and
one of his articles in the Buisson lexicon of pempg[50] — were published in a reader in
1971. B0, 61] A semi-public selection (with restricted circutat) came out in 19726p],
including the first chapter of tHeeéglesthe introduction to the first volume of Anné#],
the essay on the development of criminal 1&4],[the definition of moral facts/B] and the
chapter of thé&-ormeson the definition of religion.§3, 31-66] The most remarkable feature
of this reader was that as a postscript it conth@orno’s extremely hostile comment on
Durkheim. b] A multi-volume reader for use at the universitiestained several
Durkheimian texts, already published elsewherefifteechapter oRéglesthe second
introduction to th&keglesthe first chapter of Book Il dbuicidg. [102] In 1974 a reader

3 The only exception seems to be the sociographenEeErdei who once mentioned approvingly Durkheim
and Hajnal together88, 248]
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contained three selections of Durkheim’s historgaddication. 72, 9-15, 261-266, 296-303,

86, 19-34, 471-479] The more comprehensive and psbliection came out in 19767
containing the integral text &feglegwithout the second introductio6j], the essay on

factual and value statemen®®l], and the classification essay co-authored witlussa[/8] It
took over from the earlier semi-public reader theag on the definition of moral facts and the
essay on the definition of religious phenomena. Jdrées of early publication was closed by
the translation of hi&ducation et sociologiexcluding Fauconnet’s introductioff)[68]

In the seventies there was already a (very resttjcdcademic field that required
reading materials. In 1968-69 a special courséunfyswas organized at the Social Science
Institute of the Party teachers of Marxism and séuh@re sociologists participating. Zsuzsa
Ferge spoke there of Durkheim, tBeicidewas discussed and the problem of social facts was
treated as a significant isstreThe first cohort of full-time sociology studentarsed in 1972.
They read th&®egleswith Tibor Huszar and th8uicidewith L4szl6 Cseh-Szombathy (the
latter as an example in sound methodold§yt the Marx University of Economics, LaszI6
Bertalan spoke extensively on Durkhéeim.

The modest boom in the edition reflected the atassitatus of Durkheim. His status
was confirmed in general introductions and in t@agimaterials for students, he was less
present in actual research. In the nine volumékeprofessional journ&zocioldgia
Durkheim was mentioned only five times (disregagditisliégi Nagy’s two lengthy articles
[143, 144] in which he recounted his reading of Durkh&ndone half a century earlier): two
reviews of recent translations and in the refersmée¢hree papers (two of them partial
translations of foreign articles). Durkheim wasslasgoing concern for the generation of
sociologist doing research in the sixties thanasvior those sixty years before.

The special way Durkheim was presented in genexas or editorial introductions
reflected the different paths social science céaolldw in the ideological climate of the half-
heartedly reformist Kadar era.

Three Durkheims — three roles for sociologists

Kalman Kulcsar's book148] was conceived as a theoretical and historical
introduction to sociology with the objective to appriate the achievements of ‘bourgeois’
sociology. While avowedly Marxist, the book’s coptien was decisively influenced by
‘bourgeois’ textbooks, most of all by the volumisowork of Becker and Barned5]
According to Kulcsar, the main achievement of Fresaciology was the macrostructural
approach, the thorough study of social facts. Flmtssummaries of thBivision, Suicideand
Reglegortrayed Durkheim as an empirical scientist. He pwactically nothing to say about
Durkheim the explorer of ‘elementary religious f&'ff According to Kulcsar, the main

*4 A short piece was already translated in 1988} The two volumes on the HSZ§4] should be mentioned
where the introduction already referred to the Derknian connection and the selection of readingsided
Bolgar’s necrology of Durkheim2p]

4> Csaba Gombér, personal communication
0 Laszl6 Lakatos, Ivan Bajomi, personal communicatio
47 Agnes Rényi, personal communication.

8 Toward the end of his life, Kislégi Nagy recountes knowledge of Durkheim in several papdi0] 141,
142] which were — as his earlier publications, toacarsely more than excerpts.

9 He attributed to Lévy-Bruhl the initiation of sied of primitive peoples!148, 183]
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thrust of Durkheimian sociology was the study dfiabsolidarity, i.e. the study of social
(moral) control. By doing this, Durkheim satisfigdportant social demands, because — says
Kulcsér — the social conflicts of monopoly capgaii required powerful efforts to minimize
class conflicts.J48, 166, 170] Kulcsar blamed Durkheim for not recagmg that ‘social
solidarity’ is nothing but the complex of socialatons, full of contradictions and sub- and
superordination. The one-sidedness of the Durklagirapproach could be seen in the
conception of society as a moral phenomend48,[168] In other words, Durkheim did not
see the real basis of the division of labor, tHed@ntiation occurring in the process of
pro%%ction 148, 171] while, by implication, the approach preferigy Kulcsar could do

that:

The Kulcsar-Durkheim relationship was the modehefrelation of Marxist sociology
to ‘bourgeois’ sociology. Kulcsar did not questibtie scientific quality of the Durkheimian
approach. He had two objections: on the one handkH2im saw only part of the reality by
not realizing the objective determinants of thesdon of labor; on the other hand, Durkheim
fulfilled a role in the system of monopol capitali®©y contributing to the alleviation of social
conflicts® All this implied that a Marxist scholar could leaa lot from Durkheim. The only
thing he had to do to become aware of the objesipagal function of ‘bourgeois’ sociology.
By completing the Durkheimian sociology, e.g. byiad the Marxist conception of social
determination to the analysis of the division dfdahe could avoid the pitfalls awaiting
‘bourgeois’ sociology (and awaiting those in Matxé@sciology who were not fully aware of
the basic lines of demarcation). At the same tineemiutual acknowledgment of scientific
guality on both sides recreated the conditionsoedgeration much needed by the nascent
Hungarian sociology. That was exactly what Kuleéempted to do — both as a scientific
bureaucrat and as a sociologist.

The approach taken by Cseh-Szombathy was ratHerafit. As | have mentioned, he
was a member of the Szalai group and read Durkirehis student days. His Introduction to
Suicide[34] tried to evaluate its scientific importance byrgmaring modern methodological
and substantial contributions with those of DurkieCseh-Szombathy underlined that the
Suicidewas not only historically important; a modern selptoo, can learn a lot from
Durkheim. According to him Durkheim described tfasic processes of sociological analysis
in a way which remained valid even to-day. Durkhappeared as the model methodologist.
[34, 6] He took as an example the multivariate analygiich was initiated by Durkheim
when he compared the relative frequency of suitideatholic and Protestant cantons of
Switzerland controlling the ethnic variabl84[ 8-10] Of course, Cseh-Szombathy
acknowledged that some of the Durkheimian appraaaleze defective and sometimes he
spent too much energy to repudiate hypotheses vdoigld have been eliminated more
economically. However, by considering the main emts and theses 8uicidehe
demonstrated the lasting relevance of the theaidetide of Durkheim’s contribution. Toward
the end of the Introduction he compared Durkhestesements and views to modern

0|t was in the same vein that the anonymous inictidn to the 1972 semi-public reader reproachedkBaim
with restricting social phenomena to spiritual éast(sic) and seeking solutions to social crisimbral
education. It emphasized that the basic fact ohtbry of sociology is the confrontation of boeogs and
Marxist sociology. Durkheim was an extremely cohéand exceptional opponent of revolution and discia
[79, 6-7]

*1 The fact that Kulcsar several times characterizeckheim as a politically conservative scientistg, 166,
179] reflected the then dominant view in the histraphy of sociology and cannot be attributed tdckar's
point of view. [See e.®3] We have seen that half a century earlier Jasaj,saw Durkheim as a reactionary,
petty bourgeois sociologistl§6, 83]
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contributions and demonstrated that while much madified, some basic insights remained
valid, or could be completed and specified.

Cseh-Szombathy’s picture of sociology was a curmudaine. In his view, Durkheim
was the basis on which a serious sociology coulduilé In other words, implicitly he saw
the task of Hungarian sociology to acquire the Kieoye which was already established
elsewhere and to develop it. It is important treatbnsidered Durkheim and the post-
Durkheimian suicide research at the same timea#t an exemplary relationship: by
acknowledging the accomplishments of the foundiggré but not dogmatizing them the
sociology as a science would develop and achiestdtsawhich complete those of the
founding figures. In this picture there was no lgmais sociologist Durkheim, there was no
problem of the relationship between Marxist andrggeais sociology. There was one social
science and Durkheim was one of its most acconmgaisbpresentatives. Certainly, Cseh-
Szombathy adapted a model that was accepted dirtieaby the majority of sociologists.
Durkheim one of the founding fathers — that wasptealent view in the sixties (the first one
being Weber). An important section of the emergtuntgarian sociology shared this vision
of the discipline and was not sympathetic to Kulssiore officially minded approach.

The essay introducing the 1978 reader written hyz&s Ferge represents the third
attitude to the Durkheimian heritage. The introducteflected changes in the worldwide
reception of Durkheim. The French ‘retour de ouugkbeim’ [8] transformed the perception
of his achievements and defects. There were theriamt text editions by Jean Duvignaud
[55], Jean-Claud Fillouxd9] and Victor Karady §5] that enlarged and modified the view the
sociological community had of Durkheim. There was émergence of Bourdieu as one of the
leading figure in French sociology who assumedibhekheimian heritage — and who deeply
influenced Ferge’s approach. There was the crigisemd of the Parsonsian consensus
sociology and the emergent problems with Marxiebtly — and Hungarian sociology was no
more isolated from these currents and changes.

Ferge agreed with Kulcsar that Durkheim was a beniggsociologist who did not see
the determinative power of class relationships. ey, her argument was not based on the
Marxist vulgate but on Bourdieu’s conception of $giic power — and this latter approach
had already integrated Durkheim’s insigh&,[11] Before pronouncing the standard Marxist
sentence of Durkheim, Ferge had already establiaglgffierent portrait of him. She situated
Durkheim by mentioning his reception in HSZ — irethe progressive Hungarian tradition as
it was already received at that tim&5,[5] She proceeded by enumerating Durkheim’s works
reflecting his reformist leanings: his texts oniatiem, his well-known argument on the
injustice inherent in property differentials, h@mnoections with Jaures, his opposition to
conservativism and dilettantism. According to herkheim opposed the view which saw
‘objective’ economic laws and just exchange ingbE-regulating capitalist markeg, 6-9]

In other words, the non-Marxist Durkheim appeared @rogressive, reformist intellectual
(which he was) whose opposition to Marxism is aniyinor flaw. Durkheim is the model
sociologist again — not the strictly scientificsplassionate fact-finder and theorist, but the
sociologist who is interested in the bettermerthefworld around him. Therefore her
reproach that Durkheim falsely attributed prime artpnce to spiritual and moral factors
modified but did not annihilate the positive evdioa. More than that: Marxists who admit
the relative autonomy of consciousness could léam Durkheim. 85, 15]

As far as Durkheim the sociologist was concernegé-stressed the cooperative
character of the Durkheimian group: it was a ‘m@hmunity’ where the members ascetically
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submitted themselves to the common cad$85, 10] According to Ferge, Durkheim was the
model sociologist not only in the sense that hedmwincing theoretical ideas and reliable
methodology but also in the sense that he had &usitientific co-operative community that
had a common cause. The emphasis on disciplindidasty, co-operation with other
disciplines and conscientious resea@hy [L4-15] should be understood in the context of the
seventies. There were repressions in the discidlimeed emigration (Szelényi's case was the
most known case) and a feeling of disorientatidre fationalist, mildly anti-capitalist and
painstakingly scientific Durkheim was a model foose who — like Ferge — decided that
research must go on and reforms or change in tigerlan were not excluded.

* * %

Jaszi's stiff, reactionary and petty bourgeois @ssbr was transformed by Ferge into
the distant model of the socialist reformer so@@b The difference lies in the context. On
the one hand, in the seventies there was alreddgianing of disciplinary science that
required new model roles for sociologists. The sieaito do science was no more the kind of
existential decision like 60-70 years before. Theas already a place (sure, a small place) for
sociologists and the question was how to do reke&o the other hand, the relatively open
political arena of the pre-war period was no mbexé¢ and it was uncertain whether it would
come back. The political option that was open &mzl did not exist for Ferge. Reformist
minded disciplinary sociology seemed to be a real@ternative.

The end of the eighties brought a new turn in Huiaggpolitics and society, in
sociology and in the reception of Durkheim, theibemg of a new history which cannot be
told here.
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