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Why Was There No “Second Cold War” in Europe?
Hungary and the East-West Crisis Following

the Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan

CsaBa BEKiEs -

Belatedly Informed moE.&&E&

On 28 i v

on 28 UMnMvaH wa. Soviet ambassador Vladimir Pavloy forwarded a highly
ont mw HmonoBBcEnmco: on the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan to the

gartan Communist Party leadershi i
p. Its closing sentence was
excuse for the total lack of prelimj : s a i
preliminary communication betwe
. . : en Moscow and i

Rﬂmms Pact allies concerning the Soviet policy decision: “ .
Ta : .

= W 50 cn&mwﬂwsm that the development of events did not make a preliminar

change of opinions possible for us” Although the Hungarian “friends” :m<mw

made it public, they did not at all und
, erstand why they had t i
an event of such importance frorn the news.! Ry ediobenformed about

In fact, in the years following the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, the invasion of Afghani-

stan was the first and only case when the East-Central European allies had toface a

fait accompli i
it plt concerning Moscow’s unexpected initiative in a serious international
crisis. In 1962, too, the Hungaria

s n leadership had been disconcerted'
miliating situation. Jénos K4ddr, o Soct

first secretary of the Hungari jali
; nos Kid. : garian Socialist Workers'
EﬁQ.MMHw./@ and prime minister, did not hide his frustration when, during a meet-
g with Nikita Khrushchev in July 1963, he warned the Soviet leader, “

z.gmﬁ there should not occur such a situation when the Soviet govern

M_rm.ﬁ.ma declarations and the other governments read Emme the Mumm

o Mwwﬁ.%o:mg of preliminary consultation. . . . According to our experiences it is
0 quarrel before rather than after the events” To avoid similar situations and

- to com i i i
o @Mm. Moscow to inform its mEnm regularly about its intentions, Kad4r suggested
rthe establishment of a council of foreign ministers for the Warsaw Pact 2

Our friends will natu-

The point is
nt publishes
wspaper. . . ,
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Although the Hungarian proposal was turned down at the meeting, deputy
foreign ministers of the Warsaw Pact member states, now on Soviet initiative,
began to meet regularly from early 1964, often several times annually, and other.
forums of consultation gradually developed. Eventually, a more or less functional
mechanism for Moscow to inform its East-Central European allies regularly on
important international issues evolved at the meetings of the Warsaw Pact Political
Consultative Committee from 1965, the Warsaw Pact Council of Defense Ministers
from Gmw. and the Council of Foreign Ministers from 1976. There were also con-
sultations for the ruling parties’ Central Committee secretaries for foreign affairs
starting at the end of the 1960s.

Reflecting on earlier crises inside the Soviet bloc, Hungarian leaders believed that

" jt would not have been impossible for Moscow to consult with its allies even on very

short notice. Just before crushing the Hungarian revolution in 1956, Khrushchev
and his associates personally visited the heads of five countries (Poland, Czecho-

slovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, and Yugoslavia) at four locations in the course of
only two days.? A half-year-long series of very intensive bilateral and multilateral

consultations preceded the invasion of Czechoslovakia by the Warsaw Pact states’
in August 1968. That precedent was especially significant for the Hungarian lead-
ership since Kadar personally played a prominent role in mediating between the
Soviet and Czechoslovak leaders.4 During the Vietnam War, too, Moscow regularly
informed its East-Central European allies about the current Soviet position. The
Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) process, starting in
1969 and culminating in the signing of the Helsinki Final Act in 1975, just four years
before the invasion of Afghanistan, resulted in extensive efforts for cooperation and
harmonization of joint positions with the Soviet bloc. The Eastern European states
played a key role in the process that was unprecedented in the bloc’s history.®

As far as the situation in Afghanistan was concerned, Moscow regularly provided
confidential information to its allies following the “revolution” in April 1978. This
policy suggested that Moscow seriously considered the allies in its planning and that
they therefore had every reason to believe that an important initiative, such as the
invasion of Afghanistan, would not be launched without preliminary consultation
with the members of the alliance. It is now known that the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union (CPSU) Politburo decision on the invasion was taken on 12 December
1979,8 so in fact there was sufficient time for such consultation.

First Reactions

on 8 January 1980,
and even then,

Kaddr, on holiday at that time,
hews,
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of the bloc in areas of propaganda. Initially, this did not seem to cause too much

ﬁ 3 .

MosEM: because Hungary’s main concern was to maintain its good political and
N o L. . 0 ) ’
: ve L economic relations with the West, especially dynamically developin
55595855 mﬁovm&bnmﬂrmﬁﬁ-@wo@ _um

Unlike the case of the Warsaw Pact’s intervention in Czechoslovakia in Au
G.am.r Hungary would not be directly involved as a wmnznﬁ.ﬁ: in the internati mcm
crisis concerning Afghanistan. >nn9.&=m to the official Hungarian positi 1

“veloped in the first weeks following Moscow’s intervention, ot

: Soviet support for the
Afghan revolutionary forces constituted not an internal affair of the Warsaw Pact

but rather a bilateral issue between the Soviet Union and Afghanistan.”

, FE»:& the Hungarian leadership did not foresee that the Afghan crisis might
ave serious consequences for East-West trade and economic relations .
WMHMJ,. for Hungary. In terms of precedents, there had been no Western economic
a
e MMOHMM MMumz mMmMGm.W when Hungary participated in the harshly condemned
Lzechoslovakia. In fact, quite the opposit
" v pposite resulted as the dynamic
Mm Hm Mm the Omo.m E”o.nmmm commenced scarcely six months after the crushing
mca, e MmmUCo W@Ed% in March 1969 the Warsaw Pact had issued its well-known
apest Declaration for the convenin :
g of an all-European securi
Although it took some ti A
. me for the West to adjust its polici
. . , policies to the new challenge
coming from the East, the serious intention to pursue Realpolitik was clearly m-

ﬂcm N . . . s

Wﬂ,mﬁmm .E the recently discovered initiative of President Lyndon B. Johnson t
ask Leonid Brezhnev to organize a summit meetin \
as September 1968.8

crucially im-

g in the Soviet Union as early

- It therefore did not seem improbable for Hun

: , ary to maintain i : .
policy objectives, gary intain its main foreign

poler ¢ , even under the circumstances of the crisis—Hungary would
okt ?mm.m?m mﬁ._m develop its dynamically improving and balanced political
nd < n.uuoH.En relations with the West and Western Europe, in particular, while
" ME.&MM MM status as a loyal, reliable, and predictable partner in the Eastern bloc
result, the reaction of the Hungarian i isi initi .
et Hung leadership to the crisis was initially rather

The political leadership first discussed the situation in an official party forum only
: .

mw.uoﬁ two weeks after the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan

as an issue among the so-called miscellaneous topics. Moreover,
did not return to his : ,

. te office even after hearing the

and Prime Minister Gydrgy Lazér was also absent from the meeting. They

evi . : e
evidently did not consider the situation too alarming from Hungary’s vantage point

In spit i

» H%B.m:& this general response, several participants in the session of the political

,noma% mm.m<&:m3m events critically, even expressing their concern that inadequate
eration of the crisis might have a long-lasting ummmﬂ?m,mmmn" on East-West

lations, F i ini 6
- former prime minister Jen8 Fock ventured to compare the situation in

fohani . . Lo
mrmEme with the intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968. He postulated that

Because Hungary was a committed member of the group of “closely cooperating
socialist countries”—defined as the Warsaw Pact members minus Romania—there
waslittle to do other than accept the Soviet explanation and follow the general line
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: ( is time, too,
there had then been no one to ask for Moscow’s help legally and ﬁw\”ﬂ this QB. H“ oo
iet invasi oreover, i
d only after the Soviet invasion.
the new government was forme i e toloming the
i i i eryone that official propaganda, 1g t
instance it became obvious for ev . propagands, fo owing the
ietli initi d Hafizullah Amin" a friend o .
Soviet line, had initially labele oo
a rather misleading way, but now he became an adventurer who rm.m been killing
honest Communists. o "
Kéroly Németh, similarly pessimistic about the situation, mamsmmmﬁgw\,\.mwwa i
. i i issiles,”? and in'the West,
ivi ning the issue of Euromissiles,!? ¢ W
Europe had been divided concer . e
i d up defiantly against the deploy. il
too, relevant social forces stood 1 ! o missle
: jon i i this favorable situa
i jeti tion in Afghanistan, however,
Owing to the Soviet interven . Y
i ive direction for the Eastern bloc, and t .
would change in a negative Bast e el Pl a1
i i international workers’ movement as . A
ose serious problems in the in : ‘ we e
on,mmmmEm the dangerous consequences of the escalation of the nnma_ Mom Essmvmvw
v 1C i ¢ o our bes
is mai in the following manner: “We shou
he formulated his main concern in ; . o
in the field of politics, in international relations to prevent—that HM.MWm mMMmm_ *
igi re
i —such mutual pressure, stoppage, rigidity,
- countries should not provoke—suc : : : iy relvantio
i i i ) deliver corn, we will not deliver oil:
international life as ‘unless you , . oil. T oo nor
exclude the necessity of such a step. But to try to maximally avoid it is m.Hmo i
interest of the socialist world” . .
At the end of the debate, the political committee undertook one m@m&mn SMA
relating to Afghanistan: to approve the text of the mo<m55muﬂr mmnmam%om wsa
i t the docume
i . itical committee members agreed tha
lished on 10 January 1980. Politica . i the document
’s solidarity with the new Afghan leadership
should express Hungary’s solidarity w out et e
ieti i tioned in the most reserved tone po .
Soviet intervention should be men : tonepossibe A the
i i tated the Hungarian leadership’s un
same time, the closing sentence s A .
i i ts of détente, a statement that went bey
resolution to preserve the achievemen étent ‘ . yond
a mere obligatory reference in the post-Helsinki international discourse. This w

probably the most important message of the declaration, the delivery of which they .

did not leave to chance.

The Horn Mission in the United States and Canada

" Although many people worried about the effect of the harsh American reaction to

the invasion on the future of East-West relations, for ﬁ.rm ﬂ:bmmﬁﬂb WM&MMMH VH
was reassuring that both the Soviet leaders Gwamarbmw in his speech o Hnrmunm:o_..

and most key politicians in Western Europe, Sn_n&wm. <S.wﬁ Qmﬁwwb iy
Helmut Schmidt, made it clear that there was a strong joint interest in m "8

the results of détente.

Gyula Horn, then deputy head of the HSWP Central OoBBEmm Fﬁmgwmwmw_.
Department, conveyed this Hungarian hope during a special mission to the United .

. . I3 H E
States and Canada in January 1980.2 He was oBQ&Q designated as a “diplomal

the country’s Western relations. On the contrar

stances, besides Poland, Hungary had the gre
o its advantage,

ﬁgm rea] shock for the Hungarian leadership came in the form of
ate January 1980, which “requested”
the West immediately. This unexpec
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courier” to visit party organizations preparing for the impending HSWP congress,
but the Hungarian embassies in Washington and Ottawa informed the &anman
services about the presence of the Hungarian official, which then resulted in meet-
ings. Leading State Department officials stressed that by 1979 the general balance of
power in the arms race of the two superpowers had shifted in favor of Moscow and
that the Soviet Union’s military intervention in Afghanistan had caused a distirictly
qualitative change in East-West relations. The United States therefore had to take the

nhecessary military steps to ensure the protection of its basic initerests, Thege develop-

ments, they warned, could be expected to set back greatly the process of détente,
The Hungarian ambassador org

anized a session for Horn in New York with
“leading representatives of great financial and economic monopolies and religious -
organizations,” who warned that the Soviet Union had to “prepare for an extremely

capabilities of the United States and its allies. At the same time, they also predicted
that for the execution of this program a stronger leader than Jimmy Carter was
required as the winner of the upcoming presidential elections, 15

A Regarding bilateral relations,

East-Central European countries, They emphasized that in the pending difficult
period with an anticipated deterioration in Soviet-American relations these states
would acquire an important role and could ensure continuity in maintaining the
policy of détente, They called the Hungarian leadership’s attention to the fact that
U.S.-Hungarian economic relations and, specifically, the most-favored-nation status
978 as the result of several years’ hard work now
hinged on Hungary’s positions toward the United States.’s American officials urged
the Hungarian side not to take a step backward in the field of bilateral relations and
placed great importance on the upcoming visit to the United States by a parliamen-

tary delegation headed by the speaker of parliament and HSWP Political Committee
member Antal Apré,

The Horn mission also confirmed the Hun

garian leaderships belief that the
estrangement of the superp

owers would not necessarily lead to the narrowing of
% it seemed that under the circum-
atest chance for using the situation

The Soviet Union, Jinos Kdddr, and His “Little Lousy Country”

Soviet pressures in
that Hungary freeze it high-level contacts with
ted Soviet demarche stemmed from Moscow’s
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revamped position on the Fﬁmﬁb.mmos& crisis. The H.AHQHE: r.mn_. originally ME_M_MMMM
a certain level of criticism from the West but basically projected that, m er Short
interlude, the fait accompli would be accepted by the SwHE community mﬂ o
the critical objective of maintaining the BanEﬁd of mm.abﬂw would oﬁMM ewoén
the problem of Afghanistan. The West, and mmwQOE.\ the United mnuﬁow. o &unmw
reacted differently. They rightly interpreted the situation as E.m first Mw_ .&WEHH e
1945 that the Soviet Union militarily occupied a country that did not s:nammm e
Soviet sphere of influence. While at the time of the East-Central ._wﬁ”.ww.mm%m Tt
1953, 1956, and 1968 the West reluctantly mnwnoimmm&. Ew moﬁmﬁ HNM». - Maﬁm:
restore order within its bloc, it now considered the m.oﬁmﬁ E.<mm~9.~ .o . m coiser
to be a unilateral and aggressive expansion of the Soviet %rmnm.. With this ini Eﬁ Em
* Moscow had breached the tacit agreement that formed the basis of mﬂomw”s OMME-
quo policy and that had functioned 2»:. since the m.nm .om World War .ﬂ. am <M o
ering Afghanistan’s geostrategic location, the mn@EmE.oz of ”rm\.n terri N. <=& eted
only potential Western interests. As a result, the severity wm.&m Eﬁmwbm MMW o
generated by the Soviet aggression Eﬁwwﬁmd\ &m not attain the levels o:
ises at the beginning of the 1960s. .
mwﬂwww.wwwm.wwwuﬁﬂamwmmﬁmm meOﬁSnmm at the beginning of 1980 (e.g., nmmﬁn.”n-
ing the sale of fodder grain to the Soviet Union, wmmﬁn.m of cultural and .mnObMMEn
relations, banning the transfer of developed technologies) .vmm b.oﬂ.xmﬁ caused too
great a trauma for Soviet leaders. Similarly, these measures did u.o.n initially mmmmﬁ MHQ
essential changes in their policy when the UN Security Council placed the Afghan

question on the agenda on 5 January 1980 and when a special General Assembly .

. session condemned the Soviet action. Although the possibility of the .GZ WMmﬁHm
the Afghan question permanently on the agenda might Fm.w, have noﬁ.zgnm Mo “m
reinforcement of the confrontational trend 5@5 the Soviet Hm.m&oamgw, Brez bm<w
speech of 16 January unambiguously emphasized the bmm.a for the BEDNQ_DMSR o:
noowmnmaob. Concurrently, however, on 20 January, President 08."9.. ca M ona '
¢ountries to boycott the Olympic Games scheduled for ZOm.nos during t! .m mmBﬁ
mer. Since these Olympics were to be the first in a Communist country, this even
loomed importantly for the international prestige of the Eastern camp.

At the end of January 1980; the situation became even more critical. Although
’ . . o o -
most Western European countries were not unambiguously and in all areas joining
< : » . s m -
the American campaign aimed at the “punishment” of the Soviet Union, the ques

tion of European security was now viewed in a completely new mmr,w asa HMmHM MM,
the Afghan intervention. On the basis of NATO’s :m.oc.Em Hmm.oEEo? wmmwmsnnmmm-
beginning of December 1979, it was still @.Eﬂm possible that, _.b wro case M s o
ful East-West talks, the deployment of the so-called Euromissiles .So& no E
place in Western Europe. Under the new circumstances, roémﬁww it _uanm.Bm Bwr

and more obvious that the NATO member states could not _u.m &mmcwmmw\_@o“w

deployment of the missiles aimed at the strengthening of EQ.H. security. Mor o

policy considered to be the only realisti
Kédar adhered to the customary routin
bodyand at the session's end of summin
He then proclaimed the resolution,
brought its own punishment. In his r.
ing his state of great agitation, Kédér argued that
we have the choice of two evils”
the high-level visits to Bonn an
that Hungary would not lose a

HUNGARY AND THE EAST-WEST CRISIS 225

they now did not have to confront hi
earlier become an important politica

Thus, inlate January 1980,
and especially when it becam,
European countries to rejec

gher levels of popular resistance, which had
L factor in a number of countries,
after the announcement of the Olympic Games boycott
e clear that the Soviets could not convince the Western
t the deployment of the “Euromissiles,” an offended
Moscow decided to take countermeasures. During this campaign, Moscow ordered
the cancellation of imminent high-level talks with Western politicians. Two visits
of West German politicians—Foreign Minister Hans Dietrich Genscher to Prague
and Chancellor Helmut Schmidt with Erich Honecker
called off. Although the Bulgarians did not have upcoming meetings with Western
politicians, they, too, received warnings against planning such steps,

These measures caused 2 serious clash of interests vmgom:?m Soviet Union and
the Eastern European Communist states, since at this juncture all of these countries,
in varying degrees and in different ways, remained interested in developing their
relations with Western Europe. Further research will show exactly how this conflict
affected the relations of the individual states with Moscow. To be sure, for Hungary
this Soviet move caused one of the most seriois crises since 1956, both within the
Hungarian leadership and in Hungarian-Soviet relations, In the case of Hungary,

the Soviets “requested” that the visit of Hungarian foreign minister Frigyes Puja
to Bonn, scheduled in less than a week, be canceled and,

similarly, that the visit of
2 parliamentary delegation to the United State

. s be postponed. At the 29 January
meeting of the HSWP Political Committee, one of the most dramatic in its his- -

tory, the Hungarian leadership came the closest to making a political deécision that
openly defied the Soviet will. During a heated debate severa] Politburo members,
including hard-liners like Apré, DezsS Nemes, and Németh, proposed that, taking
into consideration the extremely short notices and the country’s economic interests,

Perhaps for the first time since 1956, the HSWP’s first secretary, in an issue in-
volving relations with the Soviet Union, always considered overriding, assumed a
position contradicting that of the party’s main operative body. During the debate
Kédér, who had always strived to play a centrist role, found himself defending the
¢ option, basically as a “leftist” deviator.
e of carefully listening to members of the
g up the debate’s essence in his own speech,
which had worked well for decades but now
ather confused and curse-filled speech, reveal-
We are again in a situation when
In an anticipated conclusion, he announced that
d Wastiington had to be canceled. He considered
nything by obeying Moscow, and, at the worst, he,

in Berlin—were subsequently .
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Kédér, would be called “a Soviet satellite” in the West. “Some presumed advantage
may only be hoped for, the bmmmﬂ?m effect is immediate” warned the experienced
party leader to the members of the political committee, referring to the fact that
by forfeiting the trust of the Kremlin's leaders, Hungary might lose much. Kéadar
proceeded to outline the basically determined character of Hungarian foreign
policy: “At present Hungary has a certain reputation concerning its international
policy; . . . this started . . . by our boycott by NATO, and we have reached a certain
position, recognition with much effort, but at the same time never permitting to
question that we were the allies of the Soviet Union. We have acquired this . . . and
this is in the long-term interest of the nation. By another type of prestige we could
obtain only short-term, sham advantages, eventually our people would be losers,
believe me?” To enlighten those who still might have had illusions concerning the
nature of the Soviet request, he added, “What do you think, how long will they be
polite to us? Why with us . . . excuse me for the phrase, with our little lousy life
and country . .. how long will they behave politely toward us?”

This desperate declaration of the veteran Hungarian party leader offers perhaps
the most blunt and drastic representation of the true nature of Hungary’s rela-
tions with the Soviet Union in the whole Kédar era. From the debate’s course it
seemed that the members of the political committee did not perceive adequately
the radical change in the political situation, and that is why they insisted on their
position, worked out at the beginning of January, which emphasized the priority of
cooperation with the West. Now, however, after Kadar's revealing speech, several
of them rushed to point out that if the situation was as described, nothing was left
to be done. In spite of this interpretation, Ferenc Havasi expressly indicated even
afterward that, as a result of the planned step, the country might experience very
serious economic difficulties, since Budapest had to take out a $1.7 billion Western
loan to survive 1980. The two states concerned, the United States and the Federal
Republic of Germany Aww@v could therefore make the situation rather difficult
for Hungary. o

But after Kédér's dramatic speech, the possible options withered, and the political
committee finally passed a resolution on the cancellation of both visits. At the same
time, in a confidence-building measure toward the West, the political committee
requested thatthe Soviets postpone for a later date the joint Soviet-Hungarian

military exercise oimwb.m:.% scheduled for the western section of Hungary between

1and 16 February®
In some respects, this political committee session began the process leading to
Kddar’s political downfall. Although at this juncture the veteran party leader still
succeeded in imposing his will upon his comrades, it can be stated that he might
 have won the battle but would ultimately lose the war. A few years later, because
of Hungary’s increasingly difficult economic situation, this conflict significantly
contributed to an unfolding situation in which even his closest colleagues wanted
him to step down from his leadership position.

to discuss.20 Nonetheless, the Soviets

pest received a green light for continuin

would have blocked Hungary’s acquisition of c
- In 1980, which, it is now known,

] firm personal intervention and th
tually helped liberal forces in the Soviet _mmmm&r%lﬁom%
;central committee apparatus interested in m
adversaries, led by Gromyko,
. he West. As Vadim Zagladin,
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Successful Crisis Management: A “Hungarian” Decision in the Kremlin

" The two visits were canceled.1? Paradoxically, the humiliation that K4d4r had to
suffer in this instance eventually contributed to the development of positive pro-
cesses for his country. It resulted from a series of diplomatic maneuvers aimed at
exerting pressure on the Soviets to change their position, on the one hand, and
at explaining Hungary’s difficult situation to Western partners, on the oEm,h At
that same Politburo session in late January, Hungary’s Fm.&ma also decided that
Moscow should be asked urgently to hold a multilatera] consultative meeting on
the impact of the situation in Afghanistan on East-West relations. A special envoy,
Andris Gyenes, the central committee secretary for foreign affairs, was E»Em&.v
ately dispatched to Moscow with a letter from K4dar to Brezhnev. The message
articulated a firm Hungarian position: in the present situation the allies must be
nosmz:&. regularly on joint policy for the Soviet bloc in international politics, and

by maintaining and strengthening
with Western Europe would this be

With Brezhnev chronically ill, internal fights intensified among factions within

the Soviet leadership. It was under such circumstances that Hungary’s urgent call for
consultation arrived in Moscow, Foreign Minister Andrej Gromyko replied to the
Suggestion nervously, because he did not understand.what the Hungarians wanted
taton ane summeren e accepted the m:u.mmnmb proposal for consul-
. ing of the central committee secretaries for foreign
affairs of the A.nr.ummu\ Cooperating socialist countries” in Moscow on 26 Februar
.Gmo.. Atthe conference, Boris Ponomarjev, CPSU Central Committee secretary mow
International affairs, not onlyadopted the above-mentioned Hungarian position but
also put forward this thesis as the current CPSU line, emphasizing that “the socialist

countries should make the maximum use of the possibilities contained in existing

This proved to be an important victor

s m.mmﬁum these relations jn 1980
ritical $1.7 billion Western loan
. would have led to the country’s insolvency.2s

From a historical perspective, it is even more Important to point out that Kaddrs
e effective Hungarian diplomatic initiatives even-
key members of the
aintaining détente—overcome their
who advocated a more belligerent attitude toward
first deputy head of the International Department
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of the CPSU Central Committee, told Gyula Horn on 16 July 1980, “for several
months in the CPSU Politburo, there had been heated debates about the Soviet
Union's specific foreign policy steps, the general evaluation of the international

situation and the situation of the Communist movement”2¢ He emphasized that

in this debate comrade Jinos K4dar’s message to the Soviet leadership played an
important role.2s

Parallel with the letter for Brezhnev, Kadér forwarded explanatory messages

to Social Democratic Party chairman Willy Brandt and West German chancellor
Helmut Schmidt. In these communications, he apologized for the cancellation of the
visit of the Hungarian foreign minister on such short noticé and subtly explained
the difficult situation for the Hungarian leadership. He also stressed that his country
was strongly committed to maintaining the results of détente and to fostering East-
West cooperation. Helmut Schmidt, who in 1979 was the first German chancellor to
visit Hungary, formulated in his reply the historical challenge confronting European
states: it now depended on these states “whether they let themselves be drawn into
the Cold War instigated by the two superpowers or not! Neither the FRG nor any

other Western or Eastern European country can keep out of this [Cold War] alone.

This is possible only with the collaboration of all states concerned” It is evident
that by the beginning of the 1980s, Hungary, while remaining a loyal member of
the Warsaw Pact, felt compelled by its economic interests to move even closer to
this virtual European community.

The resolution of this internal crisis can be regarded as an informative lesson
concerning the limits of small-state diplomacy in the Warsaw Pact, or, stated
otherwise, the opportunity for a small state, belonging to the “closely cooperat-
ing” group, to exert pressure on the Soviet leadership in order to achieve certain’
political goals. While it turned out to be impossible for Hungary to defy Soviet will
openly, subsequent diplomatic maneuvers and Kadar's personal intervention could
be successful, by extension, in affecting. internal debate in the Kremlin, thereby
influencing the outcome of events according to the crucial interests of the country
and, in fact, of the international community.

This interlude contributed to conditions that averted the aggravated deterioration

of East-West ties, as had occurred in U.S.-Soviet relations following the invasion
of Afghanistan. It can be inferred that, consequently, there was i “Second Cold
War,” as many term these years, in Europe. Thus, the invasion of Afghanistan, in
which the Warsaw Pact states were not involved, in fact helped amplify the notion
of an East-Central Europe with a special identity significantly different from that
of the Soviet Union. All these patterns, paradoxically, contributed to the gradual
establishment of a common Eurdpean consciousness, which had been evolving
since the late 1960s. . . .

During this period of serious tension at the superpower level—from the inva-
sion of Afghanistan to the rise of Mikhail Gorbachev in 1985—Hungary served as
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a model case by %So:m:maam how a small state, driven by its economic interest,
while a “closely cooperating” member of the' Warsaw Pact, could maintain and
advance the policy of détente as if nothing had happened between the United States
and the Soviet Union, In fact, these years brought a dynamic and prosperous era in
developing the country’s economic and political relations with the West. In 1982,
Hungary was able to join the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank.?”
Moreover, as early as 1981 exploratory talks had already begun concerning a poten-

. tial agreement between Hungary and the European Community. These overtures

stalled not from Moscow’s pressure but because of Chancellor Helmut Schmidt,
who worried about the potentially negative effect such a step might have on his
own country’s relations with the Soviet Union. The German chancellor explicitly
talked Kddér out of this plan on his visit to Bonn in April 1982.28 This period wit-
nessed a general intensification of high-level relations with Western states. Kdddr
paid visits to Bonn and Rome already in 1977, to Paris in 1978, to Bonn again in
1982, and to London in 1985. In turn, Budapest received visits from French prime
minister Raymond Barre in 1977, Chancellor Helmut Schmidt in 1979, French
@umm.amun Francois Mitterrand in 1982, Vice President George Bush in 1983, and
‘Helmut Kohl, Margaret Thatcher, and Bettino Craxi in 1984. Since Poland lost the
sympathy of the Western states after the introduction of martial law in 1981, as did
Romania due to its repressive policy, Hungary become the favorite in the eyes of
the West as the most respectable country of the Eastern bloc.

With Gorbachevs rise to power in the Soviet Union, the new Soviet leadership
became the primary advocate of dialogue between East and West. The initiating .
and moderating nature of Hungarian foreign policy remained but would now as-
sume secondary importance in dramatically unfolding developments.?
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