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The Political Transition in Hungary,
1989-90

By Csaba Békés and Melinda Kalmar

arking the tenth anniversary of the political
M transition in Hungary, historians and political

scientists launched several large scale projects
to locate, assess, and publish documents pertaining to the
historical events of 1989-1990. In June 1999, three principal
Hungarian scholarly enterprises, the Institute for the
History of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, the Hungarian
Program of the Project on Openness in Eastern Europe and
the Former Soviet Union, and the newly founded Cold War
History Research Center in Budapest—together with the
National Security Archive and CWIHP—organized an
international conference in Budapest on the transition from
Communism.

The Hungarian partners in this multi-national effort
focused on three important sources: first, on the records of
the former ruling Communist Party, the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party (HSWP). Critical to the endeavor was the
preparation of transcripts of the tape recordings of key
HSWP meetings, since written minutes of the Politburo
meetings were kept only up to 1982. Transcripts were
completed for all of 1989 (and some of 1988), and more than
5,000 pages of this extraordinarily significant historical
material is being gradually declassified and opened for
research'. A second crucial task was the collection of the
minutes and memoranda of the meetings of Hungarian
leaders with CPSU General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev
and other Soviet officials, as well as the records of their
conversations with other Soviet bloc and Western offi-
cials.?

The third, similarly massive project involved the
editing and publication of the minutes of the Opposition
Roundtable and the National Roundtable that accompanied
the transition from one-party rule to democratic pluralism in
1989.2 The series, consisting of eight volumes, contains
the negotiations among the emerging opposition parties as
they co-ordinated their policies toward the HSWP, as well
as all the minutes of the tripartite talks held between June
and September 1989. The talks, in fact, acted as a national
constituent assembly, working out the procedure and the
legal framework of the political transition, eventually
resulting in free multi-party elections in March 1990.

Thorough investigation of these new materials—as
well as those becoming available in Russia, the United
States and other East-Central European countries—will be
necessary to understand and assess more fully the
transition process in Hungary. The selection of documents
published below exemplifies the richness of the new
materials and allows a glimpse at the complexity of the
events of 1989/90.*

DOCUMENT No. 1
Minutes of the Meeting of the HSWP CC
Political Committee, 31 January 1989

[On 23 June 1988, the Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party Central Committee established a committee to
analyze Hungary s political, economic and social
development during the preceding thirty years. The
panel, headed by Imre Pozsgay,® a politburo member and
minister of state, included party officials and social
scientists. After several months of examining pertinent
archival documents, the Historical Subcommittee (one of
four working groups) completed and discussed its final
report at its meeting on 27 January 1989. Most sensa-
tionally, the report described what occurred in 1956 in
Hungary as not a “counterrevolution” (as Moscow and
the regime it installed in Budapest headed by Janos
Kadar had long insisted) but a people’s uprising. This
very point was announced by Imre Pozsgay in an
interview on both the morning news program and the

next day, on the most popular political journal of
Hungarian Radio, “168 hours,” without any prior
consultation with the political leadership. The issue
triggered a serious crisis in the Party and eventually
served as a very important catalyst in the transition
process. The following excerpt reflects the first reaction of
the Politburo members.]

(EXCERPT)

Imre Pozsgay: With regard to the specific issue, the
subcommittee, headed by Ivan T. Berend,® had a debate
Friday morning, on the basis of a 102-page report.

I had no chance to read the document before the
debate because it has just been given to me. Nevertheless,
let me point out only one aspect of the debate, namely that
six members of the Central Committee were present, and the
leaders of two Party institutions. There was no argument
about the incriminating assessment; on the contrary, the
conclusion was drawn that a minimal public consensus—I
merely interpret this, as I have no right to borrow others’
words—so, a minimal public consensus does not harm the
identity of the Party, nor does it shatter the personal
identity of those who tied their lives, career and behavior
specifically to this struggle. Nonetheless, it can lead to
social reconciliation and national consensus on certain
bitter and still all too distressing issues, such as the whole
situation since 1948-49, and especially its peak—or nadir,
as others believe—the crisis and tragedy of 1956. The
committee unanimously agreed on this issue. And finally
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we also agreed that this document, even before it is
discussed by the Central Committee, has to be publicized,
so that scholarly opinion, supported by wide masses of the
Party, can be used to create a political direction. These
were the fundamentals and basic motives of the committee.
In a way it is an answer to the numerous questions, in fact
asked from many sides, as to why the Central Committee
did not discuss the issue first. According to the earlier
procedure, this would indeed have been the way of
handling such questions. However, I am convinced that
this procedure is the very reason why the Party has been
hoisted on its own petard, when it came to discussing
similar issues.

As regards further connections and problems that the
issue raises: Certainly, or rather undoubtedly, the ensuing
political effect—even if it has the minimal consensus I have
just referred to—is expected to become a bone of
contention within the Party, something that divides people
and induces political polemics, although it will not hurt
even those who have won the Honor for the Socialist
Fatherland for their sacrifices. The committee has been
aware of this fact from the very beginning, knowing that we
cannot get around this debate, that it has to happen, so in
a way the cup of sorrows must be drank. (...)

Mihaly Jass6:” The vast majority is dumbfounded,
and not because they have heard the results of the
scholarly research from the Historical Subcommittee, but
because they feel that a pillar of the institutionalized

political system is about to be uprooted. Party members
feel that our political system is somehow based on 1956.
And now they have the impression that this foundation is
being pulled out from under them. They think that this
slice of the past—1956—has to be assessed with subtle
differentiation. But now this assessment shows no sign of
differentiation either. Figuratively speaking, they used to
make a fine cabinet with an axe, and now they are trying to
do the same. [sic] I don’t intend to be too poetic but I’'m
coming from the office where I got phone calls and letters
today, asking what we are going to call the monument on
Koztarsasag Square? Who sacrificed their lives there?
Defenders of the people’s power? Resistance fighters of
the people’s uprising, or their opponents? It is all con-
fused. What shall we call the Mezo Imre Street? And so
on. Because perhaps it was a people’s uprising that started
the whole thing but it led to something else. Given that, we
need at least a subtle, differentiated assessment of the
whole period. The present one is not differentiated at all.
This is another extreme assessment that sets people far
apart. If we start a debate on the issue, which is now, of
course, unavoidable, I think it will only result in separating
some of the party membership. It is a crude simplification
but if we segregate party members into two groups on the
basis of this, there would be “pro-uprising” and “pro-
counter-revolution” members. Obviously I refer to the
underlying political content. Perhaps we cannot avoid the
debate, but I am not sure that it has to be induced so
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radically at once. (...)

Rezso Nyers:® The problem is greater, and we have to
widen its scope. Is 1956 really the foundation of the
Hungarian communist movement? If 1956 is our
foundation, I will not expect the movement to hold out very
long, because it is a weak foundation indeed. Our
decisions and historical assessment of 1956 were driven by
the spirit of the time and not without controversies. While
things were going smoothly, people tolerated all this, but
when times are hard, the same people seem discontent with
what they tolerated before. Therefore we should not
consider 1956 as a foundation. 1956 was a tragic event, a
moment that manifested the prevailing crisis, and today we
have to conclude that in fact 1956 signified a more serious
crisis than we thought at the time, or even in 1957. We
belittled the problem, but now we all agree—and I think
there is a consensus about it in the Party—that it was the
materialization of a historical mistake. (...)

Consequently, I have to point out that it would be a
serious mistake—especially for the future of the Party—to
tie our policy to the 1956 bandwagon.

We have to conclude, having read the document—I
have read the document and the material of the Committee
debate as well—that Pozsgay’s statement and the exposé
of the Committee show a unanimous approach. They are in
accord. Which does not justify how the statement was
publicized. I am still of the opinion that it was
disadvantageous, hasty and inaccurate. I hold to my
opinion, even though there is no fundamental controversy
between the standpoint of the Committee and that of
Pozsgay.

As to whether it was a “people’s uprising” or
“counter-revolution,” my opinion is that a definition
without controversy is impossible on this issue. Person-
ally, I think that it was a people’s uprising; our declaration
in December 1956 acknowledged it in the first paragraph,
labeling it as the rightful discontent of the people. I do
maintain, though, that hostile enemies gradually joined in,
and they could have turned the wheel of history back-
wards, so the danger of counter-revolution was imminent.
As to our opinion on 1956, I argue against the far-fetched
criticism of Imre Nagy® and his circle, and the significance
of revisionism. ... I declare with communist honesty, it
was a mistake. It is not true that the revisionist group
around Imre Nagy had such a vital role in the events ... At
that time, I myself accepted this interpretation. However,
we become smarter, and now we see what went on. We
now realize that the mistakes were more serious. We realize
that it was wrong to think that between 1953 and 1956
Rakosi'® was a dime and Imre Nagy was a dozen, so to
speak. In that debate, well, Imre Nagy was right. Itisa
matter of honesty, if someone thinks it over and believes
that it is so, one should speak out forthrightly. And I do
speak out. Imre Nagy was not a counter-revolutionary, he
was not. If a Party ever, with their own...[unintelligible—
Ed.] One just has to read his speeches. Where the hell do
we find counter-revolutionary ideas with Imre Nagy?

Nowhere, absolutely nowhere! And these are matters of
honor. Rather, he was a sectarian. If he was still among us
now unchanged, he would be more of a Stalinist. His role
in the 1956 events remains debatable, it cannot be clarified.
The Soviets were mucking around, which we swept under
the carpet. Even today we cannot see the truth. I already
know, however, that the Soviets had a lion’s share in the
decision. Janos Kadar!'! and the Politburo of the time took
full responsibility, for which I respect them. However, they
are far from being the only ones to blame. Their responsi-
bility is without question, because it cannot be accepted
either that a decision was made in Moscow, or that it was
executed here. Unfortunately, though, I have to emphasize
again that we won’t be able to come to terms with the
question of 1956. Legally Imre Nagy was culpable, because
he breached the law. It is not too moral, at a time when
everybody is breaching the law—I was breaching it, and so
was Janos Kadar—the lawbreakers themselves accuse and
convict the weaker one on the basis of the sectarian law.
These are not righteous things. All the same, those who
did not live in that situation are unable to imagine how it
was—and this is the dramatic aspect. I think, if we leave it
as the focus of political debates, it would result in the
serious weakening and a crisis of values of the communist
movement. Consequently, we have to put history right; it
can be corrected. Roughly according to the opinion of the
committee, it can be corrected, but let me emphasize that
the word “counter-revolution” should not be replaced with
a single term, and it has to be decided who makes the
correction. I think it is now time for us to try and come to
some kind of political consensus. We cannot let the
undulations of political life shatter the tenuously forming
unity and co-operation of the Party and its leadership, so
that other players take over while we eventually fall apart.

I also mean that Pozsgay should not become the victim of
this affair either. Yet Pozsgay should show more discipline
and more mutual responsibility as well.

All in all, we should not let ourselves confront each
other to an extreme. What do I think the possible action to
take is? Ibelieve that the Central Committee should be
summoned and presented the material of the committee.
The Pozsgay affair should not be presented on its own; it
would be an impossible trial that wouldn’t lead to anything.
I think that the documents of the subcommittee have to be
submitted for debate, and only then could it be discussed
whether what he did was wise or not, and what action has
to be taken in order to settle the debate. At the same time,
principle issues of daily politics should be presented to the
Central Committee, such as what should be done now in
the question of the single-party system and the multi-party
system. Things have passed over our heads. I cannot see
another option other than that we accept the multiparty
system. But we need to debate all this. And if we decide
against the multi-party system, then that will be our
decision, and everybody decides according to his
conscience whether he takes the political responsibility
for his decision. I do admit sincerely, I would take
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responsibility for both, even if I do not agree with the
decision. It can be done intelligently. Retreat, however, is
the worst thing one can do, it can only lead to our defeat.
We have to do it sooner or later, anyway. (...)

All in all, I say that we take seriously the compilation
of the committee, and consider their report worthy of being
presented to the Central Committee. We suggest to the
Central Committee that we publicize the documents of the
committee. We’ll see if the Central Committee will accept
the suggestion. (...)

In fact, the most serious and sensitive issue of our
policy is quite palpable here, namely how we relate to the
Kadar era, to the Kadar regime. In my opinion, it would be
a mistake for reformers to entirely do away with the Kadar
regime. On the other hand, it would be a mistake to
canonize the policy of the Kadar regime and battle to the
last man standing in defense of what we have created since
1956. Some in the Party have a leaning towards the latter
view, while others are ready to prove and expose the
mistakes. Neither of these should be embraced. We have
to try to solve the problem rationally. If relevant circles, or
the dominant circle of the Central Committee put the issue
on the agenda, a consensus is possible. We should start
working on activity programs, preparing for the multiparty
system. We need these projects for creating a stabilization
program that addresses today’s conditions, as well as more
specific government programs. (...)

[Source: Magyar Orszagos Levéltar (MOL) [Hungarian
National Archives, Budapest], M-KS- 288-5/1050 o.e.
Translated by Csaba Farkas.]

*okk

DOCUMENT No. 2
Record of Conversation between
President M. S. Gorbachev
and Mikloés Németh'?,

Member of the HSWP CC Politburo,
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
People’s Republic of Hungary,
Moscow,

3 March 1989

[The meeting between M.S. Gorbachev and Miklos
Németh, one of the leading reformers and technocrats in
the Hungarian leadership, was the first top-level personal
consultation between the two countries’ leaders following
the crucial decisions of the HSWP CC on 10-11 February
1989 to re-evaluate the events of 1956 as a people’s
uprising and announce the introduction of the multiparty
system in the country. The following part of the discussion
reflects the determination and the hope of both leaders
that the much needed transformation of the political

structure and the economy could and should be realized
within the framework of a reformed socialist system.]

(EXCERPT)

M. S. Gorbachev congratulates Németh on the
occasion of his appointment as Prime Minister, and asks
him how long he has been in office.

M. Németh: For almost a hundred days. Iam often
asked whether I am thinking about reviewing and sizing up
what I have done so far. I usually answer that I have no
time for that. Even if I make an assessment, it is for the
Central Committee or the parliament. One has to be critical
of one’s own activities.

M. S. Gorbachev: True enough. In the single-party
system self-criticism, is supposed to be an important issue.
Possibly the most significant condition is how successfully
the leading role of the Party is achieved. On the other
hand, our mistakes and shortcomings are all rooted in the
lack of criticism. Naturally, I am not only talking about the
management, the top layer of party leaders, but I mean it on
a larger scale—the whole of the Party. During the Stalin
regime, from 1934 to his death, there were only two party
congresses.

M. Németh: In the days when Lenin was at the helm,
there were endless debates and a clear political line was
formed all the same.

M. S. Gorbachev: Yes, because there were entirely
different conditions both in the Party and in the country.
Now we are opening the way towards socialist pluralism.
The multiplicity of opinions is not a tragedy for the
society; on the contrary, it is a real advantage. Of course,
there are some who want to exhibit democracy for their own
selfish objectives, but it can be dealt with, it is merely a
question of struggle. [Boris] Yeltsin has now a peculiar
position in the Central Committee. His is a typically leftist,
rather obnoxious position, which can nevertheless find a
favorable reception among the public. We have to put up
with several problems that directly concern people’s lives,
and those who cry out loud enough about these can reap a
dividend. The majority of people cannot be blamed for
this, as they are hoping that a man like him will one day be
able to do something for them. Besides, it is important that
they learn on their own the difference between a
demagogue and a serious politician. There is nothing
flattering I can say about a member of the Central
Committee who gambles at the expectations, while he
knows very well that the party program is aiming at the
quickest possible way of satisfying these expectations.

M. Németh: It happens quite often with us. There are
always a few members of parliament who rise to speak from
such a demagogic position.

M. S. Gorbachev: The main thing is to be honest and
truthful in the Central Committee, in the parliament, and
among the people as well, and to have a clear conscience.
Otherwise the personality will break down, and downfall is
unavoidable.
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M. Németh: What we consider the most important task
for the time being is creating a majority within the Central
Committee that can be joined around a unified program.

M. S. Gorbachev: This, of course does not rule out the
possibility of the existence of some kind of left-wing or
right-wing views.

M. Németh: Yes, the only important thing is that the
center be strong.

M. S. Gorbachev: We are for a majority that relies on
democratic development. We would like to revitalize the
role of the councils, agitate the activity of MPs, and assure
complete publicity. Without these, the real power of the
workers does not exist. See what we had before in the past:
masses of the people were alienated from property, politics,
and culture. Yet the principal goal of socialism is
overcoming alienation and putting man in the focus of
attention.

M. Németh: I see no difference between pluralism in a
single-party system and in a multi-party system. You are
absolutely right: if there is freedom of thought and a
unified program according to which people behave,
everything goes on as it should. In May 1988 we laid the
foundations for such a practice in the course of the Party
Conference. Nonetheless, there were certain illusions.

M. S. Gorbachev: Experience showed us that nothing
could be achieved at the first trial. We have to get back to
the accepted agreements and decisions, polish them, make
them more precise, and then move on.

M. Németh: Yes, the conditions are changing.
Theoretically what you said in Kiev is important for us.
Every socialist country is developing in its idiosyncratic
way, and their leaders are above all accountable to their
own people. Whether it be one party or more—Ilife will
show which solution is more effective. Within our
conditions, state and party have become the same.

This affected the development of the country in a most
unfavorable way. We should not eradicate everything with
one stroke, because what we achieved is worth noting.

M. S. Gorbachev: I believe that Pozsgay’s statements
are quite extremist'? in this respect. The events of 1956
indeed started with the dissatisfaction of the people. Later,
however, the events escalated into a counterrevolution and
bloodshed. This cannot be overlooked.

M. Németh: Most important of all, these questions
should not cause division in the society. Some say that we
need to look at history in the same way, because otherwise
there will be no unity in society at all. In reality, however,
unity in interpreting the past does not exist. The main
thing is that we have unity with regard to the present
situation and in the policy to follow.

M. S. Gorbacheyv: Indeed, every generation is
responsible for the present, first and foremost.

M. Németh: I am convinced that the organic
interrelation and conformity of the economy and politics in
fundamental issues is indispensable. A principal question
is that of pace. We Hungarians started economic reform
long ago, while leaving the political institutions intact.
Since last May, we have witnessed a rapid
development and transformation of the political system.

A new election system, the reorganization of parliament,
and other measures followed one another in such a rapid
succession, the wheels of the machine are turning with
such dizzying speed that it could pose a potential danger
to society if this process interrupted economic
development.

Nobody actually doubts that a democratic
constitutional state is unavoidable for a successful
people’s economy to function. Having only that, though,
without a productive economy, then political
transformations will happen in a void, /’art pour [’art.
Pozsgay says that there is nothing wrong with politics
superseding the economy. We, on the contrary, think that
harmonization of the two is needed. We support and
develop economic institutions, in parallel with changes in
the political sphere. We will act with responsibility.

M. S. Gorbachev: You have touched upon an important
issue. The process of renewal is gradually spreading over
the entire socialist bloc, and adds to the political culture
and historical experiences of all these countries according
to the local conditions. The most important for all of them,
however, is turning towards the people and revitalizing the
socialist system. While listening to you, our own situation
came to my mind. Of course, it is difficult to achieve total
synchronicity between politics and the economy, but at
least we have to try. You might remember what Lenin used
to say: “We Bolsheviks have conquered Russia, so now we
have to learn how to govern it.” They rushed ahead in
politics, which was in itself normal at the time. But you are
right: if we fail to utilize the political drives and motivations
to create a healthy economy, the people will unavoidably
become discontented.

)

[Source: Gorbachev Foundation Archive, Moscow.
Document obtained by Magdolna Barath, Budapest.
Translated by Csaba Farkas. Parts of this document were
published in the briefing book for the conference, “The
End of Cold War in Europe, 1989: ‘New Thinking’ and
New Evidence,” Musgrove, St. Simon s Island, Georgia, I-
3 May 1998.]
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DOCUMENT No. 3
Memorandum of Conversation between
M.S. Gorbachev and
HSWP General Secretary Karoly Grosz,'*
Moscow, 23-24 March 1989

[On 22 March 1989, the parties and organizations of
the emerging non-communist Hungarian opposition
established a consultative forum, called the “Opposition
Roundtable.” Up fto this point, the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party had used the tactic of dealing separately
with “alternative” organizations. Now the danger of
having to negotiate with a unified opposition became
increasingly likely. The Party's leadership also worried
about an impending economic crisis possibly resulting in
the destabilization of the political scene. These concerns
were infused in Kdroly Grosz's presentation on the
internal political situation.

Gorbachev’s “dialectic” approach to the issue of how
to evaluate 1956 is remarkable: while stressing that this
must be decided by the Hungarian leadership alone by
examining the facts, he declared that a recent
thorough investigation of the past by the Soviet
leadership had undoubtedly proven that what
had happened in Czechoslovakia in 1968 was a counter-
revolution. Similarly ambiguous were the warnings of the
Soviet leader concerning the tolerable scope of the
political transition in Hungary. He emphasized that “the
limit [...] is the safekeeping of socialism and assurance of
stability,” however, he also clearly declared that “today
we have to preclude the possibility of repeated foreign
intervention into the internal affairs of socialist coun-
tries.”

The timing of the conversation is also noteworthy
from Gorbachev s perspective; it occurred on the eve of
the legislative elections in the Soviet Union—the freest
since the 1917 Revolution. The 26 March vote would
elevate reformers (such as Yeltsin) and nationalists
(especially in the Baltics) to a strong position to chal-
lenge the communist order, and Gorbachev may already
have felt pressured by the impending balloting.]

(EXCERPT)

HUNGARIAN SOCIALIST WORKERS’ PARTY
CENTRAL COMMITTEE

TOP SECRET

Made in 2 copies

Inf/1371/1989

REPORT

for members of the Political Committee
[29 March 1989]

(.)

Comrade Groész informed the negotiators about the
Hungarian situation. He said that the events in Hungary
have accelerated lately. Their direction is according to our
intentions, while their pace is somewhat disconcerting.
Comrade Grosz emphasized that we wish to retain political
power and find a solution to our problems by political
means, avoiding armed conflict.

We have a good chance for reaching our goals.
People are afraid of a possible armed conflict.!> Workers,
peasants and professionals want to work and live in peace
and security, safeguarding their property. (...)

Another major concern is the history of the last thirty
years. We have to face our past, hard and painful as it is,
as the acting participants are still alive. On the other hand,
by drawing the necessary conclusions, we might
dishearten certain layers of our policy’s active supporters
from the Party. Lack of self-confidence is palpable enough
in the Party anyway. (...)

Comrade Gorbachev agreed that the Western world
does not want instability in Eastern Europe, including
Hungary as well, because in the present situation it would
be adverse to its interests. Nonetheless, it is quite
apparent that they [the Western countries] intend to
facilitate the realization and strengthening of a
development that suits their own political ideas.

Comrade Gorbachev emphasized: “The estimation of
the 1956 events is entirely up to you.” You have to stand
on a firm ground; you have to examine what really
happened then and there. The Soviet leadership has
recently analyzed the 1968 events in Czechoslovakia, and
they continue to maintain that what happened there was a
counter-revolution, with all the idiosyncratic traits of such
an event. There were different periods within the
Czechoslovak events, but the Dubcek regime was unable
to prevent openly counter-revolutionary forces from
gaining ground through them. (...)

Comrade Gorbachev emphasized that we clearly have
to draw boundaries, thinking about others and ourselves at
the same time. Democracy is much needed, and interests
have to be harmonized. The limit, however, is the
safekeeping of socialism and assurance of stability.

Comrade Grosz emphasized that when referring to
1956, we adhere to the original evaluation that the Party
endorsed in December 1956. The process is described in
three consecutive words: student protest, [people’s]
uprising, and counter-revolution.

Comrade Gorbachev agreed with the above. He
emphasized that today we have to preclude the possibility
of repeated foreign intervention into the internal affairs of
socialist countries. (...)

[Source: MOL M-KS-288-11/4458 é.e.. Translated by
Csaba Farkas.]
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DOCUMENT No. 4
Agreement about the Commencement of
Substantial Political Negotiations between the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party,
the Members of the Opposition Roundtable
and the Organizations of the Third Side,
10 June 1989

[Between March and June the crucial question of the
transition was whether the Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party [HSWP] was willing to accept eventually the fact
that it would have to negotiate with a unified opposition
represented by the Opposition Roundtable [ORT].
Although the HSWP leadership tried to do everything it
could to prevent this, by the beginning of June it gave up
it’s previous position. However, the opposition parties
had to make a serious concession too, since it was a
precondition of the HSWP in agreeing to start official
negotiations on the political transition with the ORT that
the talks should be tripartite. The “third side” included
mass organizations and civil associations, all of which
were supporters of the HSWP and/or represented left-wing
political ideas.

The agreement published below was signed at the
first plenary meeting of the National Roundtable talks.
The document, which put on record the legal framework
and the conditions of the subsequent tripartite
negotiations which lasted until 18 September. At the next
meeting, on 21 June, two intermediate-level committees
were established for political and for social-economic
issues, each having six working subcommittees in which
the bulk of the legal work leading to the establishment of
parliamentary democracy in Hungary was carried out.]

AGREEMENT
About the Commencement of Substantial Political
Negotiations between the Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party, the Members of the Opposition Roundtable and the
Organizations of the Third Side, 10 June 1989

L

The necessity to help the nation out of a serious
political and economic crisis, and the democratic
transformation of the conditions of power appropriate the
dialogue between all the political circles that feel respon-
sible for the future. Handling the crisis and creating a
multiparty system is only possible with the agreement of
the democratic forces. It presupposes that mutual
objectives and aims are taken into account, that all
participants are willing to make an agreement, and it
necessitates trust and self-restraint.

The fate of the nation can be improved by
respecting the requirements of the constitution and firmly
rejecting violence. It is in our mutual interest that social

conflicts are solved according to the generally agreed
norms of European political culture: with public consent.
The transition from a single-party system to
representational democracy and constitutional government
can only be realized by free elections. Well-functioning
representative bodies and a firm, consistent government
that is trusted by the people are needed to stop the
worsening social and economic crisis. The peaceful
political transition and the relief of aggravated economic
and social tension can only be realized by mutual
agreement. An array of historical examples warn us that
common problems can only be solved with consensus. All
civil organizations and movements have to take part side
by side in the hard and contradictory process of transition.

On the basis of these facts and conditions,
organizations of the Opposition Roundtable, the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party, the Left Wing Alternative Union;
the Patriotic People’s Front; the Hungarian Democratic
Youth Association; the Association of Hungarian
Resistance Fighters and Anti-Fascists; the National
Council of Hungarian Women; the joint delegation of the
Ferenc Miinnich Society; and the National Council of
Trade Unions express their wish to commence substantial
political negotiations. The equal negotiators accept the
following governing principles for the talks:

—the basis of power is the sovereignty of the
people; none of the political forces can monopolize it
and declare themselves the sole repository of the
people’s will, and none can aspire to
unconstitutionally curtail political rights;

—the will of the public has to be expressed
without preceding limitations, in the course of free
elections, the result of which is binding for everyone,
and from which no political organization that complies
with the requirements of the constitution can be
excluded;

—handling the crisis, ensuring a democratic
transition and resolving political conflicts is only
possible in a peaceful way, avoiding violence; none of
the civil organizations can have direct control over
military forces;

—an important condition of the successful and
constructive political negotiations is that the nation
and [the parties’] interests are considered and
respected; a further condition is mutual and
anticipatory confidence;

—only mutually acceptable conditions can be the
basis of co-operation and agreement;

—when determining the participants of
negotiations and their legal standing, exclusion of a
political nature is unacceptable, although the
functioning of the negotiation process must be
considered;

—the objective of negotiations is the formation of
political agreements that can be accompanied by the
necessary government measures and bills, together
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with the deadline for their realization; the negotiations
themselves, however, do not directly exercise
functions of constitutional law;

—during the course of negotiations the parties
refrain from all unilateral steps that would obliterate
the goal of negotiations; legislation cannot precede
political agreement;

—all negotiating partners will have the political
agreements accepted in their own organizations, and
represent them in public as well, while assisting the
enforcement of the agreements by every possible
political means.

IL

Three parties take part in the political conciliation
talks, with the intent of reaching political agreements.

a) The Opposition Roundtable (Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky
Friendship Society; Alliance of Young Democrats;
Independent Smallholders’ and Farmers’ Civic Party;
Christian Democratic People’s Party; Hungarian
Democratic Forum; Hungarian People’s Party; Hungar-
ian Social Democratic Party; Alliance of Free Demo-
crats; and the Democratic League of Independent
Trade Unions as observer);

b) Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party;

c¢) The following civil organizations and movements: Left
Wing Alternative Union; the Patriotic People’s Front;
Hungarian Democratic Youth Association; the
Association of Hungarian Resistance Fighters and
Anti-Fascists; the National Council of Hungarian
Women; the Ferenc Miinnich Society and the National
Council of Trade Unions.

All three negotiating partners are endowed with equal
rights in forming a consensus. A speaker represents each
of the three parties, who [will] express the opinions of the
negotiating parties. Civil associations and movements
listed under point ¢) above, whose participation in
substantial negotiations was agreed by the Opposition
Roundtable as a compromise during preparatory talks, do
express that they support the intention of both the
Hungarian Social Workers’ Party and the Opposition
Roundtable to conduct a constructive dialogue and reach
an agreement. They intend to take an active part in the
negotiation process.

The Opposition Roundtable determines the number
and composition of their delegates. Civil associations and
movements listed under point c) above decide among
themselves about the method of reconciliation and the
method of joint representation of their disputable issues.

1. Representatives of the participating organiza-
tions are endowed with a written mandate, which
contains their right to make agreements. They present
their mandate to the president of the plenary session.

2. The fourth side of the negotiating table can be
reserved for observers. Observers have the right to
submit their proposed remarks in writing to the
president of the meeting, who informs the negotiating
parties about the observation.

3. The negotiating parties put on the agenda of
conciliatory talks the following issues:

- defining the rules and principles of realizing a
democratic political transition;

- strategic tasks for overcoming the impending
economic and social crisis.

Final definition of individual issues, based on specific
interests, is the task of substantial negotiations.

1. The statutes and working order of the political
conciliatory talks are as follows:

a) Substantial negotiations are conducted in plenary
sessions and in committees.

The opening plenary session is scheduled on 13 June
1989 (Tuesday) in the Hunters’ Hall of Parliament.

The Speaker of the House presides over the whole
meeting.

Representatives of all three negotiating parties are
given equal time to speak.

In the course of the opening plenary session, negotiat-
ing partners issue a declaration of intent. Then they
form working committees.

b) Agreements are prepared by working committees,
according to specific issues on the agenda. Statutes
of the plenary session logically refer to committee
sessions as well. Working committees can form sub-
committees—with the participation of experts.

Preparing bills for legislation must involve
governmental bodies as well. In the course of political
conciliatory talks, some propositions may be opened
to public debate. Final documents are ratified by the
plenary session. Propositions of the working commit-
tees can only be submitted to the plenary session
when heads of delegations have signed them. The
approved documents are signed by the heads of the
delegations who then take care of their publication.
Every session is recorded in the minutes, which have
to be publicized in case the

negotiations are interrupted.

¢) Coming to an agreement is our mutual interest, based
on the principle of consensus. Should discord persist
in a particular detail, consensus can be reached
nevertheless, provided that the dissenting negotiating
partner admits that it does not concern the general
principle of the agreement.

d) Plenary sessions are open to the press. Working
committees, however, will operate behind closed
doors. It has to be assured that [the public] receives
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regular and substantial information about the
negotiation process. From time to time, negotiating
parties will issue a joint communiqué to the Hungarian
Telegraphic Agency. Separate statements can only be
issued if negotiations break off or a common
declaration cannot be agreed on. Nevertheless, this
does not concern the right of the parties to express
their opinions about the content of certain issues on
the agenda.

e) The parties think it necessary that expenses of the
negotiations are covered by the state budget.
Handling of documents, photocopying, postage, the
costs of organizing meetings, and the wages of
possible experts are included in the expenses.

Representing the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party:
Gyorgy Fejti
Secretary of the Central Committee

Representing the Opposition Roundtable:

Dr. Zsolt Zétényi's
Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky Friendship Society

Dr. Léaszlo Kovér
Alliance of Young Democrats

Péter Hardi
Independent Smallholders’ and Farmers’ Civic Party

Gyorgy Szakolczai
Christian Democratic Party

Dr. Laszl6 Sélyom
Hungarian Democratic Forum

Csaba Varga
Hungarian People’s Party

Tibor Baranyai
Hungarian Social Democratic Party

Dr. Péter Tolgyessy
Alliance of Free Democrats

Imre Kerényi
Democratic League of Independent Trade Unions, as
observer

Representing the Left Wing Alternative Union; the
Patriotic People’s Front; the Hungarian Democratic Youth
Association; the Association of Hungarian Resistance
Fighters and Anti-Fascists; the National Council of
Hungarian Women; the joint delegation of the Ferenc
Miinnich Society and the National Council of Trade
Unions:

Csaba Kemény

Left Wing Alternative Union

Dr. Istvan Kukorelli
People’s Patriotic Front

Ferenc Gyurcsany
Hungarian Democratic Youth Association

Imre Kerekes
Association of Hungarian Resistance Fighters and
Anti-Fascists

Mrs. Sods Dr. Méria Dobos
National Council of Hungarian Women

Ferenc Berényi
Ferenc Miinnich Society

Mrs. Kosa & Dr. Magda Kovacs
National Council of Trade Unions

[Source: Published in Ellenzéki kerekasztal. Portrévazlatok.
[Opposition Roundtable. Political Portraits. Ed. and
interviews by Anna Richter] (Budapest: Otlet Kft, 1990),
pp- 294-300. Translated by Csaba Farkas.]

*kk

DOCUMENT No. 5
Minutes of the Meeting of the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party [HSWP]
CC Political Executive Committee,'”
24 July 1989

[The end of July brought a definite hardening in the
position of the HSWP at the National Roundtable talks.
This was obvious in the Communists unexpected refusal to
sign an agreement on party law, although it had already
been accepted by the experts.

The opposition attributed the harder line to a change
in personnel at the top of the HSWP delegation, when
Imre Pozsgay's position was taken over by the less flexible
Gyorgy Fejti.'® At the 27 July meeting of the National
Roundtable, Fejti made it clear that the HSWP was not
willing to give a full account of all of its property,
emphasizing that the greater part of it had been acquired
legitimately and therefore this issue should not be
discussed at the tripartite talks. The HSWP's
uncompromising stand on reaching agreement on the de-
politicization of the armed services, and concerning the
withdrawal of party organizations from work places,
finally led to the suspension of the tripartite negotiations.
The talks were not resumed until 24 August, when the
HSWP delegation was headed again by Pozsgay. Fejti’s
speech at the 24 July meeting of the HSWP Political
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Executive Committee, published below, provides insight
into the making of this new, less flexible and more
intransigent policy towards the opposition.]

(EXCERPT)

Gyorgy Fejti: We are in a complicated situation now,
but still, we have to make up our minds. In many
questions, especially when it comes to specific details, we
have made quite some progress. However, in a series of
fundamental and cardinal questions the antagonism seems
irreconcilable; apparently the date of the general elections
is one of these controversial issues. So, with a flexible
negotiating strategy, namely that we give in to certain
demands but stand our ground firmly in other issues, we
cannot resolve the prevailing antagonism for the time
being. Yet time is pushing us. Technically, we have some
three or four weeks left to work out the legal conditions of
the parliamentary elections in late autumn.!® Three or four
weeks, that’s all we have. On the other hand, this more or
less open, hesitant, obstructive behavior is physically
impeding the process of calling elections. That’s why we
have to come to a decision, on the basis of the previous
issue on the agenda, as to what to do in the face of the
present economic situation and the international financial
conditions. Because either we accept the fact that we
cannot make a compromise in this case, while emphasizing
that the ongoing negotiation process should not be
jeopardized—it is another question, though, whether the
danger holds only for the elections—or, alternatively, we
come up with overt reasoning and publicize in due time
what the rationale is behind advancing the date of
elections. In the latter case we should look to make
compromises on other issues instead of this one.
Undoubtedly, we jeopardize the success of negotiations;
what is more, we even risk their termination. The later we
express our intention to call earlier elections, the bigger the
danger is.

Rezs6 Nyers: The only reason to hasten negotiations
is to advance the elections? I believe that even if we called
elections for next spring, we should speed things up all the
same, shouldn’t we?

Gyorgy Fejti: It is a markedly different situation if we
want to submit the fundamental laws to parliament in mid-
September rather than in December. The meaning of
hastening things now depends on whether we show the
magnanimous gesture of government—abolishing these
laws—in a very broad sense, or the government makes it
clear that, even though they are curious how political
negotiations will end, they want to submit the bills at the
next session anyway, so that nothing can change the date
of election.

Rezs6 Nyers: I have one question—otherwise I
completely agree that we hasten the process and the
government keep to their schedule, with the one
compromise of September. But why does it have to be
connected with elections in November?

Gyorgy Fejti: Because we have no other plausible
reason for speeding things up. (...)

Gyorgy Fejti: Yes, but we have to get back to the
unfortunately irrevocable question, that we should decide
in a very short time, to what extent the elections of this
year are important for us. As long as there is no decision
on this issue, we cannot follow a clear and unequivocal line
in the negotiations. I can imagine that we might lose this,
so let me point out that despite all appearances there is no
covert reason that would make it important for me. Yet we
cannot carry on the negotiations under such pressure
without knowing how important this issue is for our own
Party.

Rezo Nyers: Comrade Fejti, it is very important for us.
Under one condition, that is if they pass these fundamental
laws in September, then the November elections are 100
percent to our advantage. If they do not vote for the bill in
September, then nothing is good enough for us. Abso-
lutely nothing. This is the decisive factor. So, I am totally
and immediately for the November elections, if these three
issues are accepted. Or at least two of the three. Three
would be most expedient, though.

Gyorgy Fejti: You mean if they accept it? Itisstill a
bone of contention. There are and will be several
disputable issues.

It is definite that the documents can only be submitted
in September with much controversy. This is part of the
negotiation strategy. We shouldered responsibility for
negotiating these bills. However, the HSWP cannot take
responsibility for striking a deal with those powers. We
will not be able to come to terms; it is the Parliament’s task
to ask for a decision, making known and objectively
presenting the opposing views. In the present state of
negotiations it is an illusion that in these questions—
whether it be the party law or election law—a total
agreement and final consensus can be reached. An
illusion. Possibly we should reduce the number of points
that induce confrontation—and there are a lot, at the
moment. Just to mention one example: so far, when it came
to the party law, the opposition has put in the minutes at
every single meeting that the HSWP is not willing to give
consent to proposing the bill to parliament if either the
assessment or the redistribution of their total property is
on the agenda. I think it is absolutely impossible that such
a position would be acceptable for us right before the
elections. I can’t tell when they might take a U-turn on this
issue. They will only relinquish if there is a final deadline,
by which the negotiations should be completed, otherwise
we can stand up, wash our hands and say that the agree-
ment has fallen through but we are not the ones to blame.
So that’s why entirely clear statements are needed, saying
that there is a set schedule and deadline for negotiations;
the delegates of the HSWP are unable to do this.

(.)

[Source: MOL M-KS-288-5/1072 é.e. Translated by Csaba
Farkas.]
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DOCUMENT No. 6
Memorandum of Conversation between
President Mikhail Gorbacheyv,
President Rezso Nyers, and
General Secretary of the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party (HSWP), Karoly Grosz,
Moscow, 24-25 July 1989

[This Hungarian-Soviet summit was the last such
meeting preceding the important events of the fall of
1989: the free exit of the East Germans via Hungary to the
West in September, the dissolution of the HSWP, the
declaration of the Hungarian Republic, and the plans for
free elections. While both sides were still intent on
stressing that what was occurring in Hungary was aimed
at working out a framework of democratic socialism, it is
clear from the memorandum that both sides already had
serious doubts about the possible outcome of the process.

The treatment of the issue of Soviet troop withdrawal
deserves special attention. During the March visit of
Karoly Grosz to Moscow it had been the Soviets’
condition that such an agreement should be kept secret.
Now Gorbachev easily agreed to make such a deal public,
obviously hoping that such a concession would
strengthen the eroding position of the HSWP,]

(EXCERPT)

Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
TOP SECRET!

Central Committee

Inf/1451/1989

REPORT

to the Political Executive Committee

Invited by the Central Committee of the Soviet
Communist Party, Comrades Rezsé Nyers and Karoly
Grosz visited the Soviet Union on 24 and 25 July 1989.
They took part in a two-hour negotiation with Comrade
Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party. The Central
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party invited the
delegates for dinner, with the participation of several Soviet
leaders. Comrades Nyers and Grosz negotiated with leaders
of the Soviet-Hungarian Friendship Society. Comrade
Nyers met Soviet social scientists; Comrade Grosz met
leading officials of the Central Committee of the Soviet
Communist Party.

L

Comrade Nyers described the situation of Hungary
and the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party. He said that
the party is preparing for a working congress.?® Decisions
have not yet been made on every issue but is quite definite

that internal issues of the Party will be on the agenda. The
set task of the congress is to achieve the unity of the Party.
Comrade Nyers pointed out that the Party is already
getting spirited, [and] new platforms are being formed. The
basic concept of the congress is democratic socialism, self-
government, parliamentary democracy, and economic
democracy. Comrade Nyers emphasized that property
reform was considered the primary element of reform. We
wish to democratize public property, indeed making it
available for the public. We are considering a new system
that utilizes the available capital more efficiently. We are
planning to increase the ratio of private capital in the
economy, and the introduction of foreign capital.

Comrade Nyers mentioned the experiences of
parliamentary by-elections.?! He emphasized that one
should not jump to immediate conclusions from the results.
We consider the elections neither a success nor a complete
failure. The present state of paralysis within the Party,
however, has become apparent. He referred to the fact that
in one constituency the opposition united their forces in
the campaign against the HSWP, but this is not expected to
be a general trend when it comes to the general elections.
Comrade Nyers stressed that there are three factors that
can defeat the Party. First: the past, if we let ourselves be
smeared with it. Secondly: the disintegration of the Party.
The third factor that can defeat us is the paralysis of the
Party rank-and-file.

Talking about Hungary, Comrade Gorbachev said that
the Hungarian events were being followed with much
interest in the Soviet Union. The Soviet Communist Party
leadership refers to our policy with understanding. In the
course of the negotiations, they understood our intention
to find our way on the road to democratic socialism. At the
same time, Comrade Gorbachev posed several questions
with regard to the situation in Hungary and the policy of
the HSWP. Among other things, he inquired about our
orientation in foreign policy, the role of private property
and foreign capital, the experiences with by-elections, the
goals of the Party Congress, and the unity of the Party.
Comrade Gorbachev put special emphasis on the fact that
the Soviet leaders interpreted the mass sympathy towards
the HSWP evident at the 14 July 1989 funeral of Janos
Kadar? as an important political resource to rely on.

()

IV.

In the course of the visit, several issues
concerning the bilateral relationship were discussed.
Negotiators mutually agreed that we should widen the
scope of relations between the HSWP and the CPSU, and
increase the exchange of experiences. In this way the
recently aggravated laxity that has been hindering the
co-operation of Soviet and Hungarian party organizations
can be effectively eradicated. Hungarian negotiators
suggested that the CPSU and other Soviet social
organizations develop collaborative relationships with
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Hungarian democratic organizations and newly-forming
parties as well.

The negotiations proved that it is our mutual intention
to maintain the friendship of the Hungarian and Soviet
nations, to create a new basis for reinforcing the friendship
movement, winning over the best professionals and the
youth for the friendship between the two nations.

In the course of negotiations, Hungarian and Soviet
leaders examined the most urgent issues regarding the
stationing of Soviet troops in Hungary. Comrade Nyers
reminded the negotiators that at their March meeting in
Moscow,* comrades Grosz and Gorbachev had agreed in
principle that troops would continue to be withdrawn. At
that time the Soviet negotiators had asked that this
agreement should not be publicized. This time comrade
Nyers suggested that the March agreement should be
confirmed, the question of withdrawing Soviet troops
further considered and publicized in one way or another.
Speaking for the Soviet leadership, comrade Gorbachev
agreed with the idea. His suggestion was that, when
dealing with the issue, one should start from what the
Soviet press release says about the subject: “In the course
of negotiations, the issue of Soviet troops stationed in
Hungary came up, and the parties decided that steps will
be made to reduce further the number of Soviet troops in
accordance with the European disarmament process and
with the progress of the Vienna talks.” Comrades Nyers
and Grosz agreed with the suggestion.

In the course of negotiations we reaffirmed our mutual
political intent to seek out opportunities for establishing a
new basis for Hungarian-Soviet economic cooperation.
Comrade Nyers indicated that the Hungarian government
was presently working on a new fiscal system, and it was
possible that the proposals would be submitted [as early
as] this autumn.

The HSWP leader emphasized that the situation of the
Hungarian minority in the Sub-Carpathian region® was
improving, which was of great importance for us in terms of
both domestic and foreign affairs. Comrade Gorbachev
indicated that they [the Soviet government] were deter-
mined to head in this direction.

Another subject raised [in the discussion] were the
many Hungarian soldiers who died in action on the Soviet
front or in POW?¢ camps in World War II. Hungarian public
opinion was exerting pressure for the memory of these
victims to be preserved in due fashion. Comrade
Gorbachev emphasized that the Soviet Union was ready to
cooperate in this field as well. [He] said that it was virtually
impossible to find mass graves on battlefields now.
However, they [the Soviets] were ready to specify those
cemeteries where Hungarian prisoners of war were buried.
They would preserve the tombs; memorial
monuments could be installed, and Hungarian citizens
could visit these sites. The same practice was working well
with the Federal Republic of Germany.

(.)

[Source: MOL, M-KS 288 - 11/4461. é.e. Translated by

Csaba Farkas.]
ok k

DOCUMENT No. 7
Record of Conversation between
Representatives of the Opposition Roundtable
and Boris Stukalin,
Soviet Ambassador in Budapest,
18 August 1989

[At their meeting on 27 July, the representatives of
the Opposition Roundtable (ORT) decided—at the
initiative of Jozsef Antall’®*—to widen the scope of the
ORT's negotiating partners and initiate meetings with the
chairmen and the secretaries of the parliamentary
committees, Deputy Prime Minister Péter Meggyesi and
Soviet Ambassador in Budapest, Boris Stukalin.®

Fidesz Press, the organ of the Young Democrats, gave
the following account of the meeting and of Viktor
Orban's presentation (the AYD leader who had given a
speech at Imre Nagy's reburial in June and who in 1998
would become Hungary s prime minister) calling for the
withdrawal of Soviet troops form Hungary: “Since 1956
we have known that the Soviet ambassador in Budapest
plays a key role in Moscow's assessment of the situation in
Hungary, yet at the meeting no really important issues
were discussed, it was rather of exploratory character.
The different organizations presented their position
tactfully, giving broad outlines only, taking the liberty to
deal with foreign policy only cautiously. The atmosphere
became hot, however, when one of the Fidesz
representatives took the floor: the Soviet side ‘eyed the
game,’ the famous political opponent™ for several
minutes. Nevertheless, they listened with poker face to
Orban who stated that he was pessimistic concerning the
National Roundtable talks because the HSWP had
renewed itself only in words, remaining uncompromising
on concrete issue (workers militia, Party organs at
working places, the property of the Party). ']

(EXCERPT: Speech by Viktor Orban,*” Representative of
the Alliance of Young Democrats [AYD])

()

Viktor Orban: Allow me to add just a few remarks to
the question of what we think about the possibility of the
negotiations eventually ending with success. We believe
that the very opportunity of meeting you here today
precipitates the prospect of making a successful agreement
with the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party. Our
organization, inasmuch as it is primarily comprised of
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young people, considers it a particular privilege to have the
chance of meeting representatives of Soviet diplomatic
bodies. We intend to utilize this opportunity, which has
never been granted to us before, to hand over a
memorandum next week that informs representatives of the
Soviet Union about the political ideas of the Alliance of
Young Democrats.

Certainly you are familiar with the fact that the issue of
revealing the so-called historical white spots is just as
important in Hungary as it is in the Soviet Union.
Questions and views concerning our past and relations
with the Soviet Union, or rather their sudden change,
concerns our generation most of all. This is due to the fact
that not long ago we were taught exactly the opposite of
what even the Soviet Union has lately—and repeatedly—
expressed in this respect.

Perhaps this experience explains the skepticism of our
generation when it comes to the possible outcome of the
negotiations, as compared to the attitude of the previous
speakers. Consequently, our generation—that is we, who
represent our organization at the Roundtable in the
negotiations with the [Hungarian Socialist Workers]
Party—we are of the opinion that one should only look at
the facts when assessing the intentions of the Party and
the political prospects. That is why we observe with
considerable apprehension that the Party... the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party has made hardly any progress on
the most important concrete issues.

Let me mention a few examples. Naturally, similarly to
the previous speakers, I speak with the hope that this
opinion will change over time. I must note, however, that
the Party, among other things, has not yet made any
concessions on the issue of ending party organizations at
workplaces. Neither has the HSWP conceded on the
question of abolishing the workers’ militia that all
representatives at the Roundtable consider unconstitu-
tional. No progress was made to guarantee that the
political monopoly of the Party in the army and the police
force is eliminated once and for all, so that politics and
state service are separated within the armed forces. The
Opposition Roundtable made specific suggestions on the
issue, which have all been rejected so far. I appeal to you:
what else could people of my generation and members of
my organization think other than that the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party aims at preserving these armed
corps and armed forces, the last resort of power in Eastern
Europe, intact and unaffected by the opposition. We,
Young Democrats, are much worried about this intent. For
according to our political assessment, the main issue is not
the elections here; we are quite optimistic about the
elections. We consider the recent by-elections as a public
opinion poll of some sort, on the basis of which we expect
an overwhelming victory by the opposition. The question
for us Young Democrats, though, is rather what will happen

afterwards? What will happen if the HSWP, which, in our
estimation and according to the analysis of the recent
results, will lose the general elections, still retains authority
over all the armed forces, and is the only one to have
political bodies at workplaces.

Consequently, we believe that the question of stability,
the stability of the transition, and the solution of that issue
is in the hands of the HSWP. Should the Party act
according to their purportedly democratic conviction on
the questions I have raised, the period of transition after
the elections will not suffer from instability whatsoever.
The ultimate cause of our pessimism is that the HSWP has
shown no sign during the last month of heading in that
direction.

Thank you.

Boris Stukalin: May I ask you about something that
you mentioned in your speech: the memorandum that you
wish to present to us next week? What is it about, what are
the main issues that it is concerned with?

Viktor Orban: We think that the Alliance of Young
Democrats has often been branded by the Hungarian press
as an anti-Soviet organization. We had the opportunity to
express our opinion on the issue, and we repeatedly stated
that we do not consider ourselves anti-Soviet but that we
have principled views. We have never encouraged
aggression towards the Soviet Union, never incited people
to any kind of rebellion against the Soviet people, [and]
never invited anyone to infringe on the rights of the Soviet
state. We think that this opportunity—sitting at the
negotiating table with a representative of the Soviet
diplomatic corps—gives us the chance of informing you in
an articulate written memorandum about our principled
opinions on all these issues—which basically determine
the general and foreign policy of the Alliance of Young
Democrats. In the memorandum we wish to state our
standing and suggestions in terms of what changes we
think necessary in Hungarian foreign policy.

Let me point out, though, that this is strictly our
opinion, bearing in mind that the Opposition Roundtable
never intended to form an unanimous consensus in issues
of foreign policy, therefore the organizations around this
table represent a considerably wide range of [ideas about]
foreign policy. Some of them hold opinions that are closer
to yours, while others have views that diverge much
further—ours is probably among the latter. Nonetheless,
we strongly hope that these issues will be clarified in the
memorandum. 3

()

[Source: Fekete Doboz Archivuma, Budapest, EKA-NKA
Gydjtemény (Archive of the Black Box Video Studio,
Opposition Roundtable—National Roundtable Collec-
tion), Casette 27-28. Translated by Csaba Farkas.]
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Csaba Békes is the Research Coordinator of the 1956
Institute and the Director of the new Cold War History
Research Center in Budapest. He is working on a book on
Hungary and the Cold War, 1945-1989. He is the author of
The 1956 Hungarian Revolution and World Politics, CWIHP
Working Paper No. 16 (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow
Wilson Center, 1996).

Melinda Kalmar is a freelance researcher working on
a monograph on the transformation of Communist
ideology in Hungary, 1948-1989. Her most recent book is
Ennival6 és hozomany. A kora kddarizmus ideologidja.
[Eats and dowry. Ideology in the early Kdadar era, 1956-
1963] (Budapest: Magveto Kiado, Budapest, 1997.]

! Several excerpts of the HSWP Politburo meetings in
1989 were made available for the participants of the
international conference held in Budapest on 10-12 June
1999, see: Csaba Békés, Malcolm Bryne, Melinda Kalmar,
Zoltan Ripp, Miklés Vords, eds., Political Transition in
Hungary 1989-1990; the documents were collected and
compiled by Magdolna Barath, Csaba Békés, Melinda
Kalmar, Gusztav Kecskés, Zoltan Ripp, Béla Révész, Eva
Standeisky, Mikos Vords, Budapest, 1999 (The manuscript
is to be published by Central European University Press in
Budapest.)

2 Many minutes of Gorbachev’s talks are published in:
The End of Cold War in Europe, 1989. New Thinking and
New Evidence. A Compendium of Declassified Documents
Prepared for a Critical Oral History Conference organized
by the National Security Archive, Washington, D.C.,
Musgrove, Georgia, 1-3 May 1998. For recently published
Hungarian and Russian sources on Gorbachev’s policy
towards Hungary see: Magdolna Barath, Janos M. Rainer,
eds., Gorbacsov targyalasai magyar vezetékkel,
Dokumentumok az egykori SZKP és MSZMP
archivumaibol, 1985-1990 [Gorbachev’s talks with
Hungarian leaders. Documents from the archives of the
former CPSU and HSWP, 1985-1990] (1956-0s Intézet,
Budapest, 2000).

3 See Andras Bozoki, Marta Elbert, Melinda Kalmar,
Béla Révész, Erzsébet Ripp, Zoltan Ripp, eds., 4
rendszervaltas forgatokonyve. Kereksztal-targyalasok
1989-ben. [The Script of the Political Transition. The
Roundtable Talks in 1989], vols. 1-8, Magveto (vols. 1-4)
Budapest, 1999, Uj Mandéatum (Vols. 5-8) Budapest, 2000.

4 For the first and still the only complex work on the
transition based on the use of (the then available) archival
sources see: Rudolf L. Tokés Hungary's Negotiated
Revolution. Economic Reform, Social Change and
Political Succession, 1957-1990 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996). For an English language volume of
essays on the transition see Béla Kiraly ed., Andrds Bozoki
associate ed., Lawful Revolution in Hungary (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1995). For a recently published,
archive-based collection of essays see Vol. 7. of the series:

The Script of the Political Transition. The Roundtable
Talks in 1989. An English language version of this
volume will be published by Central European University
Press in Budapest in 2001. A bibliography about the
transition in Hungary containing some 260 books and more
than 500 articles has been compiled by the Cold War
History Research Center in Budapest (www.coldwar. hu),
see: Political Transition in Hungary 1989-1990.

> Tmre Pozsgay, 1980-1982 Minister of Culture, 1982-
1988 General Secretary of the Patriotic Peoples’ Front, 1980-
1989 member of HSWP CC and 1988-1989 member of
HSWP Politburo, 1989-1990 Minister of State; head of the
HSWP delegation at the negotiations of the National
Roundtable in 1989, and his party’s nominee for the post of
the President of the Republic. 1989-1990 member of the
Presidium of the Hungarian Socialist Party (HSP), May-
November 1990 HSP Vice President. After leaving the HSP
in 1990, he founded the National Democratic Alliance.
Since 1997 he has been a political adviser of the Hungarian
Democratic Forum.

T. Ivan Berend, historian. From 1985-1990 President,
Hungarian Academy of Sciences; 1988-1989 member of the
HSWP CC; 1989-1990 Chairman of the Advisory Board of
the Council of Ministers. In 1990, he became a professor at
the University of California.

"Mihaly Jasso, 1988-1989 member of the HSWP CC,
1989 member of the HSWP Politburo, from 1989 head of the
Budapest branch of HSWP.

8Rezs6 Nyers, 1957-1989 member of the HSWP CC,
1960 - 1962 Minister of Finance, 1962 - 1974 Secretary of the
HSWP CC, 1966-1974 member of the HSWP Politburo.
Main proponent in the leadership of the so-called New
Economic Mechanism introduced in 1968. As a result of the
anti reform campaign at the beginning of the seventies he
was expelled from the leadership. 1974-1981 head of the
Institute of Economic Sciences, Hungarian Academy of
Sciences, 1980 - 1988 its advisor. In 1988, he was one of the
founders of the “New March Front,” 1988 - 1989 Minister
of State, member of the HSWP Politburo. From June to
October, 1989 President of the HSWP, from October 1989
to May 1990 President of the Hungarian Socialist Party.

’Imre Nagy, 1953-1955 and in October-November 1956
Prime Minister. In June 1958, executed for his role in the
1956 Hungarian Revolution.

10 Matyas Rakosi,, from 1945 to 1956 leader of the
Hungarian Communist Party and the Hungarian Workers’
Party. Dismissed in July 1956, he spent the rest of his life in
exile in the Soviet Union.

11 Janos Kadar, from 4 November 1956 to May, 1988,
First Secretary of the HSWP.

12Miklés Németh, 1981-1986 member of department of
economic policy of the HSWP CC, later deputy head and
head of department. 1987-1988 Secretary of the HSWP CC
in charge of economic policy, 1987-1989 member of the
HSWP CC, 1988 - 1989 member of the HSWP Politburo,
1989-1990 President of the Council of Ministers, October-
December 1989, presidium member of the Hungarian
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Socialist Party. Resigned from this post in December, 1988-
1991 Member of Parliament for the HSWP, then HSP. From
1991 to 2000 Vice President of the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development.

13 See document 1.

14Karoly Grosz, 1984-1987 First Secretary of the
Budapest branch of HSWP, 1987-1988 Prime Minister, May
1988-October 1989 HSWP General Secretary.

15 In fact at the time there was no serious concern
among society about a possible armed conflict in Hungary.
This reference reflects rather the worry of the party
leadership concerning the unpredictable attitude of the
armed services, including the workers’ militia, towards the
unexpectedly fast and radical political changes.

16 Biographies of all representatives of the tripartite
negotiations were published in the briefing book of the
conference; “Political Transition in Hungary, 1989-1990,”
held in Budapest in June 1999. A copy is accessible for
researchers at the CWIHP and National Security Archive
(http://nsarchive.org).

170n 23-24 June 1989 the HSWP CC established a 21-
member Political Executive Committee replacing the former
Political Committee.

18 Pozsgay went on vacation in mid-July. Gyo6rgy Fejti,
1980-1984 First Secretary of the Communist Youth Federa-
tion CC, 1984-1987 First Secretary of Borsod-Abauj-
Zemplén Committee of the HSWP, 1987-1989 Secretary of
the HSWP CC, 1980-1989 member of the CC. In 1989
member of the HSWP’s delegation at the National
Roundtable.

1 The HSWP considered early elections advantageous
assuming that the opposition parties would lack sufficient
time to publicise their programs. However, elections were
eventually held in March 1990.

20 The HSWP’s 14th Congress was held on 6-10
October 1989. During the Congress, the party dissolved
itself and on 7 October a new party, the Hungarian Socialist
Party, was formed.

210n 22 July 1989, parliamentary by-elections were
held in four constituencies, but the first round brought a
final result in only one of them, where the opposition
parties formed a coalition and won. The second round of
the elections was held on 5 August when candidates of the
Hungarian Democratic Forum acquired two of the seats
while in one constituency the election was void.

22 The aging Janos Kadar, of the HSWP after its
conference in May 1988 Honorary Party President, died on
6 July; his funeral was held on 14 July 1989 with the
participation of several tens of thousand people.

2 Tt is more than interesting that just a few days after
the return of the two HSWP leaders from Moscow, on 27
July representative Jozsef Antall, Hungarian Democratic
Forum, made a proposal at the Opposition Roundtable
meeting to invite the Soviet Ambassador in Budapest and
inform him about the opposition’s ideas. This move
confirms the likelihood that secret communications existed
between the HSWP and some opposition representatives

as it was commonly believed (but never proved) at the time.
See document 7.

24 See document 3.

% Editor’s Note: According to the Soviet-
Czechoslovak agreement of 29 June 1945, Sub-Carpathian
Ruthenia and thirteen communities from Slovakia became
part of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. A large
Hungarian minority lived in this region, in particular in the
territories contiguous with Hungary.

26 Editor’s Note: Prisoner of War.

2Viktor Orban, graduate of E6tvos Lorand University
in Budapest (1987), founder of Istvan Bibd Special College
and the journal Szdzadvég [Fin de siecle], in March 1988
one of the founders and spokesman of Fidesz (Alliance of
Young Democrats), representative of his party at the
negotiations of the Opposition Roundtable, since 1993
President of Fidesz (after April 1995 called the Fidesz-
Hungarian Civic Party), after 1992 one of the vice presi-
dents of the Liberal International, since July 1998 Prime
Minister of the Hungarian Republic.

B]6zsef Antall, historian, in 1956 participant in the re-
organisation of the Independent Smallholders’ Party, one
of the founding fathers of the Christian Youth Association.
Temporarily arrested and later dismissed from his job
because of his revolutionary activity, 1984 - 1990 director
general in Semmelweis Museum of Medical History, among
the founding fathers of Hungarian Democratic Forum
(HDF), in 1989 member of the Central Committee, then
member of the presidium, since October 1989 president of
the HDF, participant at the Opposition Roundtable and at
the National Roundtable negotiations, from 23 May 1990 to
his death Prime Minister of the Hungarian Republic.

2 See note 23.

30 Viktor Orban became generally known in Hungary
and abroad by his speech delivered at the reburial cer-
emony of Imre Nagy and his associates on Heroes Square
in Budapest on 16 June 1989. While all the other speakers
were cautiously seeking to avoid raising controversial
issues, Orban sharply called upon the Soviet Union to
withdraw its troops from Hungary.

31 [Moénika] Vig: “Viktor Orban and the Soviet
ambassador,” Fidesz Press, 5 September 1989.

32 On the basis of the available documentary evidence
this promise seems to have been an improvisation of Viktor
Orban since no such memorandum was presented to the
Soviet Embassy subsequently.
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HUNGARIAN SECRET POLICE MEMORANDUM,
“ENSURING THE SECURITY OF PREPARATIONS FOR THE BURIAL OF IMRE
NAGY AND HIS ASSOCIATES [ON 16 JUNE 1989],”
MAY 1989
(EXCERPT)

[Editor's Note: In an essay entitled “The New National Alliance,” published in Hitel Dénes Csengey in
mid-January 1989, the reassessment of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution and its suppression by Soviet troops—
“finding a worthy place for it in the memory of the nations "—is described as “one of the fundamental issues
and standards of the Hungarian democratic transition.” Indeed, the historical place of the 1956 Revolution—
and its leader, the reform communist prime minister Imre Nagy— permeated the national discourse during
1988-89 in Hungary. Political attitudes and actions of regime and opposition crystallized around the issue re-
evaluating this pivotal event in Hungary s postwar history.

One crucial moment in this process occurred with the government-approved reburial of Imre Nagy and his
associates who had been arrested and executed in the wake of the Revolution's bloody suppression. Demands

for a reburial of Nagy had surfaced increasingly since the 30™ anniversary of the leader's execution on 16 June
1988, when the regime prevented public commemorations with tear gas, batons and arrests. Instead, a sym-
bolic gravestone was inaugurated on the Pére Lachaise Cemetery in Paris for Imre Nagy, Gesa Losonczy, Padl
Maléter, Miklos Gimes, Jozsef Szilagyi and others executed after the 1956 Revolution. Six months later the
regime gave permission for the exhumation and reburial of the remains of Nagy and his associates; the
exhumation began in March. Fretting that the funeral would turn into an “extremist” political event, the
regime took widespread security precautions, as detailed in the following document.. The 16 June 1989
funeral ceremonies on Heroes’ Square and Rakoskeresztur New Public Cemetery in Budapest, in the course of
which hundreds of thousands of people paid tribute to Imre Nagy and his associates, passed peacefully.
During the internationally televised event, Victor Orban, co-founder of the oppositional Federation of Young
Democrats (FIDESz) demanded in the name of the young people of Hungary the withdrawal of Soviet troops.
Observing the reburial from across the city, the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party Politburo only resolved
that a firm response should be given to the perceived anti-Soviet and anti-Communist statements made at the
funeral.

The following excerpt from the state security’s operation plan for the Nagy reburial, discovered by
Hungarian researcher Janos Kenedi (Institute for the History of the 1956 Revolution, Budapest), reveals the
regime s widespread security measures in an efforts to stay in control of this event which, symbolically, marked
the beginning of its demise.]

MINISTRY OF THE INTERIOR TOP SECRET
Directorate ITI/I11 Until destroyed!
Approved: Agreed:

Dr Istvan Horvath Ferenc Pallagi
Police Maj. Gen. Deputy Minister

Minister of the Interior

Subject: Ensuring the security of preparations for the burial of Imre Nagy and his associates

Operative Plan of Action

On the basis of the permission [given by] the Government of the Hungarian People’s Republic and the
decision of [Nagy’s] relatives, the burial of Imre Nagy and his four associates will take place on 16 June, 1989, in

the New Central Cemetery in Budapest.

The family members as well as The Committee for Historical Justice wish to ensure the character of the event
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as an act of respect, [but] recognize at the same time that a political aspect will inevitably arise, they will make
efforts to keep it—as much as possible—within limits.

As opposed to them, certain extremist social groups—mainly SzDSz [Alliance of Free Democrats], FIDESz
[League of Young Democrats] and the Republican Circle are attempting to turn the ceremony into a political
demonstration. (...)

The main direction of the activity of the state security service must be to support with all force and means at
its disposal the character of the event as one of respect, commemoration and rehabilitation, while preventing,
halting, limiting, detouring and influencing in a positive direction all extremist attempts which may be expected
from both sides.

Accordingly, it should make special efforts:

*  To obtain, analyze and evaluate the ideas of Hungarian émigré groups and the various internal alternative
groups regarding the funeral. To provide up-to-date information to the political leadership, and to work out
proposals for political and government action.

*  To work out and carry out combinations and active measures abroad and at home, orienting [action] toward
the tribute-paying line of thought, placing rehabilitation and the paying of final respects [at] the fore.
Pushing back and deflecting every initiative to the contrary.

* To initiate operations of misinformation emphasizing that the events may be taken advantage of by extremist
groups to stage provocations, which could lead to a halting of the process of democratization and to
restoration.

*  To initiate measures in the foreign affairs arena, through our network of contacts, mainly toward the US
State Department and the US Embassy in Budapest, calling attention to the fact that any action of extremist
adventurism may disrupt increasingly broadening and strengthening Hungarian-American relations, and
would negatively affect our initiatives toward a pluralistic social order.

* In matters involving games,' to convey information to the hostile special services suggesting that a course
of events contrary to the intentions of the authorities may lead to a strengthening of the forces urging
restoration [i.e., an abandonment of the current relative liberalism].

*  To control the activity of politicians, businessmen, press correspondents and camera crews arriving from
abroad.

* To investigate and reveal analyses and assessments by officials of foreign representations operating in
Hungary concerning the funeral as well as to find out about any eventual effort to influence the events.

*  Deliberatly use the Hungarian mass media—Hungarian Television, Hungarian Radio, the government and
independent press—to spread the suggestion that it will be a proof of the maturity of the nation if the
events of 16 June proceed in an orderly manner.

*  To spread, through our system of contacts, information influencing the political mood in the desired
direction, emphasizing that the current leadership is making positive moves and initiatives, which [is the]
reason [why] it would be highly undesirable if extremist forces provoked restoration [of the former order] by
their actions on 16 June or 23 October. [...]

In order to co-ordinate state security efforts, an operative committee has been set up consisting of ap-
pointed leaders [from] Directorate I11/1, III/IT and III/III [from] the Interior Ministry which will have regular weekly
meetings—at 4:00 PM every Monday—until the funeral. Memoranda will be made of these meetings, which will
be submitted to the leadership of the Ministry.

For the operative control of the funeral of Imre Nagy on 16 June 1989, the following related measures are
being planned:

IM (Interior Ministry) Directorate ITI/1:

In the field of intelligence gathering it will mobilize the operative forces at its disposal abroad, and will make
efforts to provide continuous information on:
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the plans and activities of Hungarians living in the West regarding the events, and their general attitude
and mood;

it will pay special attention to the discovery and acquisition of information regarding the preparations,
plans and activities at home of the Hungarian groups and émigré political personalities travelling to
Hungary for the event; (...)

It will analyze and provide up-to-date reports on views and opinions observed in church, especially Vatican

circles. It will take steps to win the support of church circles with the purpose of moderating domestic tenden-
cies.

In the area of the employment of contacts (agents, social, official) it will aid, by consistent positive

influence:

the loyalty of external émigré public opinion and that of the incoming groups, emphasizing the tribute-
paying and mourning character of the events and playing down their demonstrative elements.

Through cover organizations and diplomatic channels, it will influence the political and official circles of the
receiving countries in a positive manner, in line with our interests.

IM Directorate I11/11

To inform, through official and informal channels, the government organs of the NATO countries—
especially the USA and Federal Republic of Germany—that certain extremist forces want to exploit the
funeral to disrupt and prevent the paying of respect, and for adventurism political action, endangering
thereby the increasingly vigorous process of democratization.

To influence diplomats, journalists, trade and business specialists of the capitalist countries accredited to
Hungary through “friendly conversations” in [such] a direction that, using their own means, they should
make efforts to prevent the exploitation of the funeral for the purposes of political demonstration.
Persuading the émigré politicians—especially Bela Kiraly and Sandor Kopacsi—to declare themselves in
support of the memorial character of the funeral through the press and TV.(...)

Use of the channel of operative games:

Contact code name [henceforth cn.] “Hedgehogcactus™, employed in Game cn. “Tarot”, will send—in a
coded letter—the following information to the CIA center: “Certain extremist groups are planning to exploit
the funeral of Imre Nagy for anti-government disruption. In such a case, the authorities are expected to act
harshly. The IM has been put on special alert.”

Contact agent (henceforth C.A.) cn. “Muddygrass”, employed in Game cn. “Tarot”, [who]will verbally
inform the officer of the BND [the West German Federal Intelligence Service] about the information regard-
ing preparations for the funeral of Imre Nagy. Will talk about the plans of the extremist groups intending to
disrupt the funeral and the expected reaction of the authorities. Emphasizes that he believes a conflict
would have a negative impact on the process of democratic evolution.

Via the network

C.A. cn. “Red Thorn” will remind US diplomat cn. “Stone Rose” in a personal conversation that he saw [US]
Ambassador [Mark] Palmer on TV among the marchers at the 15 March celebration. Personally he is very
pleased with the wholehearted sympathy of the Americans for the Hungarian cause and that they support
the democratization process by their participation, but at the same time he is worried about the funeral of
Imre Nagy. He has information from university circles that some extremist groups, in violation of the
memorial character of the funeral, intend to provoke a political demonstration. He believes that such a step
might seriously endanger the process of democratization. It might provoke a violent action from the
authorities.

The notions defined in the basic concept will be passed on:
Via Agent cn. “Agave”, a person in close contact with the Austrian Embassy in Budapest, to the Austrian
government.
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Via Occasional Operative Contact cn. “Candleflower” to the “friendly” contact between the US and British
diplomats.

Via S.A. cn. “Stonecrop” to British Press Attaché Stoneman. [...]

Via S.A. cn. “Coralberry” to the press attaché of the French Embassy in Budapest and to French Intelli-
gence.

S.A. cn. “Cactus” will arrange that a camera crew of Hungarian Television interview Bela Kiraly (USA) and
Sandor Kopacsi (Canada) on the preparations for Imre Nagy’s funeral. The report should emphasize the
memorial character of the funeral and both persons should be made to condemn any attempt to take
advantage of the funeral for political purposes.

IM Directorate ITI/IIT

(...)

Department I:

(...) follows continuously the attempts of the organizers of the funeral and the organizers of the planned
demonstrations to build contacts with the Church, takes the steps necessary to halt, prevent, and to
influence these.

Department 2:

(...) follows by technical and network means the development of the position of FIDESz.

Through S.As, cn. “Balsam” and “Flamingo Flower”, it will strengthen the anti-demonstration position.
Via S.A. cn. “May”, it will leak the divisions within FIDESz regarding the issue to the press.

It will keep the presidents of DEMISz [Hungarian Democratic Youth Organization] and MISzOT [National
Alliance of Hungarian Youth Organizations] continuously informed on the developments (...).

Department 3:

(...) obtains information (...) on the ideas of the TIB [Committee for Historical Justice] and the relatives.
Wishes to influence, using its operative positions, the activities of the TIB and some alternative groups so
that no political demonstration take place after the funeral.

Among those operating in various alternative groups S.As cn. “Knotweed,” “Passion Flower”, “Rhododen-
dron”, “Agave”, and “Sword-Flag” will be instructed to exert an influence on their environment, as a result
of which they will abandon the idea of initiating, or participating in, a political demonstration.

A special action plan is to be made for the employment of the services of S.A. cn. “Crown Imperial” inside
the TIB(...)

S.A. cn. “Inca Lilly” will be employed on the basis of a special action plan in order to discover and influence
the plans of Imre Mecs in connection with the above. (...)

Department 4:

S.A. cn. “Calla” will follow the co-ordination meetings of SzZDSz in connection with the demonstration. In
selecting the scene for the mass rally, he will argue in favor of holding it in the cemetery. If other sites are
suggested, he will vote in favor of the less important ones. (...)

S.A. cn. “Friesia” will obtain information from Sandor Szilagyi at the meetings of the Shelter Committee
about the conferences, the planned sites and the manner of organization. At the sessions of the board of
the Bajcsy-Zsilinszky Society he will find out about the plans concerning participation of the organization.
S.A. cn. “Lady’s Mantle” as a leader of the (...) district group of SzDSz, will represent the position of “the
relatives” in the group, influence the members and Ferenc Koszeg?® in that direction. If he is invited, he will
accept to become an organizer (...)

S.A. cn. “Bellflower” will explore the plans and ideas of the MDF [Hungarian Democratic Forum] and its
participation in the mass rally.

(..

Departments I1I/I11-4 and 6 will, in close co-operation, discover the travel and participation plans of Gyorgy

Krasso and Zoltan Zsille.*

Department 5:
In the period preceding the funeral: It will collect information through network persons, official and social
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contacts for the Hungarian National News Agency (MTI) and print media on the preparation and planned

moves of the various alternative organizations with special regard to information received by the National
Press Service from the (OS.)’

*  With the help of S.A. cn. “Sage” and S.A. “Torch”, it will collect information on the intentions of the
leadership and members of the Openness Club. They will be instructed to initiate an appeal for calm on
behalf of the Club regarding the funeral.

*  With the help of S.A. cn. “Autumn Crocus” and S.A. “Bride’s Eye”(...), it will plant articles appealing for
peace and calm in the newspapers Reform and Unio.

e Through S.A. cn. “Bride’s Eye”, it will initiate the publication of articles suggesting national reconciliation
and keeping calm in the daily Magyar Nemzet.

*  Through the Foreign Relations Department of Hungarian Radio, it will obtain information on the foreign
radio correspondents registering [to cover the event], and, in close cooperation with Department II/1I-12, will
check them [out].

*  Will Instruct Secret Officer (henceforward S.0O.) I-87 to provide as much information as is available to him on
the progress of activities within Hungarian Television (program planning, live broadcasts, etc.) involving the
funeral.

*  Will instruct S.A. cn. “Artichoke” to provide information, as far as possible, on broadcasts planned by MR
PAF [Hungarian Radio, Editors of Political Broadcasts] involving the events [...]

I request approval for the execution of the measures contained in the Plan of Action.
Budapest, May “...” 1989

[Source: Janos Kenedi, Kis allambiztonsagi olvasokonyv /4 Concise State Security Reader], 2 vols. (Budapest:
Magveto, 1996). Translation from The Hungarian Quarterly, Vol. XXXVIII, No. 146 (Summer 1997), pp. 72-77.]

! The term had a two fold meaning: 1) indirect influencing through 2 or 3 persons; 2) intelligence or counter-
intelligence operation, the imparting of misinformation to an institution, e.g. through a letter or report.

2 The names of agents and games are fictitious, in accordance with the data protection law in force in
Hungary—note of The Hungarian Quarterly editors.

3 Ferec Koszeg: One of the editors of the dissident magazine Beszelo, a leading SzDSz politician—THQ.

4 Gyorgy Krasso, Zoltan Zsille: prominent dissidents who returned from exile in 1989—THQ.

5 OS: National Press Service a private initiative news agency founded in 1989 to break the monopoly of MTI,
the National News Agency
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Poland 1986-1989:

From “Cooptation” to

By Pawd Machcewicz
The documents published below are among those
gathered by historians from the Institute of Politi
Studies of the Polish Academy of Sciences for th
international conference “Poland 1986-1989. The End
the System,” held at Miedzeszyn near Warsaw on 21-2
October 1999 and co-organized with the National Secy
Archive at George Washington University and the Cold
War International History ProjeétThey come from
several archives: those of the Polish Senatehjwum
Biura Informaciji i Dokumentacji SenacKigyvhere a great
portion of the “Solidarity” documents from 1988-1989
were deposited; the Hoover Institution on War, Revolu
tion, and Peace at Stanford University, where several
leaders of the Polish Communist Party (PUWP) deposi
their papers; and private collections of former Solidarity
activists Andrzej Paczkowski, Andrzej Stelmachowski,
and Staniaw Stomma. With the exception of Documen
No. 82 these documents have never been published. T|
“Solidarity” documents, dealing with the preparation of
key decisions by the opposition which led to the remov
of communists from power, are unique. To date, no
comparable Polish materials have been published in
English?

The selection below covers some of the most impo
tant issues and events from 1986 to 1989 relating to th
end of communist rule in Poland. The first document is
September 1986 letter from Lech ¥&a (chairman of the
“Solidarity” trade union movement, banned by authoriti

N
L

[

“Negotiated Revolution”

strategy, due to the catastrophic economic situation and
ahe authorities’ growing awareness of the political dead-
eock in which they found themselves. A report prepared by

ofthree experts (government spokesman Jerzy Urban; CC

3Secretary Startiaw Ciosek; and high-level Interior
ridinistry official Gen. Wadygaw Paoga) for the party
and government leadership helps explain why in 1988 the
regime decided to seek a new understanding with the
opposition. Document No. 5 presents the authorities’ offer
to cooperate with the opposition in the first half of 1988
(after the first wave of workers’ strikes in April and May)
when they still believed that it might be possible to make
the opposition share responsibility (“a pro-reform
ecbalition” or an “anti-crisis pact”) without restructuring
the system or restoring any form of legality to “Solidar-
ity.”
The subsequent documents (nos. 6-12) illustrate the
hpositions and beliefs held by the opposition circles around
Watesa during the many long months of negotiations,
alwhich eventually led to the establishment of the
“Roundtable” on 6 February 1989. Documents 13 and 14
present arguments of the Working Group of the “Solidar-
ity” National Council from the period of its legal existence
r-in the years 1980-1981 charging 184 and his advisers
e with using undemaocratic practices and usurping the right
ato speak on behalf of the whole Union. The Working
Group also contests some elements of the negotiation
estrategy with the authorities. These differences of opinion

after the imposition of martial law in December 1981) t¢ within the “Solidarity” camp foreshadowed the subsequent

the Council of State, following the government’s an-
nouncement of an amnesty for political prisoners. In hig
letter, Wdesa offers to open a dialogue with the authori
ties. Documents 2 and 3 chronicle the talks between tf
authorities and circles close to both the Episcopate ang
Lech Waesa concerning the participation of independe
forces in the Consultative Council created by the Chair:
man of the Council of State, Gen. Wojciech Jaruzelski.
The creation of that consultative body with very limited
powers (in December 1986) was the first half-measure
the authorities to broaden the scope of social dialogue
within the political system created by the martial law
declaration. In the end, none of the mainstream opposi
representatives (centered aroundidd@) cooperated with
the Council which assured its failure. Paczkowski argue
convincingly that the authorities’ strategy during that
period was one of “cooptation,” i.e. of attempting to
include opposition representatives in facade institutiong
(instead of opening any real or substantive negotiation
which would (had they succeeded) have legitimized thg

internal conflicts after the “Roundtable” deliberations

5 ended, particularly after the formation of Tadeusz

Mazowiecki’'s government that summer.

ne  Document No. 15 is an internal PUWP summary of an

| April 1989 meeting between Jaruzelski and Gorbachev in

ntMoscow at which the Polish leader reported to his Soviet

- counterpart on the results of the “Roundtable.” The last
four documents illustrate debates within the “Solidarity”
camp on the most important issues during the critical

bgnonths between the elections (4 June 1989) and the
formation of the “Solidarity government:” the parliamen-
tary elections (No. 16), the presidency of Jaruzelski (No.

tidiT), and finally the formation of the government (Nos. 18

and 19). It is worth noting that as late as 1 August 1989

s (less than two weeks before Mazowiecki’'s designation as

prime minister of the coalition government), most leading

“Solidarity” politicians considered participation in the

5 government, much less taking over the premiership, as

5)premature and even highly risky. Mazowiecki himself

> warned that such a step would provoke a very negative

Jaruzelski regime.

reaction from those groups that constituted the backbone

The next document (No. 4) presages change in that of communist power. (“There are the remaining centers of



94

CoLb WAR INTERNATIONALHISTORYPROJECTBULLETIN, Issue12/13

power and they will let themselves be known. We are n
yet at a stage where parliamentary relations decide.”) h
also reminded members of the opposition that “from th
opposition-Solidarity side there is no program and with
three months this would become dramatically clear.”

In recent history there are very few examples of su
great and startling events that occur with such rapidity
to outpace the expectations and prognostications of ev
the most sagacious actors and observers. However, wi
the summer of 1989 had appeared to be the beginning
long-term set of negotiations with the communists who
were still in control of the main instruments of power, h
by the early fall, transformed into the speedy dissolutio
of the communist system in Poland, and subsequently
throughout all of Central and Eastern Europe.

*kk

DOCUMENT No. 1
Letter of Lech Wat¢sa to the Council of State
2 October 1986

The Council of State
of the People’s Republic of Poland
in Warsaw

Acting on the basis of a mandate given to me in
demaocratic elections at the First Congress of delegates
the NSZZ [National Commission of the Independent
Sovereign Trade Union] “Solidarity” in 1981, as chairm
of that Union, led by an opinion expressed by the leade
of national and regional authorities:

—taking into consideration an unusually important
decision of the PRL [Polish People’s Republic] authorit
relating to the release of political prisongiiscluding a
group of NSZZ “Solidarity” activists, which creates a ne
socio-political situation, allowing for an honest dialogue
of all important social forces in Poland,;

—motivated by my concern about further economi
development of our country and having in mind the
concentration of all Poles around the task of economic
reform as a task of particular importance, in the abseng
which we are faced with economic regression and back
wardness, particularly in relation to the developed cour
tries;

—drawing conclusions from the attitude of millions
of working people, who over the last four years didn’t fi
a place for themselves in the present trade unions, re-
mained faithful to the ideals of “Solidarity” and wished {
get involved together with them in active work for the

good of the Motherland within the framework of a socig-

nttrade union organization, which they could recognize as
deheir own;

D

n | am calling on the Council of State to take measures,
which—consistent with binding legislation—would enable
clthe realization of the principle of union pluralism, finally
aputting an end to the martial law legislation which
egonstrains the development of trade unionism.
nat in
of a At the same time—for the sake of social peace and the
need to concentrate all social forces on [the task of]
adjetting out of the crisis—I declare readiness to respect the
n constitutional order, as well as the law of 8 October 1982
on trade union%.True, the provisions of this law are far
from our expectations, but they nevertheless create
possibilities of working and respecting the principles of
the freedom of trade unions and union pluralism, and only
temporary regulations are blocking the realization of those
principles. It is high time to put an end to those temporary
regulations and to lead to the normalization of social
relations in the area of trade unionism. This is [within] the
competence of the Council of State.

| trust that the Council of State will wish to take
advantage of that competence and use—perhaps this
unique chance—to strengthen social peace and
activizationof all social forces for the good of our
country.

of [signed] Lech 18&a

ir%;ubmitted to the Council of State on 2 October 1986.

[Source: Institute of Political Studies (Polish Academy of
Sciences), Warsaw. Translated by Jan Chowaniec for

CEWIHP.]
Yok ok

DOCUMENT No. 2
Note on Proposals for Meetings between
Chairman of the Council of State and Repre-
e gkntatives of Opinion Making Social Groups,
October 1986

W

A note on a proposal
for meetings of Chairman of the Council of State
with individuals representing opinion-making
social circles who do not have contacts with
the highest state authorities.

I. The amnesty act has created a new situation in



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONALHISTORYPROJECTBULLETIN, Issue12/13 95

Poland and created possibilities for a broader social
dialogue. It is very much needed due to the many unsa
problems and the deteriorating social and economic
situation—despite some normalization. Among these
problems one should include the following: 1) a sense
lack of prospects and any chances for the future for ma
people, particularly the youth; 2) the lack of credibility g
the authorities, frequently connected with deep aversig
them; 3) [problems] stemming from economic and
technical development, or even some regress vis-a-vis
developed countries.

Getting out of the crisis and moving [into] recovery
and particularly undertaking efforts to reform and achie
economic equilibrium, requires, in the first place, chang
in peoples’ attitudes. Such changes will not be achieve
a sufficiently broad scale without:

a) conviction, in the sense of effort and sacrifice,
b) an understanding of the government’s policies,
c) approval of such policies.

So far, signs of any such changes are lacking, and
this respect the situation is getting worse.

[I. Taking the initiative [to arrange] meetings with
Chairman of the Council of State could be an importan
factor on the road toward a broadly defined understanc
and renewal, if it is conceived:

1) as one factor harmonized with other measures
contributing to renewal, understanding, and social
cooperation, and particularly a change of [the politi
cal] climate and human attitudes. Consideration of
this initiative apart from the specific social situation
and other measures is doomed to failure;

2) as a factor in the increasing rationalization of
political and economic decisions. However, one ne|
to note that: a) in observing the work of the state
organs one doesn't detect any particular interest in

dialogue with different social groups, and b) experit

ences of the Consultative Economic Council or the
Socio-Economic Council at tHgejm[Polish Parlia-
ment] have not been encouraging so far;
3) as a factor in strengthening the government’s
position through some kind of legitimacy, as these
meetings can and should be recognized as a form
support and cooperation from social circles. It will
have an effect both inside and outside, but it will be
durable only when these meetings will not becade
and of temporary character;

4) as a factor of dialogue and mediation, partic|
larly in difficult situations.

lll. For the dialogue conducted at these meetings t
bring about the desired results, it has to:

—h

t

(=

1) meet decisively the postulates of the Polish

Ived Episcopate and broad social circles relating to the

freedom of association. The question of trade union
pluralisnT is meeting with particular opposition [by

of  the government]. In the long run, however, one
ANy cannot imagine social development without the

implementation of this postulate. Right now broad

nto social circles do not have legal opportunities for social

activity and expression—{a lack] of which will

he unavoidably lead to tensions and conflicts. Thus,
opening broader opportunities to form socio-cultural
associations is becoming indispensable. Catholics will
attempt to form professional, agricultural, intellectual,

ve youth or women’s associations, acting on the basis of
es Catholic social teachings, charitable associations and
d in institutions, as well as those preventing social

pathology;
2) adopt the principle of philosophical neutrality in
the school and educational system and accept the
principle of philosophical pluralism in scientific and
cultural circles;
3) invite to those meetings not only publicly known

n people, but, above all, people who are representative
of their [social] groups. In this way opinions and
considerations of those circles could be directly
presented and defended. This postulate should not
contradict the conditions of factual dialogue and

ng limits on the number of participants;
4) assure the truly independent character of invited
participants, among whom, besides people connected
with the Catholic Church, should be properly chosen
representatives of other independent circles.

IV. Proceeding to the organization of the above
meetings and the possible formation of a consultative
body, the following questions should be resolved:

1) What is the real motive for organizing these

eds meetings and forming a consultative body?

2) What are going to be the tasks and powers of that

a  body?

3) Should this body be created by Gen. Jaruzelski as
Chairman of the Council of State, or by the Council of
State [as a whole]?

4) What will be the composition (what social circles
and proportions), the manner of appointment, and the
size of this body?

of  5) In what way will the society be informed about the

work of this body and the opinions of its members?
6) Will it be possible to adopt the principle that people
who are not representing official political structures
and the state organs also be invited?

u-  7) Is there a possibility to hold proper consultations

with Lech Wdesa on the participation of people from
the “Solidarity” circles?

8) Would the state authorities, before the final
decision on meetings and setting up the consultative
body, publicly take a positive position on the proposal
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to expand activities for social associations?
9) Is it possible to calm philosophical conflicts in

schools in connection with the study of religions an
atheization, as well as with philosophical diversifica

tion of teachers in the school system?

[Source: Stanigaw Stomma Papers. Translated by Jan
Chowaniec for CWIHP.]

Kok k

DOCUMENT No. 3
Memorandum of Conversation,
18 October 1986

Pro memoria

for H.E. rev. Abp. Broniaw DgbrowskP about a conver-
sation in the Belvedere held on 18 October 1986 by A.
Swiecicki,’® J. Turowicz! and A. Wielowieysk? with
Vice Chairman of the Council of State, K. Barcikowski,
member of the Council of State K. Seconiékand
Secretary of the CC PUWP, St. Ciosekoncerning a
Social Consultative Council.

The conversation started at about 9 a.m. and laste
three and a half hours. K. Barcikowski referred to ques
tions which he had received from the Episcopate. He
expressed their mutual lack of trust. The proposal [for t
Council] is new and startling. It would be the only mear
to get involved in difficult decisions. Participation in [the
proposed Council] is a matter of citizenship, a duty. Its
composition [is] well balanced: 30-40 people [would be
involved] for certain (but there are proposals to expand
that list and to invite other people on an ad hoc basis).

the Catholics from the circles close to the Episcopate, 8-

people [would be active]. Besides representatives of th
[ruling] party and other partié§,non-party people,
including those not connected with the authorities (but
extremists, who are re-activating the “Sfolidarity]”
structures) [would also actively participate].

The proposed Consultative Council is meant to
increase trust and develop recommendations, which th
Chairman of the Council of State (Gen. Jaruzelski) wou
pass on to the proper state organs as important propos

Its effectiveness will depend on the authority [that it can

command]. There will be a place for the opinions of its
members, and the circles to which they belong. The
Consultative Council has to work out some consensus.

The Consultative Council would be set up by the
Chairman of the Council of State personally and not by,
Council of State as such, which has too narrow a range
responsibilities and competence.

A possible range of activities of the Council [is]
dbuilding: 1) social understanding, 2) functioning of the
- State, 3) conditions for economic progress, 4) scientific-
technical progress, 5) development of socialist democracy,
6) current and prospective social policy, 7) environmental
protection, 8) improvement of the moral condition of
society; as well as other important matters.

The creation of approximately ten similar “citizens’
convents® for larger agglomerations or several
voivodshipgdistricts] and also the appointment of a
Citizens’ Rights Ombudsman is expectéd.

K. Barcikowski, referring to a note he received at the
beginning of the meeting from A. Wielowieyski, said that
there is some skepticism toward these proposed bodies,
but that he was sure that a “facade counts too.” Criticism
towards consultative bodies is incorrect, anyway, as they
are actively operating.

Taking a position on particular points of the “Note”

—he called into question an assertion that union pluralism
is indispensable for the longer term;

—he expressed surprise that Catholics would aim at
forming associations and said that the authorities might
jtake a position on this matter, but only if all the interested
| parties would first take a position toward the proposed
heCouncil (ref. to question 8);

S—

in schools 