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PROBLEMS OF GENERATION CHANGE IN THE HUNGARIAN
LITERATURE IN ROMANIA IN THE 1970’'S

When writing this dissertation, | needed a twof@gdproach in my research. As | am
concerned with the emergence of a literary germrand its opportunities for succeeding, it
was necessary for me to structure my paper on @eed on the one hand, on the basis of
literary research and criticism; on the other hamdthat of generation studies. That is the
reason why | had to perform two tasks. First of latleeded a clarification of the generational
makeup, as well as of the terminology, of Hungafiggrature in Romania, while | also
needed to make a brief survey of the research oerggon change and to select the points
which are relevant for the present thesis.

The primary starting point for the research ondbkaeration change of the 1970’s is
the literary historical tradition of generation aigas in the Hungarian literature in Romania.
The separation of generations and assigning giudroes to a particular one has always been
a central topic in Hungarian literary history in rRania, a problem which was (at least
partially) solved by Kantor and Lang (1971}t was this book that introduced the concept
“Forras generation”, a cover term for writers wheseks were published in the series called
Forras, reserved for first-book authors, the first issfi@vhich came out in 1961. When the
first issue of Kantor's and Lang's work came dutre were but two “Forras generations” to
be considered, but the concept was later exterméatdr periods as well. Kantor and Lang
drew the boundaries between the several Forragajeres mainly on a chronological basis,
regarding the publication of books by authors whpresented a new tone in lyric poetry
(Laszl6 Kiradly in the second Forrds generation, &5&#cs in the third, Andrads Ferenc
Kovacs in the fourth) as the relevant date foraheergence of a new generation. Ever since,
no one has invented a term more appropriate thanrds generation”: despite the critical
voices during the past decades (which, not quitgigibly, have come from the very people
involved), the concept has proved to be indispéasib establishing the generations of
Hungarian authors in Romania. The concept appeaesdnd time again in the work of all
serious scholars of the period; without aimingraeahaustive list, let me but mention Zoltan
Bertha, Miklés Csapody, E6nEndibdi Szabd, Lajos Kantor, Gusztav Lang, Gabor Martos;
from among the most recent authors, Imre JozseéiABalPéter Demény, Zsolt Lang, Zsuzsa
Selyem, as well as Szilard Demeter and Szabolcsdadzavho are currently writing their PhD
dissertations on this topic.

The categorization by Kantor and Lang, howevesatad the conceptual framework
and the terminology of generation change in litetastory exclusively on the basis ah act
of group formation controlled from abgvieut it did not give an answer to ha@elf-forming
groupsarose. In order to clarify this problem, it hagmsed inevitable to make a survey of
how generation change is treated in the sociolbgteaature.

It is hardly surprising that generation change dlasys been primarily studied from a
sociological point of view. The works produced ystresearch, however, have shown
considerable divergence in the authors’ opinions@veral points. These points inclutie
period (including the emergence, the active work anddissolution of a generation), the
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given generation’positionin society, theole the generation plays and can play, and several
other factors. Further important questions are drebne talks about a scientific, literary, or
artistic generation as well as the circumstancegsoémergence and what its opportunities
were. This list, far from being exhaustive, showattthe definition of a generation is a
complex issue, and that a great amount of charsiitefleatures needs to be considered.

Theoretically speaking, Veress (1999rovides an undoubtedly good overview of
these problems. Veress establishes the followiriggoaies within the field of generation
research:social generation philosophical generatignand cultural generation A social
generation in his approach is primardge dependenwhile a philosophical generation is
defined by existence and duratiory finally, a cultural generation is defined by
intersubjectivity, common thinking, language usd argenerational paradigin.

A literary generation exists simultaneously as @ap a philosophical and a cultural
generation. This dissertation is primarily concermgth thesocial andcultural aspects, since
the efforts for generation change in the 1970’sdnieebe equally analyzed from both the
social and the cultural points of view.

A chief proof of generation change is the appeagaaf conflicts with previous
generations. Each new emerging generation deftesels againstthe previous one; it is these
differences which are the main defining featurea géneration.

One of the chief group of questions is what prolsleare in the centre of emerging
conflicts within the given generation change. Thesin self-evident problem is a
comprehensive one: the questionpofver, but it must be borne in mind that the ways this
guestion appears always depend on the given pemmtl the specific situation. Those
“preparing for change” may in no way forget abdwg problem ofige A part of the conflicts
was modelled along the axis “the young vs. the ,otidften even in cases when this only
served the purpose of concealing the conflictshiWithe problem opower, there is another,
equally self-evident, source of conflicts: that agportunities The insufficient amount of
opportunities, or a failure to take them, resulproblems which range from existential ones
to publication opportunities. As we talk about &rary generation, another point to study,
within the sphere of power, Bcceptancewhich | discuss primarily as a literary-political
guestion in close connection with the questionpgdartunities.

Another group of problems | consider importanthiattofidentity, which | divide into
two separate perspectives: the perspectivesgonsibility(that is,externally set identijyand
that of roles (i.e., identity originating from inside The degree of correlation between
definitions originating from above/outside on theedhand, and definitions originating from
inside on the other is by far not negligible fofidigions of generations. Though a generation
defines itself as opposed to another, others Wdb alefine the given generation against
themselves, which is why a study of the stanceotif kides is needed.

An essential basis of my investigation was thattever wasot part of contemporary
reception was only used to support, but not to celele, my statements. As a generation
change, or the mere existence of a generation, bmmmost easily determined in a
retrospective way, | believe it is much more edaémb seek answers to questions such as
what conclusion could be drawn by contemporarigswhich points the question of
generation change appeared, and what conclusionbecarrived at from the documents of
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the given period. From these documents, it was tdeband inquiries which served as the
chief basis for my investigation; specifically, anehich appeared in the given period, i.e.,
the 1970's. It is not accidental that | consider tble of debates and inquiries essential within
contemporary reception, since they present a velgtiess face-lifted version of the conflicts
of the period. The expression “relatively less” adespecial emphasis. For example, the note
on the last page of the inquiry entitlddszoértés éfeltételeivl (Korunk 1980/1-2.) seems
quite unambiguous: “The tape recording was madé&er-Pal Markos, written down by
Zoltan Bretter and Jozsef Aradi. Some of the awthoade later amendments to their own
texts.” Even so, debates and inquiries are the mgstrtant documents at our disposal, since
they represent the most succint expression of ihergent elements of the world view of
different generations as well as how they undetstbeir roles.

The literary and publicational problems of the 197@ppear primarily in the
following debates, inquiries and roundtable dismrss HUsz eszteriin hatalom Utunk
1972/12:6-7; Ankét a nemzedeRkr Korunk 1973/6:835-864; Az irodalom annal
gazdagabb.”. Utunk 1976/30:2-3;Fiatalok irodalma — az irodalom fiatalsagdgaz Sz6
1977/8; Ujra: koltészet és magatartasKorunk 1978/7; Fiatal kritikusok. lgaz Sz6
1978/12:554-564Koltészet és kommunikaci&orunk 1979/9;A széértés éfeltételeinl.
Korunk 1980/1-2:41-62; Echinox-alakzatok Korunk 1980/1-2:63-72, 4-6;Patosz és
paradoxon Igaz Sz6 1980/6:520-52%orszeriség — elkotelezettsétpaz Sz6 1981/5:437-
472;A 100. Forras-kotet utartunk 1982/12.

The selection is inevitably arbitrary, much like ialh of the above inquiries and
debates | have chosen for a detailed analysis. naagive a detailed treatment of debates
which are not concerned exclusively with the questf generation change.Az irodalom
annal gazdagabb’..Utunk 1976/30:2-3); neither do | provide a detdilanalysis of those
inquiries where it was only the starting point theas given, but the comments are not
concerned with a common topitH{sz esztertin hatalom. Utunk 1972/12:6-7;Ujra:
koltészet és magatartaKorunk 1978/73. Considering the above criteria, | give a detailed
analysis of the inquirieAnkét a nemzedékr(Korunk 1973/6:835-864) arfatal kritikusok
(lgaz Sz6 1978/12:554-564), in which all particifsawere asked the same questions, as well
as the first part oKoltészet és kommunikadidorunk 1979/9), structured in a similar way.

The relevance of later works, debates and inquigas only be formulated
conditionally, mainly due to the characteristic tteas of the processes of remembrance,
closely connected to the retrospective conceptai@dia of generations. The only exception is
A 100. Forras-kétet utafUtunk 1982/12), in which the conflicts of the ptiae of the Forras
volumes were published, hence it contains sigmfickata for my research.

The efforts for generation change in the 1970'sdrnieebe analyzed with equal emphasis on
aspects of social and cultural generations. Asvehaentioned, there emerged a number of
guestions during the debates and inquiries, whingd dight on the reasons for generational
conflicts. It goes without saying that such an gsialcan only be successul if one chooses the
appropriate points of view in one’s investigatiand | have structured my dissertation along
these lines.

Based on the above said, | have structured myrtiswm as follows:
1. INTRODUCTION — POINTS OF VIEW, APPROACHES, PREYXJS STUDIES
1.1.1. CAPTATIO BENEVOLENTIAE
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. POINTS OF VIEW AND APPROACHES — LITERARYI$TORY
. THE SUBJECT OF INVESTIGATION AND TERMINOL®Y
. A*REVIEW OF TROOPS”
. 1. PEOPLE WHO EMERGED DURING THE SECONDNHRATION
. 2. FORRAS GENERATION No. “TWO AND A HALF”
. 3. THE PERIOD OF THE “THIRD GENERATION”"
. 4. THE ESSAYISTS
. CONTEMPORARY RECEPTION
. THE LATER DECADES — CHANGES IN THE TRADION
HE CONCEPT “GENERATION” — CHARACTERISTICS

. POINTS OF VIEW AND APPROACHES - SOCIOLOGY

. 1. RESEARCH ON GENERATION CHANGE

. 2. THE CONCEPT OF A “SOCIAL GENERATION”

. 3. THE CONCEPT OF A “CULTURAL GENERATION"

THE STRUCTURE OF THE DISSERTATION
ENERATION CHANGE AND POWER

. “ANYWAY, THESE YOUNG PEOPLE” — THE ROLE OF A&
. 1. THE PERIOD OF A GENERATION AND SOME STATIECS
. 2. CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES IN THE USE OF CORETS
. 3. CIRCUMSTANCES BEHIND AN INQUIRY ... — KORUNHK973
. 3. 1. THE RELEVANCE OF BELONGING TO A GENERAON
. 3. 2. ON THE POSSIBILITIES OF GROUP FORMATION
. 4. ...AND ITS RESULTS —-ER8I GALL'S DIARY
. PUBLISH, PUBLISH...
. 1. THE PUBLICATIONAL PECULIARITIES OF THE FRRAS VOLUMES
. 2. CIRCUMSTANCES BEHIND AN INQUIRY... — UTUNK982.
. 2. 1. ADEBATE CONCERNING THE DARKO VOLUME
. 2. 2. THE TASKS OF FORRAS - “MATURATION”
. 2. 3. THE TASKS OF FORRAS — “TAKING FLIGHT”
. OUR STUDENTS’ JOURNAL: ECHINOX
. 1. ABRIEF HISTORY OF A UNIVERSITY JOURNAL
. 2. ECHINOX — FROM OUTSIDE
. 3. ECHINOX — FROM INSIDE (AND LATER). ECHINOXORMATIONS
. 3. 1. THE GENESIS OF A JOURNAL AS IT EXISTS MEMORY
. 3. 2. “WIRED PUBLICITY” AND THE LIMITS
. LET’'S GO TO THE “ACROPOLIS”
. 1. THE BIRTH OF A SUPPLEMENT AND ITS BRIEF STORY — INCLUDING
HOW WE REMEMBER IT
2.4.2. ASUPPLEMENT FROM OUTSIDE
3. GENERATION CHANGE AND IDENTITY — THE CONNECTIONS8ETWEEN
ROLES, RESPONSIBILITIES AND GENERATIONAL CHARACTERITICS
3. 1. “HERE AND NOW”
3.1.1. THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES OF HUNGARIAMTELLIGENTSIA IN
ROMANIA
3. 1. 2. THE RELATIONS OF THE “PREPARING-FOR-CHANGEECOND
GENERATION ELITE
3.1. 2. 1. FIRST, SECOND, AND THIRD
3. 1. 2. 2. FATHERS AND SONS
3.1.2.3. THE DEBATE BETWEEN PALOTAS AND $XCS ... AND ITS
CONSEQUENCES
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. 3. INTERPRETATIONS OF RESPONSIBILITY

. 3. 1. CIRCUMSTANCES BEHIND AN INQUIRY... — IGABZO0 1981.

. 3. 2. RESPONSIBILITY IN THE TRADITION

. 3. 3. RESPONSIBILITY IN A MINORITY

.3. 4. ... AND THE CONSEQUENCES

. "HERE AND SOMETHING DIFFERENT”

. 1. CONCEPTION OF ROLES IN LYRIC POETRY

. 1. 1. USE OF LANGUAGE AND FORMS —-DEPSPALOTAS AND THE OTHERS
. 1. 2. ASUPPLEMENT — TEXTS ON FORMS OF EXPRIESN — IGAZ SZO 1980.
. 1. 3. COGNITION AND PRIVATE MYTHOLOGY -GEZAZB)CS AND THE

. 4. ASUPPLEMENT — TEXTS ON POETIC COGNDN — KORUNK 1978.
. CONCEPTION OF ROLES IN CRITICISM — THE OERS AND FERENC
A

. 1. AN INQUIRY WITH SEVEN “YOUNG” CRITICS 4GAZ SzO 1978.
. CONCEPTION OF ROLES IN LANGUAGE USE

. 1. PRELIMINARIES TO A DEBATE — KORUNK 198

. 2. UNDERSTANDING EACH OTHER

. 3. INTERPRETING META-LANGUAGE

SUMMARY AGE, POWER, AND IDENTITY

. 1. GENERATION CHANGE AND DISCOURSE REVISITED

. 2. PUBLICATION OPPORTUNITIES AND OBSTACLES REMIBED

. 3. ON OPPORTUNITIES OF A DIALOGUE

. 4. EPILOGUE
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Under no circumstances can generation change leded) as a process free of
problems and conflicts. Ortega y Gasset's clagdifio of generations is, to my mind, fully
appropriate. According to it, generations, from theest to the youngest, can be assigned to
one of the following categories: “survivors”, “irower”, “in opposition”, and “preparing for
change™ As | drew the lines between the generations wiui foart in the conflicts most
actively on the basis of this theory, | would nakelto give a brief overview of Ortega y
Gasset's classification.

On the basis of this classification, the boundabesveen generations can mainly be
interpreted in terms of the given generatigpgsitionin the establishment. The “survivors”
are members of that “outdated” generation whichlomger takes part in designing and
performing the “acts of power”, but possibly sugpdhe ones “in power” in this respect; the
ones “in power”, in turn, are the representativethe current dominating paradigm, who are
in a decision-making position; “in opposition” reseto people of the same generation, who,
however, do not represent the dominating paradigtnaae not in a decision-making position;
those who are “preparing for change” are membera gbunger generation, who strive to
take over the positions of those “in power”. If a@ncentrate on the statements and behaviour
of the representatives of various categories oégaions (categories which appear as sources
of conflicts), we come across quite interchangeabteepts such as “young”- “preparing for
change” or “mature” — “in power”. Nonetheless, tti@ef criterion that determines which
generation a particular author considers himsek#ie a representative of is not biological
age; instead, it is the degree of his/aeceptancei.e., to what extent the author in question
regards himself/herself as a member of the estabésit.

José Ortega y GassHbrunk feladata ABC Konyvkiadé Részvénytarsasag, Budapest, 1944.



It is noteworthy, though, that the inquityhkét a nemzedéKrincluded a question (the
fourth one) on the relevance of this classificatiand several people, judging from their
answers, called the validity of Ortega y Gassdtssification into question. It appears to me
that this rejection may originate mainly from thdeologically determined milieu of the
1970’s — it is typical of the period, for instandkat the category “in opposition” was both
uninterpreted and uninterpretable. Ortega y Gassstd his classification of generations on
the given person’s position in the establishmetheathan on some sort of ideological
adherence. If we consider the people “in oppositiorbe members of the same generation as
those “in power”, but who do not represent the dwating paradigm and are not in a
decision-making position, it may appear to us, whugl the period from the perspective of
researchers working decades later, that there alyhany chance of giving a definition of
what “being in opposition” actually meant in the rRanian (Hungarian) literary-historical
system of coordinates in the first half of the sdies. The question is much easier to answer
when talking about the second half of the 1970d especially the 1980’s; nevertheless, no
real contrast can be detected, even in this lagog, that would have been self-evident for
the public — except, possibly, in rather extremt&uagions. The samizdat activity of
Ellenpontokand the Limes Circle was not made public, and amnot find overt criticism in
the official forums of the period, either.

Since the line between generations can most afédgtbe drawn according to the
particular person’s place in the establishmentd(ssussed above, it is one’s acceptance and
decision-making position, rather than one’s agat th decisive), the typical situation where
conflicts may arise is between those who are “iwgrd and those who are “preparing for
change” in a milieu where the “opposition” genevatcannot be defined. My dissertation is
an attempt at discovering the reasons for thislmbnbased on contemporary documents. It
seemed reasonable to conclude that, just as ity generation-changing situation, the
generation of those who were “in power” in the itogional structure of Hungarian literature
in Romania in the 1970's was primarily defending dwn established position against
younger generations and questioned the reasonkdaebellious behaviour and the methods
of self-expression of the ones who were “prepafargchange”. Nonetheless, the main focus
during my investigation was in what ways the syst#dneonflicts resulting from generation
change in the examined peridifferedfrom the problems of generation chamgegeneral In
other words, what were the problems that were fipeoithis period and the situation?

A major source of conflicts is the system of mgtons, which had been rather
restricted at the outset, but it was continuousgdming even more restricted. During the
period under scrutiny, i.e., in the second halftldé seventies, no institution of literary
relevance and public interest was established —udiveg journals, publishing houses, or
centres of research. As the only new initiativege @an only mentiorrellegvér, a Saturday
supplement of the daily papegazsag(published in Cluj-Napoca/Kolozsvar); however sthi
supplement, which was specifically meant for yopegple, appeared but 99 times, and, after
three years, it ceased to exist in April 1981. fike in the price of paper in 1974 resulted in a
decrease in the size and volume of periodicaldugicg Korunk), which, in turn, meant
fewer publication opportunities. It was even protéic for institutions, mainly publishers, to
keep their employees, and it certainly did couna aarity if a new young colleague could be
employed on a permanent basis (e.g., Béla Marko lgiz Szi

The last period when people below 30 were givealatively significant role in the
institutions was 1968 and 1969 — these were thesyghen editors employed the authors of
the second Forras generation. The 1970’s, espetielsecond half of the decade, no longer
offered new opportunities: instead, it was a peviddch required the use of existing limits. A



major question that arises in this respect is seeaf, and the opportunities offered by, youth
forums. The talk entitledchinox-alakzatokconcentrating on the opportunities, gifts and
acceptance oEchinox was also primarily concerned with “limits” — mopecisely, the
peripherial existence and limitednessahinox The people who participated in the talk took
it for granted that the so-called “adult cultdte an expression used as a working term for
that part of Hungarian authors in Romania who werepower” — regardedechinoxas a
forum for young people which, being defined by agas of interest to a narrow circle only;
at the same time, these authors considered ites&éent that this narrow circle is to be
located on the margin of publication opportunitigshin Hungarian literature in Romania.
Echinoxwas undoubtedigifferent from the Hungarian periodicals in Romania in ateui
general sense: concerning the topics it discuséednanner of speaking, as well as its
acceptance, it certainly stood outside of the datmiy paradigms of the period. The same
goes for the supplemeriellegvar, which was considered an “extension” BEhinox it
appeared more frequently and reached a wider rahgeadership, but there is a significant
overlap between the persons who published theik wothe two forums. This can probably
be attributed to the fact that the editor of thppdement, Géza $es, had been the editor of
the Hungarian sections &thinoxbefore he decided to become the editdralfegvar

Even though there existed some plans to renew “agjdvenate” the existing
institutions, they were not fully carried out. Asstified by Eré Gall's diary/ the intention to
“rejuvenate”’Korunkwas only realized as a desire for graphic renewtie end.

Another major source of conflicts is the desire“fotality” on the part of the minority
culture. Literary historians structure their perzadions, and establish generations, according
to who were the most influential authors rathentidno were the most typical ones; this is
also characteristic of the classification by Kanémd Lang. The elite-centred approach of
Hungarian literary historians in Romania is notyoekplicable with the literary-historical
tradition; instead, the chief reason for it is ®adought in the peculiar ideological background
of the Hungarian intelligentsia in Romania. It westablished by J6zsef Détincz that the
confusion of the concepts “elite” and “intelligeiatsresulted in a concept of intelligentsia
which leaves out of consideration the “proletariant culture, that is, the wide masses
working for the party and the administration; mameo it even fails to consider the
ideological background of “original” thoughts. Thsswhy the emphasis is regularly laid on
the “top” elite. All this led to a conviction thahportant events could only be influenced by
“first-rate”, “original”, and “creative” individua® Whenever questions of generation change
were discussed during the 1970’s, those who wekedasr took part in the debate were
almost automatically selected from the represerdgatof the elite, and the performance of the
elite was also required from generation changerstufdlly, what counted as the
“performance of the elite” was the reproductiortted accomplishment of “old masters” or of
the ones “in power”; that is why people “preparfiog change” were expected to produce a
“new Tamasi” or a “new Sit.

There is a third source of conflicts, which is elysconnected to the previous one and
can be derived from the persistence of “populaolmgy”. Due to the peculiar position of
Hungarian intelligentsia in Romania, public lifedaspeech were always in close correlation
with literature. | needed the general observatiohspolitical scientists, historians and
sociologists concerned with various aspects of tbEc in order to come to a specific

6 The expression originates from Géz#&&zEchinox-alakzatokkorunk 1980/1-2:66).
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8 D. Lérincz, Jozsef (2004Az erdélyi magyar értelmiség — hivatas és pragmmatizin: Az atmenet
kozéleti értékei a mindennapi életb&fultunk Kényvek. Miercurea-Ciuc/Csikszereda: Pmint. 32-66.



conclusion as to how the people “in power” and ¢hgseparing for change” differed in their
conception of roles. This is because the primatgrd@ning factor in the generation change
problems of the seventies was the difference betveeaceptions of roles; specifically, the
aspect which was treated as a question of resphitysibhere were three unquestionable (and
unquestioned) basic concepts behind “popular idgdlocommunity tradition, and the idea
of serving the peoplérhe interpretation afommunitysimultaneously included the concept of
the Hungarian minority (together with any subgrospch as a village community), a group
which bears and maintains the values that serwevsiirBeing the most important value and
the bearer of values at the same time, the comsndeiined in this way was the guarantee
for an unchanged and unassimilated national existehwas the medium through which the
tradition, i.e., culture understood to be permanent, coddoteserved. (The emphasis on
ethnographical research and the frequency of ftldliies is partly due to this fact, i.e., a
systematic effort to maintain the tradition cam® iaxistence.) The preservation of cultural
values was made possible by the ideaeing the peoplestarting out from the assumption
that an activity is only valuable if its functioasd goals can, in some sense, be connected to
the community and its values.

The combination of the three basic concepts withéidea oferving the peoplalso
determined the expectations of the representatfegpopular ideology regarding the
intelligentsia and its tasks. A siginificant paftgeneration change problems in the 1970’s is
derivable from whatesponsibilitiesthe representatives of Hungarian literature in Rioia
had to take, and whables they had to perform. It is not an accident th&iave used the
expression “had to”: the tasks they undertook, ahith were to be undertaken, were not
considered optional — instead, they formed an natlegart of the duties of all intellectuals.
What makes the problem special is that the idesenfing the people came to be understood
as a bearer of values primarily within the elitetd the intelligentsia, in a rather paradoxical
way. The intelligentsia provided itself with arugion of equality by constantly emphasizing
that it was interested in the community’s probleamsl was a loyal member of it while it
required no priviliges at the same time, the question of the ideaes¥ing the peoplevas
always approached from the elite’s point of view.

Based on the abovesaid, it seems easier to undénstay the accusation that the ones
“preparing for change” were “elitists” is quite ¢avversial. This accusation was formulated
chiefly in connection with the family background tife people “preparing for change”;
specifically, this was the first period in the bist of Hungarian literature in Romania after
the second World War when a significant part of pe@ple “preparing for change” came
from a second-generation intellectual elite. Exagtyeg somewhat, one can say that the
uniqueness of the situation is due the fact thatahes “in power” experienced personally
what it meant to be “on the other side” during ttiecade, and that inheriting positions was
also possible in a socialist society.

Generally speaking, the situation of a second-ggioer intellectual can be said to be
more advantageous than that of a first-generati@n @ne reason for this is that the previous
generation had already built up a system of relgtigps; another reason is the more
favourable infrastructural environment (as mentihrfer instance, in the debate entitlad
szbértes efeltételeiwl, referring to one’s “own library and record playjefinally, the early
influence which facilitates one’s progress at sthddne situation of second-generation
intellectuals becomes more complicated when tlsé gieneration in the family is not merely a
member of the intelligentsia, but a member of thiktucal elite. An intellectual who strives to
become a member of the cultural elite meets a greahount of suspicion if one of his/her
parents is already part of that elite; indeeds ithie inherited system of relationships which
arouses suspicion in those who had been forcedild bp their own system of relationships
by themselves.



Precisely because these conditions were givergteat part of generation changers in
the 1970’s, the suspicion aroused in the peoplgtiwer” was proportionally stronger. It is
mentioned in several inquiries and debates thatptuwple “preparing for change” are too
esoteric, and that they are unable or unwillingetach down to the wide masses. (The most
noteworthy example i8 szbéértés éfeltételeiwl, especially the comments by Edgar Balogh
and Sandor Toth.) It was exactly in the name ofuterpideology that the “survivors” and the
ones “in power” condemned the fact that young regmeatives of the intellectual elite were
mostly descendants of older representatives ottltaral elite. In certain cases, therefore, it
was precisely the authors of the second-generaib@, born into a priviliged situation,
whose position was most difficult. The conflict Ween “fathers and sons”, often in a literal
sense, as well as the evaluation of second-geoerattellectuals relative to the previous
generation, further complicated the problems ofchreception of roles.

The situation of those who were “preparing for aenin the seventies was not only
complicated by generation change problems genefaiedabove and from outside. First of
all, it must be pointed out that the generationquestion lacked a group-forming act, a
manifesto which could have emphasized that peopléh® same generation did belong
together, or common action. This is the reason tbygeneration-changers of the 1970’s are
still known as the “third Forras generation”, anteapplied to them by others rather than
themselves. This categorization and classificati@s mainly called into question by those
who were involved in the first place. Even membefsthe second Forrds generation
considered the classification by Kantor and Largteaary, a feeling that appears even more
emphatically with members of the third generatidine chief reason for this was that most of
the thirty-two authors who published their works time Forras series during the third-
generation period (1976-1983) were not connecteghtdh other; what they had in common
was the mere fact that they published their volumethe same series and during the same
period. Those, however, who can be assigned tsdhee group (not merely because they
started their literary career together) had sevappbrtunities to build up relationships; such
opportunities were provided, just to mention a fdwy, Gabor Gaal's Circle, thEchinox
editorial team, the “Cselényi house” (the home dfszl6 and Béla Cselényi in Cluj-
Napoca/Kolozsvar), and, later oRellegvér, the Saturday youth supplement of the Cluj-
Napoca/Kolozsvar daily papégazsag The essayists, whose volumes were publisheden th
Forras series during the period of the third Forg&meration, undoubtedly represent a
significant group as far as efforts for generatovange are concerned. They, however, can
only be partially regarded as members of the tRvdds generation for purposes of literary-
historical classification. Their separate statuBicl is derivable from the special theoretical
genre they represented, is still less significaahtthe fact that they had the same medium for
publication, inspiring milieu, environment and sphef interests as the lyricists. The very
authors assigned to the category “third Forras meiom” have used the term with
reservations; yet, we have no more appropriatetiefn.

The period, nearly a decade, which | have examihedhot lead to the integration of
the generation “preparing for change” in the 19#itker institutionally or as far as systems
of values are concerned. It is partly due to thgd that a surprising number of the members of
this generation were forced to emigrate or keemnsiby the 1980’s. Since a literature that is
produced in a given milieu and is understood aretied by a particular audience can only be
partially appreciated elsewhere, the majority ajsth who settled down in Hungary (or in
some other country), with a small number of exaeysj did not go on publishing new works;
they re-published their earlier works at best.






