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Abstract

Hungary’s political transformation of 1989 has beganerally regarded as a peaceful
revolution negotiated between the ruling Communastsl the opposition. During the
National Roundtable Negotiations, the fundamentaihework of governance - including
the amendment of the Constitution - was decidethbynbers of Hungary’s political elite.
Hungary’s mode of transition to democracy was de-&d transformation and this was
distinct from Czechoslovakia and Poland where thterests of society had been
represented — to a large degree — by the likesaofay Havel and Lech Walesa. In view of
this, some critics argued that compared to Polamt Gzechoslovakia, Hungary had no
equivalent high-profile figure who could break witthe Communist past and claim the

ideas of a new democracy.

Hungary, however, had its own figure with democratiedentials. Arpad Géncz, who
came to prominence during the inter-war period beeh at one time or another, a student
resistance leader during Nazi occupation in Hungargteelworker, an agriculturalist, a
literary translator and, he subsequently becamefithe post-Communist President of
Hungary. He experienced the major events of Huagahistory first hand, including the
1956 Hungarian Revolution. During this pivotal tin@@ncz undertook a significant role
in the resistance that followed the suppresiorhef Revolution; he was sentenced to life
imprisonment as a result. His democratic activitiese widely acknowledged by political
elites and the general public alike. This, in tuoontributed to his election to the

Presidency.

Significantly however, much of the existing litarsg on Hungary’'s post-Soviet political
development has not attached a high degree of tanpae to Goncz’s role in Hungarian
history or his political achievements. At presahgre are no biographies of Géncz either
in English or Hungarian. Thus this thesis, as itst English language scholarly biography,
addresses a gap in the literature through the trarraf the story of Goncz’s life; an
expansive account of Goncz’s life is situated withi framework of the wider historical,
political and social concerns of his generationecally, the following questions are
addressed: how were Goncz’s political beliefs dgwetl and how did these beliefs later
inform his term as the first post-Communist Presidd Hungary? Narrative analysis and

elite interviewing are employed as the main redeanethods in order to explore the



development of Goncz's political beliefs and th&gnificance for the understanding of

Hungarian politics.

It is argued that as a whole, Géncz made importantributions to the development of
Hungarian democracy. Though not born into a palittamily and constrained by external
forces beyond his control, Goncz attempted to addseme of the key social and political
problems of the age. It is also argued that thadieof Géncz’s Presidency was crucial for
the shaping of the basic institutional tenets aofegnance in post-Soviet Hungary. Despite
his lack of experience of governance, Goncz creatéeimplate for the role of President
and significantly affected the demarcation of pasiMeetween president and government in
the ever-evolving context of the process of pditictransformation. While his
interpretation of the presidential powers and respmlity was not, and could not be
regarded as positive in all respects, Goncz’'s Beasy was imbued by his liberal and

democratic values.
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Introduction
Reminiscing about the political transition of 198%ter Tdolgyessy - the former President
of the Alliance of Free Democrats — stated that:

Unlike Poland and the Czech Republic, there werderoes representing the

idea of political transformation to democracy in ridary (interview with

Tolgyessy, 15 October 2007).
Perhaps, this observation is true as Hungary'stipali transformation of 1989 was
generally regarded as a peacehggotiated revolution or transitiobetween the ruling
Communists and the opposition (Bozdki, 2002; Brus2€0; Bruszt and Stark, 1991; Linz
and Stepan, 1996; Saj6, 199Gik€s, 1996) and, there were no high-profile figussh
as Vaclav Havel and Lech Walesa in CzechoslovakiaRoland, representing the interests
of society. This is not to imply that the transfation in Hungary was any less dramatic
and far-reaching than in the Czech Republic or ibladdungary’s role has far greater
significance than is suggested by purely intervaines. After all, it was the decision of
Hungary’s government to open its border with Aastmd let East German asylum seekers
flee to West Germany (Kontler, 2002: 467; Lewis949246; Romsics, 2007: 242-43)
which, in turn, catalysetdhe fall of the Berlin Wall(Swain, 1993: 66) and the collapse of

'the dominoes in the socialist camp' (Okey, 2004: &yula Horn — the foreign Minister
of Hungary at the time — recalled the consequericth® decision thus!lt was quite
obvious to me that this would be the first ste@ilandslide like series of eveh{tsaacs

and Downing, 1998: 382) across the whole of theedloc.

Moreover, these historical changes could not beesed without those who dedicated

their lives to the pursuit of democracy and upheldralues. One of those contemporaries,
a 'non-hero’ according to Tolgyessy, who experiénttee major events of Hungarian

history, including having been sentenced to lif@iisonment due to his participation in

the 1956 Revolution was Arpad Goncz; he subseqgueettame the first post-Communist
President of the Republic of Hungary. Speaking ae@mony welcoming Goncz to the

United States, the former President of the UnitedeS, Bill Clinton, introduced him as a

safeguard of democracy in Hungary:

In the past year, | have had the privilege to waleoto the White House
extraordinary leaders who risked their lives in #teuggle for liberty, were
imprisoned for their beliefs and activism, and newerged in freedom’s
sunlight as the Presidents of their nations: KimefDang of South Korea,
Vaclav Havel of the Czech Republic, Nelson Managl&outh Africa. Today,
with freedom at last shining brightly in Hungaryhdve the great honour and
pleasure to welcome President Arpad Géncz {...].
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As a survivor of this period (he was born in 19®B2&d through the inter-war period, three
years of a brief democratic interlude, Communist and finally transition and post-
transition periods), Goncz had a unique social gemknd and experiences including
participation in student resistance movements agéne Nazis, as a junior politician in the
Independent Smallholders’ Party, as an agronorsisglworker, and political prisoner in
Communist prison, a literary translator, and aidesst (Okolicsanyi, 1990: 21; Feitl and
Kende, 2007: 204Esti Hirlap, 20 June 1995FThe New York Time8 May 1990). Though

not born into a political family, Goncz, who witrsesl the key events of the twentieth
century, subsequently became involved in someakd#y social and political movements

of the age, proposing particular solutions to tbktipal problems of those eras.

In a speech on the role of politics and literat@éncz recounted an important moment in
his life and its impact on his political developrtien

| started my political and literary career at tige af twenty three [1945]. What
happened before that — a few poems, literary dreamsed resistance to the
Nazis — were rather emotional affairs amot the plannedself-testing of a

young man or the prudent acts of a politicidiie war started when | finished
my secondary education and | was at university wHangary entered as a
belligerent. In those years Hungary was drowningainleluge of injustice,

social inequality, racial and ethnic discriminationThe end of the war
promised the ardently awaited return of nationaependence... [and] the
coming of democracy... But it soon became clear ltharation meant Soviet

occupation and the Cold War brought the formal Camist take-over in its

wake... [Then] 1956 swept me back into politioswith a much deeper
understanding of social and political matters [[T.pth, 1999: 228-29, my

emphasis].

Recalling these events and issues, Goncz recordegkperiences and views through his
unpublished personal Oral History and in his essaysnologues and speeches. These
documents contain a rich vein of detailed informmtiwith regard to Goncz's
understanding of Hungary’s social and political elepments and offer a unique insight
into the events and issues of the age. One of Géessays entitled "1956", for example,
unveils a previously recondite story of the 1956nglarian Revolution which includes
details of the Indian leadership’s mediation in toaflict between Hungarian democratic
forces and the Soviet leadership (Goncz, 1991:&%9Despite such content, documents
directly or indirectly related to Goncz have beangély untapped and have remained
under-researched. At present, there are no aut@pbips or biographies of Géncz either
in English or Hungarian although an attempt to evr& biography was made. The

Hungarian political commentator, Laszlé Lengyelteabthat: 'Timothy Garton Ash once



thought about writing a biography of Goncz but feertbt do so in the end' (interview with
Lengyel, 13 September 2007).

Goncz's Oral History, two sizeable volume of unpsitéd writing that forms a record of a
series of interviews conducted between 1985 an® B8 augmented in 1990, was and
remains the first port of call for biographical easch on Géncz. These books contain
ground-breaking information regarding Goncz’s lied his personal testimony and views
on the key events and issues of the age. Inspitthaf potential importance, these
documents have been under-researched partiallyodireir limited accessibilit§, but also
because of sheer volume (around 430 pages in Hangaliscouraging a wider readership
at home and abroad. Recently, an abridged versiaimese books has been available
through the official website of the Institute fdnet History of the 1956 Hungarian
Revolution® However, neither the original nor the newly ediswl condensed version

deals with the period of Goncz’s Presidency anghesidential role as a whole.

"Conversation with the Presider(® beszélgetések az elnthkal compilation of Géncz’s
interviews aired on Kossuth Radio between 1991 ¥9%8, does constitute an important
contribution to the biographical data availablethe general public. It presents Goncz’s
recollection of some historical events and his @eand opinions regarding important
issues and events that took place - primarily nduthe early part of the 1990s. In 2007,
this book was reissued with the inclusion of addil interviews with Géncz and his wife
under the title of "Looking back{Visszanézye However, these publications are far from
biographical in their contents and structure to bémaresearchers to trace Goncz’s
intellectual and political development as they gedl through his life. As Pimlott notes,
the most fascinating aspect of biography is thdinks together human events in the way
human beings actually experienced them' (Piml&g91 34) and draws insights into the
lives and thoughts of the individuals in questidhe existing documentation, however, is
not structured in a way that enables researchessedand reconstruct Goncz’s life within
the context in which he lived and experienced aoptary events. Pimlott further
explains the inherent nature of biographical redeand what biographers should bear in
mind when conducting research:

Writing a biography is like entering a deep cavdine cavern is a human life,
the walls of the cavern are the evidence. Fromiéhef the land, you can tell
that the cavern is likely to be an interesting ddat until you light your lamp
and crawl around, you don’t know what you will findou will never get the
whole picture; there will always be crevices outrefch. But the project is
finite and when your exploration is finished youllviliave not only a unique

3



appreciation of the particular cave, but a bettelihg for geology in general

(Pimlott, 1999: 34).
In view of this, the research - as the first Erglsnguage scholarly biography on Géncz -
addresses a gap in the literature through the taraf the story of Goncz's life; an
expansive account of Goncz’s life, within the widiéstory, politics and social concerns of
his generation is attempted. Biography, by defnitiis ‘person-centred’ (Chamberlayne,
Bornat and Wengraf, 2000: 22) and foregrounds iddals’ personal accounts and their
views; this is indicative of the fact that the fecof analysis is upon particular individuals
and, it is then told against a backdrop of broadecial, economic and political
developments. Yet this does not necessarily meanhkiographers do not consider the
social and political context in their research. @m® contrary, Roger Gough - the
prominent English biographer of JAnos Kadar — ndbésgraphy can illuminate not only
an individual life but also the forces and evethst tshaped it' (Gough, 2006: 12). This
biography does consider the social and politicattexts in which individuals lived.
Bearing this in mind, this research reconstrucéskéy events and issues taking place in

twentieth century Hungarian history, refocusingtthirough Goncz’s experience.

Designing research: the main framework of researchis questions and methods

Within the framework of this type of biographicaicpiiry, the thesis seeks to answer the
following research questions. Firstly, from wheré @oncz’s political ideals originate and
what form did they take? Secondly, in which ways @bncz seek to translate his political
ideals into practice? Lastly, with regard to Hunymtransformation to democracy, what
did Goncz seek to achieve and what did he actuadlyomplish as the first post-
Communist President of the Republic of Hungary?s&hguestions have been identified
during my field work in Budapest where | conductadhival research and undertook a
series of interviews with Géncz and those who diyear indirectly became involved in
the political decision making process. Despitefdw that, prior to the field work, | had a
general picture of important phases of Goncz's éifel related questions, it was only
during the field work that | was able to set theutaaries of research. For example, the
documents | accessed before the field work inditae Goncz’s visit to the United States
in 1982 might have carried certain political impote? During the field work, however,

it became evident that, other than some fragmentdoymation on Géncz’s observations
and general impressions of the social atmosphetieeobnited States and his pursuit of a
literary career, there was not sufficient inforroatidemonstrating the importance of his
activism during this period (between the 1970s thedirst half of 1980s). In my interview

with Goncz, he explicitly stated that his visitttee US did not carry political significance:
4



Kim: As far as | know, you travelled to the US in 1982hat was the main
aim of this visit?

Goncz This visit did not have a political meaning... Atetinvitation of my
old friends, we [GbAncz and his wife] travelled tanArica. This visit, however,
did not have any political aims or significance. Wad known many friends
who were previously active in the Smallholders’tPand they invited us. This
visit was entirely a personal matter (Interviewhw@oncz, 18 June 2006).

In a subsequent interview with me, Goncz’s wifeyZsinna Gontér, reaffirmed the fact
that Goncz'’s visit to the United States was for phepose of nothing more than seeking a
reunion with his old friends:

Gontér: A letter of invitation came from Goncz’s friendBibor Ham, Istvan

Csicsery-Ronay and those who emigrated to the Wadesm 1947 and 1948 [in
the wake of the dissolution] of the Smallholdersirty invited us... H&m

waited for us at Washington Airport and from thainp, we had a wonderful
time there for two months. Ham took us to [variawents] organised by
American-Hungarian associations... and this waditkiebig gathering we had
had together since [after 1948] [...] (Joint intew with G6ncz and Gontér, 10
January 2008).

In this way, by recording Goncz's answers to eastiaited question discovered during my
field work and cross-checking the information wathblished sources as well as with those
who had known him, | was able to frame the resetiremes for the thesis presented here.
It transpired that the research could be broadigsified into two main analytical themes:
the development of Goncz’s political beliefs durimg early years and the ten years of his
Presidency. Moreover, it became clear to me thatc@8 Presidency is definitively the
main focus of the research. This is not simply beeahis Presidency is the major gap in
the literature to be addressed, but also it wasutiir his Presidency that Goncz ultimately
embodied his political beliefs. A set of importavents and issues with which Géncz dealt
during the term of his Presidency are thus seleeednged and critically assessed against
his desire to pursue his political beliefs. In song, this enables us to analyse Géncz’s
actions in the presidential role in the contexthaf time at which they were undertaken and
assess them within a coherent framework. Havingtlset central themes and main

guestions of the research, it is necessary to sksthie key framework and its methods.

Underpinned by established, biographical reseaschealier mentioned in relation to
Chamberlayneet al 2000 and Gough 2006, this thesis examines Gontfes
chronologically, as his political development canbe understood fully in isolation from
the time and the context in which he lived. Robedtes that:

Lives have to be understood... as lived within tinmel &me is experienced
according to narrative. Narratives — of past, pregand] future — are the

5



means by which biographical experience is givenuaderstandable shape

(Roberts, 2002: 123).
Thus, a chronological framework leads us to recanstGoncz’s life as it related to social
and historical processes through which he livea iftention of the research, however, is
not to narrate every detail as determined by dtawdherence to a time line. This is a
political biography of Gdncz with particular concentration s presidential role and
activity and its implications for the understandifgpost-Communist politics in Hungary.
Given the focus of the research, details of Gonops-political activities and any other
background information will only be presented wheggpropriate as additional to his
intellectual and political developments. For theason, his literary work, primarily based
upon the translation of American and English litere, is not dealt with in detail in this

thesis®

Text-based data

During my preliminary research (July-August 2006)dathe subsequent field work
conducted in Budapest (2 May 2007-10 February 20@8)onsiderable amount of
documentation relating to the research topic waisegad. Video and audio media, leaflets,
manuscripts, magazines, archives and, above alispaper articles relating to Géncz and
other useful background materials were systeméticallected, analysed and utilised for
the thesis. The four major Hungarian dailies Magyar Hirlap, Magyar Nemzet,
Népszabadsag and Népszavavere the major sources of information, but ottedevant
Hungarian periodicals (as listed in the bibliogrgplvere also scrutinised. Given the
different political orientations of each newspapegndeavoured to collect newspaper
articles while, at the same time, taking the pwditileanings of the papers into account.
Over the course of my archival research, howeversobn became apparent that a
comprehensive treatment of the newspapers wouldbeotviable. This was partially
because of the internal procedures which are relyticarried out when requesting
newspapers in archives and libraries but, primafidgcause of the sheer amount of
material in circulatiorf. It transpired that there was an enormous numbeartéles
published in periodicals pertaining to the subjetmy research.In order to deal with
these articles effectively, material which, fittedo the set of themes upon which this
research was based, was selected and collectetydhe field work period. Overall, the
press data provided me with valuable backgrounarimétion which formed the basis for
identification of the main issues and events onHhagarian political scene and therefore

laid the basis for the formulation of research tjoes for the subsequent interviews.



In addition to the press data, archives that dyeand indirectly related to Goncz were
located in the major archival centres of Budaptst: Hungarian National Archive, the
Open Society Archives and the Institute for thetéfig of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution.
The Historical Archives of the Hungarian State 3ggwere, however, inaccessible for
my researclf, and some of documentation concerned with Goénamigrisonment and
dissident activities of the 1980s could not be mig Similarly, the Library of the
Presidential Office which holds an array of origidacuments composed by Géncz and
his successors was not - and is still not - acbkes$d researchers for ethical and security
reasons’ Consequently, Goncz’s personal documents whichuitecl letters, notes,
memoranda, speeches and any other writings, coatdbe obtained. Despite these
restrictions, the Oral History of Goncz held in th856 Institute provided essential
information regarding Goncz's life and his polilicdevelopment; this source was
examined in-depth and employed as the primary sofoc my research. Additionally,
speeches written by Géncz were compiled in the teukled Goncz Arpad: Sodrasban
and later published in an English edition undertitie of Arpad Goncz in Mid-streanin
order to examine Goncz's thoughts as they wereesgpd in the speeches that he

delivered, these publications were used as additiorportant sources.

Narrative analysis

The main analytical tool for interpreting textuata utilised in this thesis was narrative
analysis. This research approach is 'concerned thighsearch for and analysis of the
stories' that subjects tell in order to try to urstiend their life and ‘the world around them’
(Bryman, 2004: 412), and, it has been employedh®reasons that follow. First, narrative
analysis is advantageous for looking at an indigidulife experience as a whole unified
and it allows the researcher to set their analysisin the context that their subject lived
and experienced their life; it is for this reasbattthe method was considered appropriate
for the purposes of interpreting Goncz’'s views axgeriences and reconstructing the
inner world that he envisaged. Josselson and Icieliote that:

Narrative approaches to understanding bring [tes¢archer more closely into
the investigative process than do quantitative statistical methods. Through

narratives, we come in contact with our particigsaa$ people engaged in the
process of interpreting themselves. We work theth what is said and what is

not said, within the context in which life is liveahd the context of the

interview in which words are spoken to represeat tifie [...] (Josselson and

Lieblich, 1995: ix).

Second, narrative analysis is beneficial for ehgtinsights regarding a subject’s life

experiences and the meaning that they give to tb&periences. Mitchell captures the
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fundamental utility of the narrative approach foe social and natural sciences concisely:
'the study of narrative is no longer the provindeliterary specialists or folklorists
borrowing their terms from psychology and linguistibut has now become a positive
source of insight for all the branches of human aatdiral science' [...] (Mitchell, 1981: 9-
10). As Caine notes, 'the most important contrdyutf biography to history is the insight
that it offers into the lives and thought of sigreint individuals' (Caine, 2010: 1); thus,
narrative analysis which highlights the importaméencisiveness is apposite to this type

of biographical research.

However, this is not to suggest that narrative ysislis not without disadvantages. As
Roberts points out, narrative analysis has weaksess terms of ‘quantification,
generalisability, hypothesis-testing and validibdabjectivity' (Roberts, 2002: 117). Thus
if the focus of study is concerned to any greaemixwith the replicability of finding,
narrative analysis may not be an appropriate reseaethod. Despite these limitations, as
Hatch and Wisniewski note, in addition to the pesst scientific research methods which
stress the importance of standardisability andicability of data, one of the alternative
ways to find the truth is to 'go beyond the stads®d notion of reliability, validity and
generalisability’ that is established in the triaditof quantitative research (Wisniewski and
Hatch, 1995: 128). Therefore, the use of narrasimalysis in this biographical study is
justifiable.

Elite interviewing

In addition to narrative analysis for scrutiny ekt-based data, in-depth interviews with
the elite who were directly or indirectly involved politics and knew Goncz personally
were conducted. The semi-structured interview ipleged in this research, because it is
not only advantageous for interviewers to 'exer@eene form of control' during the
interview (Robert, 1998: 4), but also gives intewvees leeway to respond to questions and
prioritise themes and raise issues important tantBryman, 2004: 321; Peaboey al,
1990: 452). The selection of interviewees was nmadgely based upon three elite groups
in society — politicians, academics and journalistasho had first hand experience and
expertise in history, law, politics, economics amdo were familiar with Goncz. This
sampling was purposeful rather than representatiseit cannot be said that my select
interviewees represented the majority opinion, @etions, beliefs or the values and
knowledge of the institutions to which they belodgdespite this limitation, such
interviewing has strengths and advantages whichcangral to this research. The elite

interview is suitable for eliciting insights intovents and issues that were little known to
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the general public and for the enrichment of thalip of information that could be
obtained in any other form of published resourciéigker, 2003: 208; Peabodwgt al,
1990: 454; Richards, 1996: 200; Robert, 1998: 5.sfated above, certain sections of
archival resources on Goncz were subject to aceessctions, thus interviewing elites
was considered and employed as an alternative ihdthrogaining access to relevant

information and opinions where necessary.

It is necessary to mention a number of disadvastagel limitations that are associated
with interviewing elites and possible ways to addréne issues concerned. First, there is
the question of power relations between the rebearand the interviewee. As Richards
points out, 'by the very nature of elite interviewss the interviewee who has the power'
and controls 'the information the interviewer iging to eke out' (Richards, 1996: 201).
Insufficiently well prepared researchers would fihdifficult to engage in discussion and
to establish a good rapport with interviewees. Sdcahere is the issue of reliability in
elite interviewing. Interviews are subjective intur@ and in terms of interviewees’
position, they are under no obligation 'to be ofpyecand to tell [interviewers] the truth' at
all time (Berry, 2002: 680). In fact, in the extrenmstance, interviewing is counter-
productive to research as interviewees 'may deltbbr set out to mislead or falsify an

issue or event' in question (Richards, 1996: 201).

With these caveats and guidelines in mind, | tteedddress the issues of elite interviewing
in following way. In an attempt to reduce the powdferential between myself and the
selected elites, prior to conducting an interviewndertook thorough background research
on my interviewee and their area of speciality. Trhain interview questions were
formulated in accordance with the discoveries g firior research and, these were put
during the interview with particular attention paalthe way in which questions related to
Goncz. For example, legal experts were asked mpeeif&c questions regarding the
constitutional and legal issues that arose duriimnd@’'s Presidency. As Dexter notes,
building up a decent level of background knowledbeuld precede elite interviews in
order for it to be successful (Dexter, 1970: 20mitarly, to address the question of
reliability, information provided by my respondentss crossed-checked with published
resources. In the circumstances that relevantrimdgon was not available in the form of
documentation, the same questions were raised otitér interviewees in an attempt to
further verify the given data. In this way, to soexent, | was able to address some of the
issues that arise in elite interviewing and, irakob2 interviews were completed over the

course of my field work. On average, the intervidagted between thirty minutes and one
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hour. All respondents who agreed to be interviewede extremely helpful in providing
me with valuable opinions, counter-opinions, judgets on and insights into the issues
and events in Hungarian politics in which Goénczdmee involved. While they differed
very considerably in their views and in their atliés toward Goncz, there was also a
certain convergence in their opinions. | found mwwving to be a useful and effective

research method for data generation.

Ethical considerations

Ethics, the primary concern of which is to proteuividual rights from any sort of
transgressions caused by research (Bryman, 20®); &fe a key issue to be addressed
before, during and after the conduct of field waBkven that my research project involved
interviewee participants, before conducing my fieldrk, |1 applied for ethical approval
from the Departmental Ethical Committee. Approvaswgranted with the guideline of
ethical principles, which | read carefuffy.The most important aspect of these guidelines
in relation to my project concerned the requiremngain informed consent from my
potential interviewees and, to provide them witlseedial information regarding my
project and their entittements and rights regardihgir involvement in or, non-
participation in the research. With this in minan&de contact with my interviewees on an
individual basis (primarily through e-mail) andanmed them of the basis for my research
project and their rights therein. Some respondesftssed to be interviewed (the majority
of these were the current representatives of thian&le of Young Democrats and Civic
Party) and, in certain cases, the interviewees wiitially agreed to be interviewed
changed their minds before the interview. Overafiwever, the vast majority of my
respondents were willing to give interviews andfaot, some of them undertook the role
of gatekeeper and helped me to secure subsequentienvs (for example, Géncz himself).
On the condition that interview materials would bsed exclusively for my research

project, no interviewee objected to their wordsigeguoted and none requested anonymity.

The overview of the thesis

This thesis is composed of six chapters and bradigtiged into two parts. The first part of
the thesis is composed of three background chafitatsexamine the processes through
which Goncz’s political beliefs were developed. iist hand experiences in the Second
World War, the 1956 Hungarian Revolution and thditigal transition of 1989 are
selected as the focus of analysis, as they weréeakieevents in which Goncz not only
became involved, but they were also those whichtritmried to his intellectual and

political development. Having examined these factahich contributed to shaping his
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political beliefs, the second part of the thesis devoted to exploring the main
characteristics of Géncz’s Presidency by examitiisgrole, actions and decisions that he

undertook during the decade of his Presidency.

Chapter 1 explores the early years of Goncz's difie the development of his political
outlook. Goncz’s family background, education, pgeup and other social movements in
which Géncz became involved and with which he extéed are examined as the basis for
understanding his political origins. The focus w¥astigation is upon identifying the key
factors for the early development of his politibaliefs. The inter-war years’ democratic
organisation known as the Pal Teleki Work Group, first hand experience of struggle
against the Nazis, his involvement in one of thg &ecial movements of 1930s the so-
called, peasant populism and his first politicaivaky in the Independent Smallholders’
Party are examined in depth, as they were the nmogbrtant activities that Goncz

undertook at this time.

Chapter 2 examines Go6ncz’s first hand experienddefl956 Hungarian Revolution and
his time in prison and thereafter. Where Chaptezxamined the key factors shaping
Goncz’s early political leanings, Chapter 2 goedatrace his first hand experience of the
Revolution and its impact on his political develaggrh Goncz’'s motivations for

involvement in the resistance that followed thepgapsion of the Revolution and his view
on and interpretation of the significance of thisu@ment are particularly investigated in
depth. This examination leads us to understangb&ctive role and activities that Géncz
undertook during the resistance and why he retaotisgedy defended the memory of the

Revolution during his imprisonment.

Chapter 3 continues the exploration of Géncz’'stpali development during which he

participated in dissident movements in the late0898 he focus of investigation is upon
Goncz's thoughts on and interpretation of the chrangocial and political circumstances
and the process through which his political belexks developed at this time. The chapter
examines the significance of G6ncz’s involvementhi dissident movements in terms of

the development of his political views and his eara this time.

Chapter 4 critically reviews the process throughicWithe Presidency was established.
This includes an examination of political bargag)ithe actual negotiations among the
political elites as they exerted their vested iesés during the national Round Table Talks

and negotiations that followed thereafter. Giveat tthese political negotiations wede
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facto a key to shaping the main attributes of the Peggig and their results were codified
in the Constitution, the chapter analyses the gesgial competences through scrutinising
the Constitution itself. This examination leadstasinderstand the President’s position in
Hungary's political system and provides an esskbaakground to the context in which
Goncz interpreted and exercised his vested cotistial powers during the term of his

Presidency.

Having examined the main characteristics of thesiBemcy, Chapters 5 and 6 explore the
way in which Goncz interpreted his constitutionaivers and fulfilled the Presidency. The
decisions and actions that Goncz undertook durirey decade of his Presidency are
critically assessed against a framework providea 3¢t of issues and events with which
he became involved. Motivations for his involvementlealing with important transitional
iIssues and events are investigated, particularomrmection with his desire to pursue his
liberal political values. This investigation leadls to understand why Géncz intervened in
certain governmental matters and attempted toenfie politics. Ultimately, the chapters
question the consistency of his values and explweg significance for an understanding
of Hungarian politics.

In what follows | will address the first and secongksearch questions through an
exploration of the early years of Goncz’s life dnsl intellectual and political development.
The final question then will be addressed throughegamination of the way in which

Goncz sought to realise his liberal political bislie
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Part I: Development of Goncz’s Political Views
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Chapter 1. Beginnings

This chapter charts and examines the developme@ooicz’s political views over the

course of his adolescence and early adulthoodt, s influences of family, peer group,
education and other social environments in whicm&dégrew up, and with which he

interacted, are examined. These are assessednis ¢étheir influence on the development
of his social and political views. As noted by Kigr®igh, the Hungarian biographer of
Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky, 'the social environmentmhnich one has grown up is one of the
most important elements of influence and it detegwione’s later life choices' (Vigh,
1992: 8).

Second, the chapter seeks to examine the impacththademocratic social organisation,
known as the Pal Teleki Work Group, and one ofkég social movements of 1930s —
peasant populism — had on the shaping of Gonciggab beliefs. Ivan Vitanyi, a veteran
of anti-fascist movements and an old friend of Gdsaotes that:

The awakening of Goncz’s political idea [occurrad} in his workplace, but in

the circles, groups and movements in which he hadsaentiously

participated. The first, and perhaps the most itgmdy was the Pal Teleki

Work Group... Next, interconnected with this, thevas the influence of

populist writers [...] (Vitanyi, 2002).
Third, GOncz’'s experience in the fight against thdgocratic rule of the age and the
influence of Hungarian intellectuals are considaredonnection with his intellectual and
political development. In an interview with Kossutadio in 1993, Goncz specifically
mentioned 'my experience of fighting against Nahumanity' as one of the main factors
explaining the liberal political views he later ged (Wisinger and L&szlo, 1994: 71).
Concerning the political impact on his thinkingtbé Hungarian intellectuals who laid the
foundation for Hungary’s democracy, in his prestd@ninaugural address, Goncz
revealed:

| am thinking of such guardians... Béla Kovacs,dhe-time General Secretary
of the Smallholders’ Party, kidnapped and heldgres for years in the Gulag...
Istvan Bibo, the embodiment of the noblest demarrakeals, of Christian
tolerance and patriotism and the independence tafieacitizen (Toth, 1999:
19-20).
Examining these multiple explanatory factors witlable us to see the process through
which Go6ncz’s political beliefs developed and lat#iormed his term as the first post-

Communist President of Hungary.
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Thus, sections 1 and 2 of the chapter explore fileetehat Géncz’s immediate family and
peer groups had on the formation of his politickdas. The subsequent two sections then
examine the impact of Goncz’s first hand experieilcgéhe armed student resistance
movements and, that of social movements or ideboedded by the so-called 'populist
writers'. The remainder of the chapter examinesc@8rfirst political activity, his role in

the Independent Smallholders’ Party and Kovacdglaence on his political development.
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1.1. The early years

Arpad Goéncz was born on 10 February 1922 in Budapmed.ajos Goncz and llona
Heimann (Hegeiik, 1985) The Godncz family originally derived from CsaktorniyaZala
county southern Hungary. Goncz’'s great-great-gthdf worked as a pharmacist in
Csaktornya, where he later participated in the 18&8olution, serving in the Zala
Battalion (Wisinger and Laszl6, 2007: 14). Origlpahe was an officer in the military of
the Austrian-Emperor but, during the Revolution,dranged sides and began supporting
the idea of Hungarian independence (Hediged985). Injured in the battle of Vag, Goncz's
great-great grandfather was imprisoned for ninegsyadier the defeat of the Revolution
(Wisinger and Laszl6, 1994: 6-7). In one of hisagssGoncz described his predecessor as
an anonymous hero who facilitated the laying of ftxendations of modern Hungarian
democracy:

In 1956, people rose up and the revolution broke lowas inseparably linked

to the spirit of anonymous Hungarians who foughi 8. When my great-

great grandfather [fought] against the Austrian fisnchy], he fought for our

country’s independence. He paved the way for tts¢ iemocratic Republic of

Hungary [...] (Gbncz, 1991: 7).
The above extract suggests that Goncz’s great-graatfather’s story remained a source
of pride in Gdncz’'s memory. Goncz foregrounds tbatiouity of the democratic ethos
between two pivotal revolutions in Hungary’'s modéistory, taking pride in his great-
great grandfather’s participation in the 1848 Ratioh. In fact, when discussing the
matter in interview in 2006, G6ncz confirmed theeation that, despite the fact that he had
little information on his great-great grandfathether than knowing of his participation in
the battle and his subsequent imprisonment), Hisence on Godncz’s political outlook
was important.

Goncz Originally, he was a pharmacist... later joined #adai Battalion. He
was injured in the battle but | do not know wheesvwas imprisoned. | do not
have precise information on this. | cannot confitm

Kim: Are you saying that your great-great grandfathsttsy did not affect

you?

Goncz: Well, everyone [including him] who fought [in the battleifluenced

me[...] [Interview with Goncz, 18 July 2006, my emplsdsi
Goncz’s mother, llona Heimann, was born in the swilhge of Tusty in the Southern
part of Transylvania (currently this territory li@s Romania). Her father was Jewish and
her mother came from Székely, an ethnic Hungaggion in Transylvania. The cause of
her parents’ death is unknown, but Heimann losintheth at the same time. Initially, she

was sent to an orphanage, but was soon placedsierfaare with the Bathy family.
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According to Goncz, the Bathy family had a good edional background and a social
democratic disposition (Hegés, 1985). They made a living from the wood andilext
trades until the end of the First World War. Witle tonclusion of the Treaty of Triandh,

the Béathy family fled to Pest where Heimann metwier future spouse, Lajos Goéncz.
Thereafter, Heimann settled in Pest permanentlg; rever took paid employment, but

instead dedicated herself to caring for Lajos 4t tson, Arpad Goncz.

Information on Lajos Goncz is scant. He was thengmst child and only son in a family
of five children, as a result of which (accordirgGoncz), he was spoiled by his parents.
Initially, Lajos was a postman but later became ohthe best tennis players in Hungary
and even wrote a tennis instruction manual (Papp2R When Goéncz turned six, Lajos
divorced his wife. After the divorce, Heimann argf son lived in Lajos’ parents’ house.
The time spent living with his father’'s parentsweweer, was not the basis of pleasant
memories for Goncz. Heimann had not been treatedaimember of the family.

In reality, my mother never became an independersgm. We lived in my

father's parents’ house, and this was a very bditeration. My mother was

always considered to be a second-rate family menitdes hurt her and she

could not overcome this obstacle. This burden dkftected] me [...]

(Hegedis, 1985).
This suggests that the way in which Heimann wastére by her ex-husband and his
parents laid the foundation for a lifelong remotsnbetween father and son. In fact, Goncz
expressed strong feelings of dislike for his fatheting that 'In general, one takes after
one’s father. [But], | have a hatred of my fathefor me, the role of father does not mean
authority. My father was a source of pain to meThere was no intimate, close and loving
relationship between us [...]' (Hedmsd 1985). Thus, it is hardly surprising that Godak
not wish to resemble his father and, consequebéjs Goncz’s role in shaping his son’s
political views was marginal. Heimann’s influence however, acknowledged. Géncz
confirmed this position in his response to my goastabout his mother’s influence on his
future ideas and political beliefs.

Kim: It is known that during one’s adolescence, pardetchers and friends
have important impacts on shaping one’s ideas. Cgol tell me how your

parents affected the development of your ideag®atticular, how influential

were they on your political ideas?

Goncz: In terms of political view, their impact on me wawdest... My
mother’s influence [remainedj all aspectsbut my father was mainly abroad.
| can say my father’'s impact was insignificant. Mgture was similar to my
father’s but | consciously followed, and still follow my imets example
[Interview with Gdncz, 18 July 2006, my emphasis].
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Given the absence of intimacy between Goncz anththsr, G6ncz’s comments regarding
his mother’s influence might derive from his affeat for her. Thus Goéncz’s apolitical
mother’s sense of decency and kindness is whahatiély seems to have embedded itself

in his politics.

In 1932, after the completion of four years’ primachooling, Géncz began his secondary
education at th&Verbiczy Gimnaziugmand during his eight years’ of education that &on
undertook at theNerbdczy he joined in Boy Scouts activities. Hungary wastle
forefront of the Boy Scout movements at this tirSBace the translation of Lord Baden-
Powell’s "Scouting for Boys" had been published 809 (Ablonczy, 2006: 131), the idea
of scouting had taken hold in Hungary. From 190@anas, the number of Scout troops
rapidly increased and by 1930, the InternationabubdBureau and other associated
organisations had been foundédn 1933, Hungary hosted the 4th World Jamboreehvhi
took place at Goddl a small city 11 miles away from the capital. Véhihe scouting
movement regards its role as one of forging good well rounded citizens from
adolescent men as dictated in the founding precepthe Movement? for Géncz’s
participation in scouting had a different significe. Scouting opened Goéncz’'s eyes to
social reality, particularly with regard to the plems of the poor peasantry.

The thing which determined the way of thinking tbe entirety of Hungarian
youth was the demand for land reform and peasalitaissm... We knew the
necessity of land reform at the age of 14 or 15came to know the poverty of
the peasantry. Through camping, we - the childréo wame from cities -
encountered the [lives] of villages. This [scoujingas really a determining
[factor] [...].**

The given account does not present us with thel smintext in which the Hungarian

peasants lived, let alone the meaning of '‘peasatitalism’. However, the urban peer
group to which Géncz belonged and with which heretted, shared experience in and
knowledge of the situation in Hungary’s rural stgig=or Goncz, it is evident that his

scouting experience functioned as an influence lwiawakened his political ideas and
social sensibility. Goncz’s wife, Zsuzsanna Gomeéted this significance thus:

Ultimately, in the days of his youth, his sociablgolitical interest came from
the Boy Scout Movement. This was the time befoee $lecond World War,
when the German threat was beginning to take shaparing the time when
he was going to secondary school, the awakeninigisopolitical ideas took
place in the Boy Scout Movement. After that, whenaras a university student,
this happened in the Pal Teleki Work Group [...] fdonterview with Géncz
and Gontér, 10 January 2008).
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Gontér’s observation underscores the fact that Gémuarticipation in the Boy Scouts was
crucial in increasing his political and social aa@ess. Although this does not provide us
with concrete information regarding the Pal TeMkirk Group (PTWG), during the early
stage of Goncz’s adolescence, his scouting experiand later work in the PTWG were
pivotal for the shaping of his political outlook.dvkover, it is likely that Goncz’s joining
the PTWG was not coincidental. Having discovereghes@ommon ground or continuity
between his scouting experience and the PTWG, Giragzhave decided to join the latter.
Substantiation of this reasoning is in the subfcthe next section of this chapter, in
which | examine the main characteristics of the RIVénd ask what it meant for the

development of Goncz’s political ideas.

1.2. The Pal Teleki Work Group (Teleki Pal Munkakdz6sség

The PTWG was formed in the autumn of 1936 by Rmri®app, 2002: 3} who
organised a series of social seminars for uniwessidents. The seminar was intended to
foster a future leadership which would hold a dertaorld view and uphold a certain
sense of morality. Count Pal Teleki was the prognas chief supporter; he envisioned
that the direction of and initiative for the live$ Hungarians would not come from
politicians, but from society itself (Lukacs, 19937). Enlightening the Hungarian
population became the PTWG’s main goal; nationalcaton was considered the key
means through which a good social basis for fukeaelership could be nurtured. A good
knowledge of Hungarian history, geography and aeeri responsibility towards family,
friends, community and nation were seen as es$éntibe preservation dlungarianness
(Magyarsag (Mészaros, 1993: 57-64). The PTWG was intendeglay the part of
educational provider or forum where university stis$ could gather to discuss various
social issues that Hungary faced at the time. Atiogrto Gontér, the discussions centred
on issues which affected the poor Hungarian pegsamd possible remedies. Gontér
recalled: 'The PTWG was one of the programmes [haught] a political solution to the
problem of agricultural poverty and the povertyafal peasants' [...] (joint interview with
Goncz and Gontér, 10 January 2008). The PTWG addihks to the National Alliance of
People’s College¥ which functioned as an educational provider faagat children, and

was intended to provide a platform for ingress thi®intelligentsia.

In 1941, the PTWG expanded its membership throbhgrabsorption of leading politicians
and their associations into its organisational cstme. One prominent historian, Gyula
Szekti, and key figures from the Independent Smallholdeasty (hereafter ISP), Jozsef

Bognar and Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky joined the PT&tGhis time. In the following year, a
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draft of the Self-Education Programme for the memsloé the PTWG was also composed.
The Programme’s main objective was the realisatibthe basic founding principle: to
help young intellectuals identify various sociablplems that Hungary was experiencing

and to find adequate solutions for them (Lukac921%8).

After the German invasion of Budapest on 19 Mare#4] the PTWG widened its purview.
It was no longer just a discussion forum, but @soed other civic resistance movements
to fight the Nazi occupation. The Vice-Presidenttlod PTWG, Istvan Csicsery-Ronay,
circulated an underground newspaper, while anatember of the PTWG, Pal Jatzko,
directed sabotage against Nazi-Germany. At thig ti@bncz also participated in students’

armed resistance movements as a member of the R@GIssed in Section 1.3).

With the end of the Second World War, the PTWG wewganised as the Democratic
Alliance of Hungarian Intellectuals (DAHI). The DAlbksued a manifesto and drew up a
new action plan. According to the manifesto, the HVA main objective was the
mobilisation of Hungarian intellectuals in the esfagion that they would play a key role
in reconstructing democratic Hungarian society. ifamifesto proclaimed:

Hungarian Intellectuals! To build a new societypenous work awaits you...

It is you who must reconstruct, organise and leggtrdyed Hungarian industry.

It is you who must undertake the education of a gemeration.

Let your expertise flouristbpcsasgifor the reconstruction of new Hungary.

Workers and peasants! Fight and arbitrate agawesbppression of the fascists

for an independent, sovereign Hungary; for demacitaiman rights; for the

freedom of religion and consciousness; for landmef]...].""
To realise these aims, plans which set out theviddal intellectual tasks which, together,
would result in the successful fulfilment of DAHImanifesto pledges were formulated.
For instance, multi-lateral talks held with peopferarious social backgrounds contributed
to enriching the mutual understanding and knowleofghe DAHI's membership. Those
who had an expertise in foreign policy were asgigine task of formulating the DAHI's
syllabus on the topi¢® as a result, a comprehensive course on foreigitypaind,
subsequently, a professional lecturing panel wetaup’® The Foreign Minister himself,
Janos Gyongyosi, gave the opening lecture on 25 Mep Kis Ujsag 26 May 1945;

Kossuth Népe27 May 1945Népszava27 May 1945Szabad Sz@7 May 1945).

In addition to serving as a key organ of educatma building the social basis for a
democratic Hungary, the DAHI played a role on tbawentional political stage. This was
demonstrably realised when the central leadersAdfiiDoined the ISP. The chairman of
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the DAHI, Tibor Ham, became the General Secretdrthe Political Committee of the
ISP,?° while the Vice-President of the DAHI, Csisery-Rgnavas in charge of the
Department of Foreign Affairs within it (Salata,&8 100). According to Lukacs, one of
the most important activities that the DAHI perf@unwas the preparation for the
municipal election in Budapest and the generaltigledLukacs, 1992: 62). At this time,
Goncz also joined the ISP, where he served astaegri® the General Secretary of the

party, Béla Kovacs (discussed in Section 1.5).

Despite successfully negotiating the transitioth® national political stage, between 1947
and 1948, the DAHI, along with other political fes; was forced to dissolve. It was at this
time that Communists came to power in Hungary, egipy so-called 'divide and rule
tactics (szalami taktiky to eliminate their political opponents. Most meard of the
DAHI's leadership were arrested, and either senprison or compelled to leave the
country in connection with an alleged conspiracyiast 'the Republic of Hungary'
(discussed in Section 1.5). As Goncz eloquentlerésd, the PTWG (later DAHI) which
existed during and after the inter-war period, disiufor an independent and democratic
Hungary with pen and sword' (Lukacs, 1992: 64), heither instrument protected the

organisation from oblivion.

The PTWG thus laid an intellectual foundation aasiqal the way for Géncz’s subsequent
political development. In his personal Oral Histo§6ncz recounted what the PTWG
meant for him:

| identified [myself] in spirit and practice witlhé PTWG. For one thing, this

was the only group to have perfected its ideas afemocratic system of

institutions, to have a tangible history of regis&and hold specific notions of

democratic transformation and its methods, congsemps popular basis and

system of law and education. We’d been workinghos for years, thrashing it

out. Reading the ideas of the 1945 PTWG today, thay seem naive and ill-

expressed, but there’s nothing in them | couldsfiaise nowToth, 2009).
This suggests that the PTWG laid the fundamentahdation for Hungary’'s democratic
transformation. Goncz is clearly of the view thhe tPTWG’s political ideals are not
obsolete but have a contemporary relevance. Incpéat, the way in which the PTWG
strove after their political ideals during the mtear period remained - and remains - a
significant legacy for him. While the extract abodees not detail the way in which the
PTWG had an influence on the shaping of Géncz'gipal beliefs, Goncz certainly shared
(and still shares) its founding ideas. In esse@d#cz asserted that he was able to expand

his world view through his participation in the PBMiscussion forum:
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The PTWG was the creature of the Boy Scout squiathgrout of the liberal
political movement and activity of the old Piarstudents. The executive
consisted of Tibor Ham, Pal Jaczkod, and Kalmant&aldlt] had an outlook
very close to me in its efforts towards universalits openness... It was
organised quite democratically, with free debat& an constant flow of
information from educated people... who were cleaxpecting a German
defeat when the war broke out... The whole thinghvits liberalism and
openness came as a kind of refreshment to méTath, 2009).

The extract above highlights the fact that the reé@ttmosphere Goncz encountered in the
PTWG was free, democratic and open. Goéncz viewadtkie PTWG served not only as a
venue where intellectuals gathered to share availaliormation, but also as a forum in
which cultivated people vigorously debated the feitaf the country. Political and social
problems of the age, including Hungary’'s engagenerthe Second World War, were
dealt with in the PTWG discussions. According tonGs account, the forum seemed to
have been organised in such a way as to createsérgctive ground in which independent
thinking and progressive ideas could be fermenitedeed, in an interview with Gyoérgy
Litvan, Goncz reaffirmed the reasoning that the RI¥Was not only significant in his
intellectual advancement but also in his subseqoelitical developments.

Litvan: In 1945, you worked at the ISP as a parliamengacyetary. Was this
the beginning of your political career?

Go6ncz No. The beginning was when | was a universityletu, which means
[at] the PTWG. The older [generation] of the PTW@hstituted the so-called
centre [force] of the ISP, which Béla Kovacs andaBéarga formed. | worked
for Béla Kovécs.

Litvan: So, the beginning of your political career was Imound to a party but
to a place in which your intellectualism originated

Goncz Yes. It was the PTWG that endeavoured to findolt®n to the
country’s problems and sought democracy. Even tddagcept all the ideas
that we adopted there. [When] | read old piecetherPTWG’s works, they are
still moving for me. They were composed by thosepbe who had nothing to
do with power anywhere on earth... In its spiriiyathere were [elements] of
experience in [our generation]: Christianity, treeegptance of democracy and
the sense of social responsibility... It embrackd important elements of
liberalism, the sense of Hungarianness, Europearares Christianity (4 x 4,
1997).

In view of this, it can be argued that the PTWGyptha central role in the foundation of
Goncz’s intellectual and political development. was established in Section 1.1 of the
chapter, during Goéncz’'s adolescence, if his scguenperience was momentous for
arousing his political and social consciousnessyas the PTWG that contributed to the
shaping of his democratic ideas thereafter. Evideicuch a connection was seen through
the establishment of four values that Goncz emlratehis stage in his life, in which the

PTWG had an enduring impact on his political bslieHaving noted the PTWG’s
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significance to GOncz’'s democratic beliefs, esgdciaith reference to his first political
career in the ISP, the role and activities that €6nndertook in this party will be
discussed. Before embarking on this task, theiolig section of the chapter explores the

democratic activities in which Goncz was engagetthénstudent resistance movements.

1.3. Resistance: the Freedom Front of Hungarian Stlents

The Hungarian Front

The Freedom Front of Hungarian Youth

1 The Freedom Frant of . The Freedom Front of Young The Freedom Front of
- Hungarian: Students - - Hungarian Workers Young Hungarian Peasants
Mihaly Tancsis Brigade The Student Movement of
Free Life

The Freedom Front of Hungarian Students (FFHS) officially formed on 7 November
1944 under the joint leadership of L&szl6 Kardadnd®r Kiss, Tibor Zimanyi, Ferenc
SZics, Imre Farkas, Gyorgy Szabé and Péter Pfitdthey all signed the FFHS's
founding manifesto (Kiss and Vitanyi, 1983: 10@jtially the FFHS was not a sub-unit of
armed resistance but, under the command of the &tiarg Front, it was subsequently
transformed into an underground armed resistanoepgrThe Hungarian Front (HF)
constituted leaders of the left-wing political pastwhich had been disbanded under the
fascist Szalasi regime (Kontler, 2002: 384)The Front was the prime association of those
aiming to unify and direct the various undergrouesistance groups which existed at this
time (Romsics, 1999: 213, 2005: 546). For examible,presidents of the Smallholders’
Party and the Social Democrats, Zoltan Tildy angédr Szakasits, were the leaders of the
HF (Feitl and Kende, 2007: 199-200). In its maridethe HF called for national unity and
for the creation of an independent, peaceful amdogdeatic Hungary:

In the most crucial time of our history, we spedlefpre] the nation. The
German conqueror smashed our country. Our livegdivm, nation and the
fate of future Hungarian generations are at risk.e f&l great responsibility
for the fate of our country and for the perpetuatid our nation.... We create
the unit for the fight for Hungarian freedom - tHangarian Front. The [aims]
of the HF [are as follows]: the expulsion of ther@an conquerors and their
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accomplices, peace with the allies, [to] lay thenfdations for the basis of free

and democratic Hungary [...] (Romsics, 2000: 62-64).
The main task assigned to the Freedom Front of biigag Youth (FFHY), a sub-unit of
the HF, was to coordinate the unorganised and dmosdudent resistance movements.
However, the FFHY’s coordinating role did not funatas intended. Different sub-groups
conceived different strategies of extrication frttme war and this was particularly true in
respect to the differing approaches proposed fyhitifig against the German occupiers.
Furthermore, members of the sub-groups had varsditical orientations meaning that
each association wished to develop political afiiins with different parties. For instance,
both the Gyrffy College studentsQydrffy Kollégium?® and the Movement of Student
Unity (A Didk Egység Mozgalompositioned themselves on the left of the politica
spectrum. Yet, the former had links to the Comnigresmid Social Democrats, whereas the
latter preferred to build their affiliations witthé Smallholders (Kiss and Vitanyi, 1983:
104-09). Thus, although the different groups wemetdtively unified and coordinated
through their allegiance to organisations higherimipthe organisational hierarchy of
resistance movements, once anti-Nazi sentimentevasved from the equation they were
politically incompatible. In Deék’s terms, the aferman resistance movement was 'a
small movement consisting of a few hundred indigidufrom the most varied political
backgrounds, [and, moreover] their fundamentaledéiices could barely be bridged by

their common determination to oppose the Germ@eK, 1995: 210).

The Mihaly Tancsis Brigade (MTB) one of the subtgre in the resistance movement to
which Goéncz belonged was founded in December 1Bk (@and Vitanyi, 1983: 122-23).
At this time, Horthy’'s Regency was still in controf the conservative Hungarian
government, and during this period (March 1920-Noler 1944), a paramilitary unit,
known as thd.evente operated in Hungary. Young male students betweerages of 12
and 21 were required to participate in regulartariji exercises or physical trainifiy.The
intended goal of the programme was to equip theth basic military skills in an attempt
to complement and augment the country’s self-defexystem (Kontler, 2002: 357-58). As
the Treaty of Trianon banned Hungary from formingational army, the Hungarian
government introduced thissventesystem in an attempt to overcome the limits whiatl h
been placed it in this regard. The Levente wag katsmsformed into a paramilitary unit
which was renamed the National GuaMkizetr) (Kiss and Vitanyi, 1983: 123). The
National Guard was composed of different units tiaried from university students.
Jozsef Varhelyi, a medical student at the Budafesnces University was appointed as

one of the captains during the Lakatos governmbatween 29 August 1944 and 16
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October 1944 Similarly, Kalman Szenpétery was chosen a capéithe Economics
Faculty of the Budapest Engineering University. Bindrders from the leadership of the
HF to form a unified structure, on 1 December 19se two captains decided to

amalgamate the two groups into one unit, creatiegMTB (Kiss and Vitanyi, 1983: 124).

The founding of the MTB was important to Géncz ashiés time since he deserted his
military posting, and joined this student resiseangroup instead. G6ncz had been
conscripted into the Hungarian army after the Gerno&cupation began (GoOncz's
interview with Bartok Radio, 12 July 2002), but Haekn exempted from enlistment while
he attended university. Upon the completion of dtiglies, he was drafted into and later
deployed by the 25th Reserve Mountain Infantry &eth (Hegeds, 1985). At the time of
Goncz's deployment, the Red Army had already ciabsise border of Eastern Front and
Goncz’s regiment was given an order to retreat éon@ny but, realising that neither his
conscience nor his military pledge would allow himleave the country, Géncz soon
decamped from his barracks (Papp, 2002). Gonczdstat

| took an oath to myself, because as | see it,stioeld not leave one’s country
when the country is in trouble. It is only accefaio leave your country when
your country is doing well... With a rifle and a hagrenade, | set off in the
opposite direction [to Budapest] [...] (Wisinger drakzId, 1994: 13).

Upon his return to Budapest, Goncz joined the MTiBiwhe help of his friend, Miklos

Szir, a former member of the PTWP.

According to MTB records, Goncz belonged to thstfilatoon led by Tamas Székely. The
majority of the First Platoon’s members were frdma Arts and Law Faculties of Budapest
University and particularly, they were students Edtvos College, and the Horthy
Dormitory. The First Platoon (members of which edlthemselves ‘Leprosy’) was always
in the vanguard of any action; its members assursdy and difficult tasks, such as
stealing weapons from the Nazis, and helping taiaeddentity cards for refugees (Kiss
and Vitanyi, 1983: 127). Goncz himself participaiadan operation to disarm the local
military unit of the Arrow Cross in Rakos Hill (Gér's interview with Bartok Radio, 12
July 2002Y® Goncz reminisced about the time:

We returned to the Rakos Hill and there, in coltation with the illegal [cell]
of the Communist Party, we liberated one villagkang with two 17-year-old
boys, | stole weaponsZereltem [efrom the house of the Arrow Cross... | was
injured and one comrade was killed [%’].
Goncz’s involvement in this movement was importanthim, since through it he came to

realise how basic democratic values - freedom,onatiindependence and humanity —
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were critical to those people who had been deprofddem. Goncz stated explicitly in an
interview that a cooperative network of resistammements was established by people of
different political affiliations so as to help extite the country from the vortex of war:

We were bound together and interconnected [by batted of inhumanity,

[and we felt] a sense of responsibility to save ¢bantry. We hardly asked

who our fellow resistance fighters were. Especjatlyvas not appropriate to

ask whether one was Communist, because it [repeden life-threatening

danger...The common spiritual denominator that bound us ttogrewas a

commitment to freedom, a sense of social respditgiand humanism..The

essence of the fight that we carried on was aganmstmanity which meant

that Hungary should escape from the War as sogossble... Our common

goal was to save as many people as we could [...$ipWyer and Laszl6, 2007:

24-25, my emphasis].
This suggests that the civil resistance movementiwiGoncz joined was a genuine
manifestation of the will of those Hungarians whergvwilling to devote themselves to the
realisation of a free, socially responsible and anensociety. According to Goéncz, these
three fundamental values underpinned the idea oflemmo democracy which was
threatened by the War. Thus, those individualstfedt necessity to end the War gathered
together and formed resistance groups. As lvamyitaointed out, during the time of the
resistance movements’ activities the only questieey asked the people who wished to
join was whether they would accept Hitler. Vitasgid: 'We did not ask whether one was
a communist or a social democrat. We asked pedyaataitler... Do you accept Hitler?
If not, come to us(interview with Vitanyi, 23 November 2007). Moreoyeas Goncz
commented in an interview with a Hungarian politis@ekly, 168 Ora it was because of
his awareness of the country’s predicament thafettehe had to join the resistance
movement. Goncz stated:

[The] inhumanity surrounding [us] led me [to joithe armed resistance
[movement]. If you had lived at that time, perhgps would have done the
same thing. In these circumstancast[ami, akkor tortéftit was not possible
for the people to stand there [without] doing sdrireg (L680ra 8 May 1990).

In this light, it can be said that GOncz’s partatipn in the resistance movement can be
seen as a singular move neither driven by ardetniopea sentiment nor inspired by the
pursuit of a future political career. There iddittloubt that through his participation in the
anti-fascist movement, Goncz distinguished himdetfim individuals who either -
reluctantly or willingly - compromised themselvesdngaging with Nazi Germany. As we
will see in Chapter 4, GOncz’s anti-fascist creddstwere fundamental to the subsequent
public perception of him as a politician of moralttzority. Much later, this would be an
important factor in Géncz’s nomination to the po$tHungary’'s first post-Communist

President. Despite this fact, it is fair to sugghst the plurality of the movement - though
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a product of dire necessity to struggle against\aei inhumanity - was Géncz’s principal
motivation for participation in the resistance aubsequently, in politics. Bearing this in
mind, the way in which Goéncz struggled for demograad that impact on his political
development will be further examined. Before théme following section examines
another important factor contributing to the shgpii Goncz’s political beliefs: so-called

radical peasant populism.

1.4. Peasant populism

In the mid-1930s in Hungary there emerged groumiallectuals known as the 'populist
writers' (iépi irol who attempted to represent the traditional valoeshe Hungarian
peasantry (Némedi, 1995: 69; Kiss, 2002: 749). Witiese writers had differing political
leanings or orientatiorf, the one common element intellectuals shared veEsize to see
radical change in the under-developed, backwandwdgrral regions of rural Hungary. For
these intellectuals the peasants were 'the sodroeomlity’ (Mudde, 2001: 35) and the
root of Hungarianness and these ideas formed tih@spphical foundation of their mission.
The populist writers considered drawing the attentof the ruling elites towards the
reality of the poor peasantry to be their top ptyoiTo this end, these writers, along with a
number of sociologists who felt a moral imperatigediscover the reality of the situation
and the social milieu in which the Hungarians peagdived, conducted so-callédillage
explorations’ (Held, 1980: 335-36; Kontler, 20093 Romsics, 1999: 172, 2005: 523).
They travelled from county to county to uncover thal circumstances under which the
peasants lived, and tried to formulate a solutiontite destitution of the Hungarian
peasantry. Between 1936 and 1938 a series of easasypublished, vividly describing the
pauperised peasantry and the oppressive attitudbeofuling elite towards 'the fate of
three million beggars', and arousing public awaser@ peasants’ poor social conditions
(Némedi, 1995: 703° As Molnar points out, this number is rather exaggsl but
considering that the vast majority of the rural plagion did not possess cultivable larids,
it is highly indicative of the fact that the questiof the Hungarian peasantry was viewed
as the critical social issue of the time (Moln&@02: 271-72). In Rainer’s terms, the one
thing that bound the populist writers together waseral outrage or indignatiorver the
indifference of ruling elites towards the landlgssasants (Rainer, 1993: 34). It is not
surprising therefore that 'at the heart of the fispumovement there lay a demand for
radical land reform’ (Held, 1980: 336) and, witlsthim, the populists considered that it

was necessary to undertake political actions ireotd further their aims and agenda. In
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March 1937 they formed a popular front, the soechMarch Front, followed later by the
founding of the National Peasant Party (NPP).

The March Front had a 'twelve-point manifesto’ dednag radical political and socio-
economic reforms (d@kés, 1970: 87). The guarantee of universal suffraghvidual and
political freedoms, land reform, the elimination lafifundia, the abolition of industrial
cartels, a guarantee of workers’ rights, educatiaeform, the realisation of self-
determination for the people of the Danube valleyoag others were outlined in the
Front’s manifesto (Litvan and Varga, 1995: 166-Bémsics, 2000: 282-83), which called
upon the Hungarian government to take radical actidowever, these radical and
progressive ideas were neither supported by theeteative goverment, nor successful in
prompting the mobilisation of urban intellectuatslaghe peasantry. Consequently, the first
fundamental transformation of the established sirecof land-ownership (Kénya, 2000:
262) and political enfranchisement only took placélungary after the end of the Second
World War, only to be undermined almost immediatahthe imposition of Soviet style of
communism (Held, 1996: 16).

However, even though the era of peasant populismrelatively short-lived, the populist
movement was a significant social phenomenon, amtellectuals of those days strove to
address the question of impoverished peasantryT¢kés notes, populist movements in
Hungary were the genuine manifestation of provinirigellectuals efforts to 'search for
realistic, non-revolutionary [methods of] socio4fioal modernisation and democratisation
at home' (Bkés, 1970: 87) or 'a third road to incorporate lilest and and rejected the

worst features of fascism and communisnék@s, 1996: 6).

At the height of the Hungarian populist movemenhi¢l culminated in the formation of

the March Front), Goncz was still a young man (&arg old) and one who had yet to
formulate his ideas definitively. However, Goncatsn reflection on this period of his life

suggests that the populist movement had an imgoritapact on his intellectual

development:

Look, the impact of the populist writers was sagigant in our generation.
[They] deeply influenced us... | knew the popuiigiters very well because
[one of the] exam questions in my secondary sclgoatiuation [paper] was
also about them... | read the populist writers’ kvand these were the most
important things to read. The populist writers esgnted the view of the
peasantry... In practice, | knew none of them irspe... butheir influence on
my intellectual development was very importang [Interview with Goncz, 18
July 2006, my emphasis].
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This suggests that Goncz's access to the poputigtre/ publication opened his eyes to
the world and reality of the peasantry, and itl&acthat the influence of populist writers’
ideas was entrenched in Goncz’s memory. Of cotingeidea of peasant populism was not
only transmitted to Goncz through his reading égtivout also through his direct and first-
hand experience, as discussed earlier, in his isgpattivity. The particular social issues
that drew Goncz’s intellectual curiosity concernib@ question of peasantry and land

reform.

There is wealth of other evidence to support thetexdion that Goncz’s outlook was
deeply influenced by the populist movement andwhters at its helm. In an interview he
gave on Kossuth Radio, for example, Géncz emphddise role of peasant populism in
the genesis of his political outlook. Furtherma@&ncz claimed that his political views
were already well developed by the time he reati®darly twenties:

Radio Interviewer: What idea of society influenced your political ibékt the

time?

Goncz: In the PTWG, we constantly followed the most inmtpot social

phenomena. By the age of twenty, | already hadliéigad notion which was

organically linked. [My outlook was concerned withp nature of democracy,

the way of democracy, the question of the peasanrtidythe question of land

[reform]. We believed the key to the future of Hanglay in land reform. This

was the thinking among the young intellectualshat time - my thinking as

well. The ideas of the populist radicals influenced [mrmapst deeply]...]

[Wisinger and Laszlo, 2007: 17, my emphasis].
Goncz’'s emphatic statement suggests that his gadlibeliefs were significantly affected
by the idea of peasant populism. The precise cdrafeemocracy Goncz envisaged was
not detailed in the interview (will be discusseddhapter 3), but he believed that the core
of peasant populism lay in land reform and this Magpave the way for the future of
Hungary’'s democracy. According to GOncz’s expoaitih is clear that peasant populism

was a crucial social movement, and he was alsorutsd@fluence.

Another important component which demonstrates @érmmopulist leanings is related to
his preferred literature and his later academisyits in agriculture. Goéncz noted: 'l was
influenced by the populist writers, perhaps Ladd¢é&mneth most of all... My favourite poet
was Mihaly Babits, [who] almost excluded the infige of Laszl6 Németh, but embraced
the political [idea lying] at the root of land refo, that is, radical peasant politics' [...]
(Toth, 2009). Goncz's interest in agriculture lech o acquire expertise in this related area.

This was realised in 1952 when he entered the G®Agticultural University*
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Finally, given GoOncz’s interest in peasant populigms not surprising that the leading
Hungarian intellectuals who had the most impactnupbaping his later political ideas
were also involved in populist movements. For examistvan Bibd, whom Goéncz met

personally, espoused the idea of peasant popuBdnd. was at the forefront of populist

movements. He not only became involved in the ohgfof the March Front (Litvan and

Varga, 1995: 166-67; Szilagyi, 1991: 532), but wk® one of the key founding members
of the National Peasant Party (Berki, 1992: 514)n€z’s own comment regarding Bibd’s
intellectual legacy is indicative of Bibd’s influea on him:

Goncz My political view is identical with that of Bibo.

Kim: You mean, [in terms of] the liberal, social asfect

Goncz: Yes, and populist [ideas], Bibo attached himselfhte Peasant Party,
whereas | attached myself to the Smallholders’yHart] (Joint interview with
Go6ncz and Gontér, 10 January 2008).

Goncz’'s comments on Bibd's intellectual legacy @@ brief to estimate the significance
of Bibd’s role in shaping Goncz’s populist ideologyowever, when Goncz later became
the first post-Communist President, in an openipgesh delivered at the foundation of
New Peoples’ College, he reiterated the fact thabt Blayed a key role in shaping his
political beliefs, including populist ideas. As Ginexplicitly stated, 'Bib6 was my role
model'":

| cut my teeth in the late 1930s under the spefiagfulist culture, at the time of
the radical peasant movement, when a pressing wasdelt for land reform.
Istvan Bibé contributed much to my understandingttipg into focus for me
the component elements which have determined migadlbeliefs to this day.
He was my role model with his gentle radicalismnee Hungarianness
European liberalism [...] (T6th, 1999: 10).

Thus, it can be reasonably argued that Bibd'’s letelal influence and peasant populist
ideology had become entrenched in Goéncz’s politlealiefs. Having recognised this
significance, the next chapter further explores ftades Bibd'’s intellectual influence on
Goncz characterised throughout the latter stagedoicz’s life. The views of the head of
the 1956 Institute, JAnos Rainer are apposite iigard to concluding this exploration of
Goncz’s early political and intellectual developrnen

The populist movement was Goncz’s political schdodeed, it had a big
impact on him... One should not forget that in theginning, the populist
movement was a radical left-wing movement. The eaafsthis [radicalism]
was moral indignation over the peasantry who livenisery, because they did
not have land, [access to] credit, or job oppotiesi[...]. They lived in unjust
circumstances. The village was backward... anctpilist movement fought
against this. It was a left-wing movement of soaatique... It separated
[itself] from the legacy of Horthy’s Hungary (Inteew with Rainer, 22 August
2007).
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With the end of the War, Goncz found his role witthe ISP, which embraced the idea of
peasant populism and represented the interestssofall land-owning peasantry. Géncz
believed that the ISP would serve as the maingiatthrough which he could pursue his
ideals in politics. The substantiation of this @a@ag is the subject of the following section
of this chapter, in which | examine the main chtmastics of the ISP and its political

context in post-War Hungary. This is followed bybdef biographical sketch of Béla

Kovacs — the General Secretary of the party - witiom Géncz established his first

political career as a personal secretary.

1.5. Independent Smallholders’ Party (ISP)
On 4 November 1945, the first free, unfettered ganelection was held in Hungary.
Among the six parties entered into Parliament, I8¢ secured an absolute majority of
votes cast and won a landslide victory.

Table 1: The electoral result of the 1945 parliatagnelection

Parties Votes (ratio)] Number of seats
The Independent Smallholders’ Party (ISP) 57,03 245
Social Democratic Party (SDP) 17,41 70
Communist Party (CP) 16,95 69
National Peasant Party (NPP) 6,87 23
Civic Democratic Party (CDP) 1,62 2
Hungarian Radical Party (HRP) 0,12 -

Adapted from (Bihari, 2005: 74)

The significant portion of seats that the ISP sedun Parliament enabled the party to form
its own government. However, partially due to a-@lection intra-party agreement,
regardless of the electoral result, they were tonfa coalition government (Crampton,
1997: 222) and, more importantly, through the pressof the Marshall of the Allied
Control of Commission (ACC), Kliment Voroshilov,eHSP was compelled to establish a
coalition with three left-wing parties: the CP, thBP and the NPP (Argentieri, 2008: 217;
Cartledge, 2006: 440). This power-sharing strucisrenteresting and, in fact, clearly
representative of the disadvantageous politicatuanstances that the first post-war
electoral victor - the ISP democratic governmemad to face at the time. Founded in 1930,
the ISP was initially a left-wing orientated opgasi party to the conservative government
which existed during the inter-war period (Korésenyoth and Torok, 2003: 192). Its
constituency lay in rural areas and represerited interests of a small land-owning
peasantry, today considered as ‘small farmerék¢s, 1997: 116). The end of the war did
not alter this original platform on which the 1SlB&d, but there was a shift in its political
orientation. It became something of a catch-alltypaan amalgam of anti-Communist
conservative forces (Korésényi, Toth and Torok, 20092). 'The party united several
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different political lines stretching from the cleal right to the national left' (Bozdki and
Karacsony, 2002: 73), indicating that the ISP hadoader appeal to the electorate than the
party’s name might have suggested. The ISP, howewoald not translate legitimate power
into its actual legislative programme without theviet leadership’s consent. Despite the
fact that the Soviet leadership’s approach towafdegary was relatively tolerant and
permissive; as such, free elections were permitiesvever, there was a limit to the Soviet
leadership’s tolerance of Hungary's democratic eepee; this was demonstrated by the
ACC'’s direct and indirect intervention in domesitairs. For example, the post of Interior
Minister - the key to the control of the police aseturity apparatus — should have been
allocated to the ISP. The portfolio, however, wasigned to the Communists owing to
pressure from Voroshilov (Kontler, 2002: 396), amdhs 'thereafter never to be
relinquished' (Rothschild and Wingfield, 2000: 99nhe consequence of this was the
Communists’ misuse of security force to threatetht emerce oppositional forces under the
guise of law enforcement. As | shall discuss belk@yacs and Goncz also became victims

of this abuse, albeit on different charges.

In brief, the overall political situation in whiche ISP democratic government found itself
was in character that of a 'constrained sovereigi@ari, 2005: 60-62) or 'tentative
democracy' (Gyarmati, 2005: 551); in reality, itsnanable to wield and exercise power. As
Goncz, a young member of the ISP, neatly obsemgad;power lay with the Communists
backed by the Soviet army. The weakness of thisepoelation was exemplified by the
ISP’s leniency towards and concession to the demafhdhe Soviet leadership. Géncz
asserted that the reason for conceding was the I&#Ve expectation that the Paris Peace
Treaty would bring about a political turn-aroundmwihe withdrawal of Soviet troops:

The ISP could not enjoy 100 percent power, becthessource of power lay in
the presence of the Soviet army. | remember indetypagreements were
concluded between [the coalition parties]. [Butje tnext day, Voroshilov
announced that if this and that did not happenghtedays, Hungary must pay
off the arrears of reparation. To prevent civil vaad famine, the ISP gave way
again and again... The ISP leaders believed the pgsird@ccupation would
cease... [They believed] once the Peace Treaty wadumed, the occupying
force would withdraw and if there were democratartigs about when this
happened, they could take over power [...] (Heiged985).

However, the Peace Treaty was not concluded asSReleadership expected. On the
contrary, the Treaty allowed the Russian army oHtmgarian territory*> under its
protection, the Communists could lay the foundafmmthe consolidation of their power.
This process developegtadually until 1949, when Hungary became Sovietised with th
proclamation of the Hungarian Peoples’ Republic.
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It is not known precisely when Goéncz joined the,IB& his decision to become a member
of the party was influenced by his friends. Havieglised those PTWG members who
struggled together during the anti-Nazis resistanogements had found a role in the ISP,
Goncz also decided to join the party. Initiallye RTWG leaders requested that Goncz run
for the general election and become a parliamemtabut he refused reasoning that he was
not ready for that position. Instead Goncz took aorsecretarial job for Béla Kovacs
(Hegedis, 1985).

Béla Kovacs was born on 20 April 1908 to a smalgamt family (Palasik, 2002: 9).
During his adolescence, Kovacs was under the infleef peasant populism. He took the
question of the peasantry seriously, and felt therovement of their social environment
was essential. On 12 October 1930 at Békeés, winerd3SP was founded, Kovacs was
influenced by a visionary speech delivered by thetypleader, Ferenc Nagy (Palasik,
2002: 10). This was the most crucial moment for,has Kovacs not only decided to join
the party but later came to a leading positionugloFerenc Nagy’'s sponsorship. In 1932,
he briefly assumed a post of associate-judge insklad] and, after four years, was
appointed to the General Secretary of ISP’s Ba@mstituency” In Kovacs’s political
conviction, the peasantry was considered a natiiie@ (hemzet térz9ewhose virtue had

to be preserved, and he strongly advocated theestteof the peasantry (Vida, 2002-3).

During the German occupation of Hungary, Kovacs o anti-Nazi stance and supported
resistance movements, establishing contact withetders of the HF as well as the PTWG.
With the end of the war, he briefly assumed the pb#/inister of Agriculture, but on 23
February 1946, he resigned from this post'dedicate himself to being the General
Secretary of the ISP. Kovacs was a straightforward, resolute and intggeme personality
(Palasik, 2002: 12) who considered the Communistisnopoly on power to be
inadmissible (Vida, 2002-03). His anti-Communisheli caused a conflict with the
Communists; according to Géncz, Kovacs was audacenough to stand against the
future Hungarian Stalinist leader Matyas Réakosin€&orecounted that: 'In a meeting,
Kovacs once said to Rakosi, "Hey Matyas, havenit got a neck. [If not], how can we
hang you?" People thought [saying] this sealeddies (Hegeds, 1985). On 25 February
1947, Kovacs was arrested for his implication in a@leged conspiracy against the
Republic, and taken to a Soviet labour camp. Fr@#8lonwards, he was transferred to
several camps in the Soviet Union and, on 7 SepmeriB55, by the decision of the

Supreme Presidium Council, Kovacs was handed avéhdg Hungarian authorities. He

33



was subsequently imprisoned in Jaszberény and iith 2§66, through the mediating roles

of ISP politicians, he was releas&d.

Goncz fulfilled the secretarial position until Kmgis arrest by the Hungarian authorities.
According to Goncz’s account, however, this penbavork was an unpleasant time in his
life. Goncz recalled it thus:

When | undertook the job of secretary, | had naidéat it would entail. A
secretary, after all, is a personal assistantetheiclean and feed the boss and
so on. This kind of work is not my cup of tea. Ntd | like calling my boss
'my master’. The time | spent alongside Kovacs {wase of the most]
unpleasant period[s] in my life [...] (Hegésl 1985).

Perhaps, GoOncz’'s independent personality and tlsgraments he undertook were

incompatible. However, Goncz’s sense of dissatigfaovith his professional work does

not necessarily mean that it did not have an ingmbrimpact on the shaping of Géncz’s
political outlook. For example, in an interview tibemszky, Géncz remembered Kovacs
as a statesman who was endowed with all qualhigishte respected and still respects:

| think, among the peasant MPs within the ISP, Ksvéavas the most
influential figure. In my opinion, he was a man wiad the gifts to be a great
statesman: energy, readiness to learn, his visidheo[future], decisiveness
and others... | was a witness on the day when lsetaken away to the [Soviet
Union]. It was at the time that the entire coafitgovernment was in crisis, and
when Communists used salami tactics to [eliminha&sr topponents]. Kovacs
struggled almost alone to protect the party - elgemfronting] Zoltan Tildy
[the party chairman] - from those threats which ednom outside the party...
In my opinion, he lived an unfulfilled politicalf&é. [His abduction meant] the
significant loss of his [vision] on peasants argldatcompanying democratic
[ideals] [...]%"

Go6ncz noted that Kovacs was an important politisidno lived through during the inter-
war period. Goncz was clearly of the view that liseaof the firmness of Kovacs’ own
political principles and beliefs, his integrity aathove all, his courage, which had been
displayed to him, to party members and to politmaponents, Kovacs remained a moral
authority. The practical meaning of Kovacs'’s visarihe peasantry and his ideals remains
open to question, but Kovacs's influence on Gongmditical development is firmly
established. In an interview with me, G6ncz reaféd the argument, noting that:

Béla Kovacs was the General Secretary of the IS®.wds an extremely
important politician who came from a peasant [backgd]. He was
imprisoned for nine years in the Soviet Union. drlg politics from him and
saw politics from his eyes. He had a significanpact on me, because Kovacs
was the first serious politician whom | had evertmel learnt a lot from
Kovacs not only from the perspective of politicsyut balso from his
personality... Kovacs constantly read books and hadtrang sense of
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responsibility as the Minister of Agriculture.ln a word, my encounter with

Kovacs was a critical juncture in my lifgterview with Géncz, 18 June 2006,

my emphasis].
This still does not tells us in what way Kovéacs hadimpact on Goncz’'s subsequent
political developments. However, according to G&narcount, it is clear that he saw
Kovacs as a teacher or reference figure for a gatatesman role model. As Goncz
mentioned, he may have disliked his work as asgistacretary work but his position
certainly as part of his apprenticeship in buildiqghis political career next to the person

to whom he deferred and paid respect at the timekstll does so.

Aside from his role as secretary, another importantivity performed by Géncz in this
period was undertaking the editorship of the wegbdyty magazine, the Generation
(Nemzedék According to Goncz, the Generation was not ssefoé at the time, partly
because the ISP did not have sufficient funds fgpet it, but primarily because the
readership of magazine was not clearly establisBédcz observed! think, we could not
really decide who this magazine was for. Was ittfi@ youngsters or the senior citizens or
the peasants or the studeht§®/isinger and Laszld, 2007: 27). Among those basic
published, the first issue contained one, "Thei€o§ Democracy”, written by Istvan Bibo.

The central theme of the article dealt with the ti@a$ concept of'reactionaries’

(reakcidsok The article is too brief to elicit an underlying messa@powever, Bibo and
Goncz diverged in their opinions over the questminhow they defined and saw

reactionaries.

Goncz interpreted Bibd’'s view as being that reaaiees were those individuals who
openly and consciously stood against democracyhantan needs (Goncz, 1946). Goncz,
however, contended that the reactionaries weralhmtentical and in his opinion, they fell
into two distinct categories: the 'objective’ asubjective' reactionaries. The first category
referred to those individuals appointed to privldgpositions in terms of economic
resources and political power, so-calladstocrats The second type were not originally
aristocrats, but behaved as if they were. Amongstitgective reactionaries, there was a
significant economic gap between the wealthy pdasand the poor ones. The wealthy
peasants behaved like the gentry, whereas thegeasants, who lacked economic assets,
tried to overcome their disadvantaged positionuglhoeducation. The critical issue was,
however, that the vast majority of the Hungariarpypation belonged to the latter
category; a reasonable solution had to be foumatmw this disparity. One of the ways to

bridge the material gap conceived by Gdncz wasotd Bocial discourse or dialogue, in
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the expectation that it would provide some ideasa@ution to tackle the problem. One
could infer that the idea of holding social dialegrould be related to the influence that the
PTWG had on Géncz. As discussed in Section 1.2PTW&G held social seminars where
university students and intellectuals gatheredisous$s social issues and exchange ideas
regarding the question of the peasantry. In thislar however, Géncz did not detail the
way in which social discourse could be organisedk t® mention that no probable
connection between the PTWG and his idea was mpthiedtherefore remains open to
question. Nevertheless, Goncz’s editorship of #mtypmagazine was an important activity
undertaken at this time. It not only demonstratéh&@’s capacity for critical thinking on
the issue of the peasantry, but also highlightedfétt that his own approach to politics

was already well formed by this time.

Goncz's editorial activity did not last long, a®tlSP was gradually dissolved. The State
Security Authority led by the Communists arrestbd key leadership of the ISP in
connection with an alleged conspiracy against tepuRlic. The pretext for this was the
ISP’s complicity in an illegal, secret organisatioh Hungarian nationalists, which had
existed since before the War, the so-called thegduan Brotherly Community (HBC).
The HBC was founded in the 1920s by a group of i@&tvgentry who mainly came from
Transylvania (Palasik, 2000). At the core of thbiought, Hungary was perceived as a
distinguished nation but the development of thisomawas hampered by foreign influence.
In particular, German expansionism was considesed anajor threat; the HBC took an
anti-German and later an anti-Nazi stance. Balirgan&, a nationalist ISP politician, was
the HBC's spiritual leader but, according to Gortbe, centrists within the party - Kalman
Salata, Istvdn Csicsery-Ronay and even the Primashr, Ferenc Nagy - were secret
members (Hegds, 1985). The main goal the HBC aspired to achiea® preparation for

a time when they could form a democratic governmeuat ‘without the participation of
Communists' (Kenez, 2006: 220). The HBC was alsawknto have a secret military cell
whose strength was insignificamthen measured against that of the Red Army (Kenez,
2006: 221). However, uncovering the existence ¢ #ecret society gave a sufficient
pretext for the Communists, who claimed that the CHBonspired to overthrow a
democratically elected coalition government to a&t.wave of arrests in the HBC
leadership ensued, and with fabricated evidence eatorted confessions, it was soon

claimed that the ISP was behind the plot.

In particular, the Communists targeted Béla Kovad® was seen as an obstinate,

intransigent and anti-Communist figure (Cartled?f#)6: 443). Despite his legal immunity,
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on 25 February 1947, Kovacs was arrested by theBawthorities on the grounds that he
had masterminded the formation of a secret anti€darmed terrorist group (Palasik,
2002: 66) andespionage against the Soviet atrfyyorgy, 1947: 309). Briefly tried in the
Soviet military court, Kovacs was imprisoned in aviet labour camp (Romsics, 1999:
234). Other leaders of the ISP suffered a simaae:fthey were forced to resign or sent
into exile. As Goncz noted, Kovacs had nothing dowdth the HBC; on the contrary, he
stood against itKovéacs loathed the HBC... [He] turned red when éartt the name HBC

and died in the belief that he had been its vic{ifdth, 2009). However, as stated above,
some members of the ISP also belonging to the HBWiged a good pretext for the
Communists to eliminate its largest opposition yasthich ultimately resulted itthe first

in a series of show tridlgKenez, 2006: 218), as well as the beginning efeéhd for the
ISP (Schopflin, 1977: 100).

Goncz escaped this purge as he was never a mernttex HBC and his position within
the ISP was a low-ranking one. The excessive ndigm that the HBC advocated was
against Goncz’'s political beliefs, which in turrs@dinced him from it. Goncz said: 'From
the beginning, my opinion was against the Hungaifiemauvinism] that the HBC
represented... They never asked me to join... Perlthey sensed my resistance, because
every time, | stood against the HB(Hegedis, 1985). Despite his non-membership
however, G6ncz was also taken to a military coadnsafter Kovacs’s abduction (Papp,
2002). The charge on which G6ncz was arrested wasetated to the HBC affair but
rather an illegal visit to Romania he made arouhdha end of 1946. The available
documentation does not allow us to uncover whyl8f entrusted Goncz to visit local
Hungarian politicians residing in Romania or theuma of the specific goal to be
attained®® However, inferring from Géncz’'s own account, theim objective of his
business in Romania seemed to have been of ltgmitance. Goncz argued that, given
his low-profile position in the party, he was faorh taking on an important role during his
visit to Romania. His visit was, instead, aimedobaserving the country’s situation in
transition and presenting a report to the ISP atien:

Kim: As far as | know, while you worked at the ISPtk behest of the party,
you went to Romania. For what purpose did you et country?

Goncz | just looked around to see what the situatiors.wa Romania, this
was the transitional period [after the war] andvés not possible to tell how
the situation would evolve. | talked to some Humgampoliticians residing in
Romania and later | gave my report to Béla Kovacs.

Kim: Was your visit not concerned with matters of mehetween Hungary
and Romania?
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Go6ncz Look, | was not an important person. My positiwas far from that

which would have allowed me to do anything suchascluding a peace treaty.

| just looked around Romania, and no more than that@as not assigned a

seriously important political task... Do not assuthat | was an important

politician at this timgInterview with Goncz, 18 July 2006, my emphasis].
As Goncz suggested, from a political perspectivs, visit to Romania may not have
carried great significance. However, the Commuaighorities who accessed information
regarding G6ncz’s meeting with the Hungarian pohlins in Romania, interpreted this as a
serious matter, taking him into custody for intgaton as a result. Goncz was detained
for three weeks and during this confinement, heeandnt harsh interrogation. In his
memory, this was a distressing experience:

It was a cruel place. They made me stand up 36shioua row... [When 1]

collapsed, they made me stand up using a rifle buttwas hard to stand up

for 36 hours. Next day [after interrogation begdnjas already seeing rabbits

on the wall. In the morning, [I] was given a blaaifee in a mess-tin, but they

did not let me go to the toilet. When | was releldbey saidCongratulations,

Comrade to be freed from hérdt was an inhumane, strange, and terrible

experience (Wisinger and Laszl6, 2007: 28).
Despite this interrogation, not one useful piecentdrmation that could have been used to
charge Goncz regarding his involvement in ISP edffgparticularly in connection with
Béla Kovéacs, was obtained and Goncz was releasethi8time, the ISP had lost its key
leadership due to their alleged machinations agdires Republic, and the Communists
were ready to take power. Indeed, this was evidkbgethe rise of Communist power led
by a quartet of Hungarian Muscovites: Matyas Rgkasis Gei, Mihaly Farkas, and
Jozsef Révai. Hungary was destined to enter onheoimurkier periods of her modern
history - Communist rule. Unemployed as a consecgi@r the ISP’s dissolution, Géncz
took on several part-time skilled manual jobs, udahg soldering and pipefittingTbe
Baltimore Sun24 September 1990). At the same time, he tooistarcte learning course
at Godolb Agricultural University, where he specialised ioil serosion and protection
(interview with Szunyog, 19 August 2007). Goncznthwilised his knowledge working as

an agronomist at the Soil Improvement Firm un# tutbreak of the 1956 Revolution.
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This chapter has examined the development of Génuaitical views as they took shape
during his adolescence and early adulthood. As@eyltthe analysis presented here has led
to the conclusion that during the early years oh&ds life, two elements — liberal and
democratic political beliefs and radical peasanpybiesm — were crystallised and
entrenched in his ideological trajectory. The gene$ Goncz's liberal and democratic
political beliefs lay in the PTWG, where he pagpmtied in a series of social seminars of
intellectual forum and that later led him to fing mole in the student armed resistance
movements. The fundamental ideas and values thatZéspoused and struggled for
during the resistance rested in their commitmeinlteorealisation of a free, democratic and
socially responsible society. His first hand expece in the resistance movement served
as a catalyst which, in turn, contributed to thevedl@oment of Goncz’s liberal and

democratic political beliefs.

Similarly, but more importantly, the idea of pedaspopulism was embedded in the fabric
of Gdncz’s political beliefs. Goncz’'s understandimigpeasant populism originated from
his scouting activity, which served as a basisaifing his social awareness regarding the
situation of poor peasantry. Goncz sensed thaé twas a moral imperative for the radical
social and political change, and firmly believedtttand reform and the provision of
national education to the peasantry would sentbeagey means to resolve the social issue
of the age. Goncz's first political activity was the ISP, which embraced the idea of
peasant populism and endeavoured to formulatetat actual policy. This leads to the
conclusion that at this period in his life peaspapulism was the most consistent and
pronounced element entrenched in Goncz’s polibetiefs. Having noted this significance,
the following chapter further examines and trabesdontinuity of the influence of peasant
populism on Goéncz’s political ideas and their cstgmce in his thinking with liberal
democratic ideas, when he experienced one of thst enacial social and political changes

of the age, the 1956 Hungarian Revolution.
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Chapter 2. The 1956 Hungarian Revolution

Introduction

The previous chapter examined the development afc@$ political views during the
early years of his life. It was argued that twonedaits — the idea of peasant populism and
Goncz's first-hand experience in anti-Nazi studesistance movements - were the most
important factors contributing to Goncz’s demoargtolitical beliefs prior to 1956. With
this in mind, the present chapter examines Gonsatsequent political and intellectual
development by exploring his first-hand experieatthe 1956 Hungarian Revolution. On
15 June 1995, in a speech delivered at the comnatimorof Imre Nagy’'s execution,
Goncz clearly stated what the Revolution meanirna h

'56 was a turning point in my life too. It has detsned my personal life to this
very day. Without '56 | would not be standing herdront of you [...] (T6th,
1999: 55).

A detailed discussion regarding the events and ldpreents of the 1956 Revolution,
however, is not provided in this chapter. As Coxesp research exploring 'the events,
meanings and memories of 1956' are on-going in ema&d (Cox, 2006: 3) and, as a
biographer and a historian looking into the pdditiife and achievement of Arpad Goncz,
my research necessarily focuses upon him. Relelvaokground information will be

presented where it is necessary. The chapterd®ldias follows.

The first section examines Goncz’s activity in Betfi Circle. As will be discussed here,
Goncz gave a speech to the Circle which was in ligetonly notable political activity

before the outbreak of the Revolution. Althoughstivas an isolated action and the
implications of this activity are open to questianis worth examining his speech as it

exhibited Goncz’s own view regarding Soviet farmimgdels in Hungarian agriculture.

Subsequently, a brief chronology of the key evehtke Revolution, and G6ncz’s role and
actions in the resistance of 1956 which followed fuppression of the Revolution are
discussed. In particular, G6ncz’s liaison role @gotiations between Istvan Bibo and India
(which took a proactive role in the Hungarian igsaree examined in depth. The chapter

will examine what G6ncz sought to achieve througsé activities.

The remainder of the chapter examines Goncz'sidiferison and, ultimately the chapter
will probe in what way Godncz’s experience of thigsgtal event impacted the shaping of

his political beliefs.
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In general, Goncz had a fragmented memory regartiagl956 Revolution. As Gdncz
acknowledged, he was incapable of reconstructiagidvelopment of the Revolution until
he gained access to the relevant history book:ouldc hardly recount the moments
regarding the Revolution... Until | obtained Bilbinax’s book, | could not even arrange
my memories chronologically. The entire thing wasbiurry' (Hegeds, 1985)° Despite
this vagueness, drawing upon the collated inforomatind documentation discovered in
Goncz’s own essays, his personal Oral History, dpe interviews and newspaper
articles, one can be certain that Goncz did notigyaate in the armed resistance of the
Revolution. Until 10 November 1956, when the Soveates finally quelled the armed
insurgency of the Hungarian freedom fighters, G@ozain activity comprised observing
and witnessing some memorable events. For exampl23 October 1956 when thousands
of demonstrators gathered in front of Parliamemhaeding Imre Nagy’s presence, Gdncz
and his daughter were there and experienced thernpdvwatmosphere. G6ncz recounted:
‘In front of Parliament when people demanded Imegy\ | was there with my little
daughter [Kinga] who was on my shoulders. [Peoltiefumpled newspapers like torches'
(Goncz's interview with Kossuth Radio, 22 Octob80Q). This activity carried a certain
importance as Goncz witnessed and took part indéneelopment of the Revolution.
Similarly, Goncz’s participation in a meeting whémgre Nagy and young insurgents were
present at Nagy’'s house was a notable politicaliactGoncz reminisced about it thus:

We had a discussion at Imre Nagy’'s house. Nagyvedeis saying that ‘here
it is, the entire resistance movement'. The disonswas interrupted when
Nagy’'s secretary came with a memo. Nagy [who saw tiemo] said,
'‘Gentlemen! From now on, we need to discuss andlireg because there is a
dangerous possibility of a Third World War' [braaiout]. This was about the
Alexandria intervention (Goncz’s interview with kngh Radio, 22 October
1990).

The memo concerned the Suez Crisis, which tookeptec29 October 1956 when Great
Britain and France attacked Egypt over access & Shez Canal. GOncz's account
provides an interesting perspective regarding Naggrception of the Suez Crisis and his
sense of reality. In terms of Géncz’s position, bweer, it is far from clear as a sufficient
explanation of his relationship with Nagy and otlresurgents who participated in the
meeting. How could it be possible for Goncz to radtehe meeting? Given Goéncz’'s
position and career at this time — that of an adpucalist — it is unreasonable to suggest
that Goncz suddenly took on a position of leadersind was able to discuss affairs of
state®® In this way, there were a number of similarly ie&ting moments, pictures and
impressions that remained in Goncz's memory, buitoél these are fragments of

overarching revolutionary developments. As a whates lack of relevant material in
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available documentation prevents us from reconstrgi€&Goncz’s political role and actions

over this time period. Thus, research must necssar focused on those events in which
Go6ncz not only became involved, but which also reffiea valid starting point for a

discussion of his proactive political activitieshi§ exercise can justifiably be begun with
the speech that Goncz delivered to théfP&lircle.

2.1. The Petfi Circle (Petwfi Kor)
On 6 November 2001, in a public lecture deliveredCarvinus University of Budapest,
Goncz stated that:

In the preparation for the Revolution, within thrarhework of social debate,
the Petbfi Circle discussed numerous important questionshef age, which

also gave rise to the sea-change in theoreticahzoral authority §iméleti és

mordlis tekintélyek palyfordulagat

The so-called Péti Circle (which was named after the heroic poethaf 1848 Revolution,
Sandor Péifi) was a forum where intellectuals and the genpudlic alike participated in
social debates. Goncz utilised this forum to offer critique of the Soviet farming model
and its relevance to Hungarian agriculture. Desthite fact that Goncz did not take a
leading role in the Circle, it is important to cales the significance of Goéncz's
involvement in it. As Litvan noted, the Circle 'ated the opening wedge of future

intellectual revolt' (Litvan, 1996: 39), leadingttte development of the Revolution.

Founded in March 1955, under the auspices of therUaf Working Youth (Cartledge,
2006: 461; Kovrig, 1984: 93), the B8t Circle was initially no more than a loose
association of former activists constituted frome theague of Hungarian University
Students and the National Association of PeoplesdfeGe (Litvan, 1996: 39¥ With the
dissemination of Khrushchev's 'Secret Spe€ctd members of the party elites and
intellectuals, the Circle was gradually transformaetb a forum and platform where
reform-minded intellectuals and professionals (Ros<s1999: 299) and, more importantly,
intra-party opposition gathered and debated topissiies. Twelve important agendas,
including the need for reform in agriculture, edima and the economy, and above all,
political renewal were set as the central themethiodebate$’ The Circle meetings took
place throughout the spring and summer of 1956,attndcted an ever growing audience
(Hegedis, 1997: 115-24); in effect the Circle mobiliseeé thitherto obedient, passive and
acquiescent society in the discussion of how taesfdpressing issues that weighed upon
the Hungarian population at the time. In Gyarmati#ans, the Circle functioned as the
‘parliament of society', where participants excleahtheir opinions and ideas 'with such
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frankness and willingness that it was as if [megjrwere not taking place in the shadow
of monolithic party domination’ (Gyarmati, 2005:68

As an agronomist Goncz had an opportunity to vhiseopinion regarding the adequacy of
the Soviet farming model in the Circle. The avdgatbocumentation does not enable us to
clarify precisely when and how he became a path®{Circle*® According to records and
minutes compiled by the former Secretary of thecl€iAndras B. Hegdi, however, on
17 October 1956 at the Karl Marx Economic Universit Budapest, Goncz attended one
of the agricultural debates entitled "Garden HupgaiKert Magyarorszay In this
meeting, Goncz contended that the Soviet farminglehe 'extensive farming' — which
required vast areas of land for large-scale prodncif wheat and barley - was essentially
not favourable to Hungary’'s agricultural environr&hlnstead, as a way of enhancing
the efficiency of Hungary’s agricultural system, @& suggested that ‘intensive farming’,
which is advantageous for increasing the yieldrops in smaller land areas, be introduced.
Above all, Géncz considered that the extensiongpicaltural education to the peasants
and farmers was required to help equip them witegadte knowledge of agriculture.
Goncz stated: 'Education is very important, becawsethirds of the peasants and their
children do not have an opportunity to learn howbrome a cultivated peasantry’
(Hegedis, 1994: 150). Additionally, Goncz detailed the waywhich intensive farming
could be implemented and what short-term effects @nsequences could be expected,
after its implementation:

An important precondition of intensive farming fetreduction of the sowing

area of bread-grains... If the sowing area of wieesgduced across the country,

it is expected that, in a smaller area, for thstfyrear, the average production

would not increase significantly. However, a fewasg after, [owing to the

increase of] forage, stock and farm yard manurgueable green crops would

increase to the extent to which the average pramluciould reach the current

level of yield. To be sure, it would be an illusion to believe thadtof the

economies belonging to the socialist sectors cdulttction [well] and be

managed via a large scale madéegedis, 1994: 151, my emphasis].
This speech clearly highlights Géncz’s dissentimgnion and shows how his critical
thinking that was distinct from the official pariye on agricultural policy. As Romsics
noted, if the Communist authorities’ strict contimler education - including political
indoctrination and re-indoctrination courses — mehat pluralistic values were neglected
and dissenting opinions and critical voices amoagpte were neutralised (Romsics, 1999:
281-92), the Circle undoubtedly resisted this byndeding reform and revision of state
policy. Not surprisingly, the Communist leadershimtched the Circle’s activities

anxiously and finally decided to ban it. Howevdristdecision was reversed with the
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removal of Hungarian Stalinist Matyas Rakosi fradme party leadership; it had become
apparent that it was too late to turn back the ¢itlthe reform movement. Indeed, as the
Soviet leadership foresaw, it became a harbingerthef development of the 1956
Revolution: 'the discussion of the BfetCircle [is] an ideological Poznan without the
gunshots' (Kramer, 1998: 179). Given this histdrgignificance, it is fair to suggest that
Goncz’s participation in the Circle and his speestarding the necessity of agricultural

reform carried a certain significance, albeit a ifeatly symbolic one.

2.2. Chronology of the key events of the 1956 Reutibn

On 22 October 1956, the students who believedrtmae should be done to persuade the
Communists to accept their demands gathered @ubapest Technical University. They
formulated a sixteen point agenda outlining thednte fundamental radical reform in
education, the economy and politics; among thésewithdrawal of Soviet troops was set
as the top priority! The following day, university students took to Steeets where they
were joined by the general public, and they alsisted that the sixteen point agenda be
broadcast on Budapest Radio Station. However, tlaedg who were defending the Radio
Station building shot at protestors and conseqyeatpeaceful demonstration turned into
an armed insurgency. This was the beginning ofl8%&6 Revolution which lasted for two

weeks thereaftef

Between 23 October 1956 and 27 October 1956, fradighters and Soviet forces were
engaged in armed clashes. The Soviet military wetgion which had commenced on 24
October at the request of the General SecretatiieoHungarian Workers’ and Peoples’
Party Erd Gei, met with scattered but strong armed resistanoen fthe Hungarian

people. Engagement continued until 28 October whee Nagy, who had by then been
reinstated as the Prime Minister, announced hisegouent’'s willingness to begin

negotiations with the freedom fighters, acknowledgthat ‘the uprising is a national

democratic revolution' (Litvan, 1996: 184).

Over the following three days, from 28 October 136630 October 1956, the domestic
situation of Hungary was stabilised and democrptttical reforms followed. A truce
between the freedom fighters and the Soviet fowas called and Nagy announced the
dismantling of the one-party system and the eshiient of a coalition government. In
response, the Soviet leadership displayed lenieowgrds Nagy’'s reform plan and backed
his government. The Soviet leadership seemed twilbeg to negotiate on the withdrawal

of troops from Hungary and the ‘declaration of malttespect for the independence of
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socialist states' was announced (Litvan, 1996: .18b)the meantime, on 30 October,
Anglo-French forces attacked Egypt over Suez, addc@ along with his friends were at

Nagy’s house when they heard the news.

During the next phase, 31 October 1956 to 4 Novenil®®6, the prospect of armed
clashes between the freedom fighters and Soviee$oonce again loomed. On 31 October,
the Soviet leadership changed their lenient pasitmwvards the Nagy government and
decided upon the re-introduction of a military mmese in Hungary (Békés, Byrne and
Rainer, 2002: 41). In response, on the following, ddagy declared Hungary’'s neutrality
and asked for protection from the United Nationewidver, no positive response and
practical help from the West was forthcoming and4dNovember, Soviet forces began to
crush the armed insurgency. Nagy sought, and wasteg, asylum in the Yugoslav
Embass$® and, on that day, Istvan Bibé (a Minister of Stiatethe Nagy government)
composed an official letter of protest - the Pro@#ion entitled "HungariansMagyaroR
(Berki, 1992: 514) — against the forced removalttef legitimate Nagy governmetft.
Bib6 was mistaken for an ordinary clerk and so e the military crackdown, escaping
from Parliament with the proclamation (Falk, 200336; Granville, 2001: 2). This
declaration was later widely circulated 'eitherpart or in whole' in both the Hungarian
press and 'the world’s major newspapers' (Rair#3132) which, in turn, contributed to
making the Hungarian situation and Bibd’s name kmda the public at large. Over the
period 5 to 11 November 1956, the armed uprising &t down and the two week long

revolution was at an end.

2.3. Rearguard struggle: liaison between Istvan Bil, India and the West

By 11 November 1956 the last of the armed uprisiag been quelled by the Soviet army.
However, the resistance of democratic forces toninely established Soviet-sponsored
Kadar regime continued for some months thereafterkers launched a series of general
strikes demanding the withdrawal of Soviet forced the return of the Nagy government
(Cartledge, 2006: 486), and the Revolutionary Cduat Hungarian Intellectuals —
primarily writers, journalists and student bodieissued statements of protest against the
Soviet invasion and appealed for help and medidtmm any quarter in the West (Litvan,
1996: 100-22; Romsics, 1999: 316-20). Istvan B#é&ymbol of democratic intellectual
resistance, drafted statements, exposés, and prattans and offered his own solution to
the challenges which arose during and after therasgion of the Revolution. Among
Bibd’s writings were the Draft Proposal for a Commpise Solution to the Hungarian

Questions (hereafter the Draft Proposal) is pddrtyworthy of in-depth discussion, as it
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is this proposal that provided the fundamental $&si the democratic forces to negotiate
with the Kadar regime (Granville, 2001: 2; Szildg¥P91: 541). Gbncz participated in
debates on the Draft Proposal and helped Bibé tabksh a rapport with Indian
government officials who mediated in the conflietween the democratic forces and the
Soviet leadership (Litvan, 2008: 378). Moreover,nG endeavoured to smuggle a
manuscript authored by Imre Nagy — "On Communismeafense of New Course" - to the
West and campaigned for clandestine financial sugdpo the families of imprisoned '56

revolutionaries.

One of the key aspects requring examination is ghestion of how Godncz became
acquainted with Bib6 and, how he established aabohative relationship with India
concerning the Hungarian situation. The discus&ibhis issue begins by considering
India’s attitude towards the 1956 Revolution. Hlli, India was 'slow, cautious and
hesitant’ about becoming involved in the HungaRavolution (Kidwai, 1984: 64). The
Hungarian Revolution and the Suez Crisis were coratiand India promptly reacted to
the latter by condemning the Anglo-French interient The Indian Prime Minister
Jawaharlal Nehru stated that: 'In all my experiegndereign affairs | have come across no
greater case of naked aggression than what Framté&magland are trying to do' (Stein,
1969: 86). In relation to the former issue, theidndeadership took an ambivalent stance,
expressing sympathy for those anonymous Hungardrts fought for freedom, but the
Indians were hesitant about becoming directly imgdl On 2 November 1956, in a
telegram forwarded to his ambassador, Kumara Pladbiea Sivasankava Menon
(hereafter K. P. S. Menonj, Nehru stated that: ‘It is difficult for us to intene in any
way but | should like you to let the Soviet authies know informally that this situation in
Hungary is causing people in India much concern raudrally sympathy goes to those
who represent the national desire for freedom' [Hgsan, Prasad and Damodaran, 2005:
453). More strikingly, when the UN voted for theogtion of a resolution condemning
Soviet military aggression, the Indian delegatelsbg Nehru’s confidant, Krishna Menon,
abstained from voting (Gopal, 1989: 307). This atéhtiated approach provoked
controversy among the members of the internatiooalmunity and, India was essentially
criticised for adopting a double standard in isatment of two apparently separate, but
intertwined events (Guha, 2007: 165). As a biogeami Nehru, Judith Brown, has noted,
'the juxtaposition of Suez and the Hungarian upgsplaced Nehru in an unenviable
position' in terms of defending his non-alignmeoliqy (Brown, 2003: 2635
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By the middle of November 1956, signs of the shiftndia’s position towards Hungary
were emerging. In a speech, Nehru called for thit svithdrawal of the Soviet troops
from Hungary and expressed solidarity with the Harran people who fought for freedom,
stating that 'the people of Hungary should be aldwo determine their future according to
their wishes' (Nehru, 1961: 555). What led the dndieadership to reconsider its initial
position towards the Hungarian question? Intermatfigressure from the members of the
UN, advisors within the government and ambassadmpbrts, and Nehru's sister’s
contact, Vijaya Lakshmi Nehru Pandit, (who by tlegs acting as a High Commissioner
in London), all contributed to changing Nehru’'s nsta towards the Hungarian crisis
(Brown, 2003: 264-65). According to Goéncz, howevan Indian diplomat named
Mohamed Attaur Rahman was crucial to the changedi&’s position. Rahman was the
Chargé de Affairs in the Indian Embassy in Budageatkas, 1991). He was assistant to
the ambassador K.P.S. Menon. Menon, however, vgasaaicredited to Moscow and had
another important diplomatic commitment there; Rahnwasde factothe only legal
representative leading the Embassy. In his persOnal History, Goncz explained how
Rahman might have contributed to altering the Indéadership’s position in dealing with
the Hungarian question:

In Budapest, there was the Chargé de Affairs ofltlttan Embassy named

Rahman. He changed the attitude of the Indian gowent towards the

Hungarian Revolution. Rahman clearly [saw] the folty that India’s [role

in the Hungarian question] could be [one] of papating in the settlement of

an international conflict as a moral authority.the Indian parliament, Nehru

said that 'based on the report given by our offi@aident in Pest, we should

[consider] correcting our previous stance' (Hdged 985).
Goncz may have overstated Rahman’s role but, da 8&s observed, while 'no senior
diplomat was present in Budapest, one member olihtian Embassy [Rahman] managed
to get several well-written and detailed report$ @uHungary via Austria' (Stein, 1969:
90) a fact which demonstrates Rahman’s significdocehe Hungarian question. Indeed,
several telegrams exchanged between Nehru and Raimgigate that Nehru’s changed
stance towards Hungary had been informed by Rahrrarthe telegram dated 18
November 1956, in response to Rahman’s reportsyuNefade his position on events in
Hungary and their possible solution very clear:

We have received your telegrams... We welcome dleisiled information
which enables us to form a clearer picture of exe@ur policy is to encourage
the speedy withdrawal of Soviet forces from Hungawmy that this should be
peacefully done. Any violence will not only bringe§h misery but delay such a
withdrawal [...] (Hasan, Prasad and Damodaran, 2067%).
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Four days after this correspondence, Nehru begamproactively engage with the
Hungarian question. He took the initiative in tharnfation of a Delegation of UN

Observers to be dispatched to Hungary. This actias aimed at providing relief,
clarifying the situation that had developed asslteof the Kadar regime’s deportation of
some Hungarian young people who had participatetienRevolution. On 22 November
1956, Nehru simultaneously sent letters to Marshalolai Alexandrovich Bulganin,

Janos Kadar and Josip Broz Tito, requesting theaperation in his arbitration on the
Hungarian question. The letter forwarded to Titavisrthy of examination, as it conveys
Nehru’s ideas most explicitly:

In Hungary there appears to be widespread belafdbportations have taken
place and some evidence is also produced to tfettefAs you know, [the]
resolution sponsored by India, Indonesia and Cewas passed by the UN
General Assembly last night... It would be exceglyirunfortunate if [the]
Hungarian Government or [the] Soviet Governmentigefl to allow [the]
Secretary General of [the] UN or UN Observers totgdudapest now... |
have sent a personal message today to Premier rBuilga well as Premier
Kadar of Hungary pointing out to them that our teBon passed by the UN
Assembly notes Hungarian denials [of the depomali@nd fully recognises
[the] sovereignty of Hungary... In view of sericaldegations and doubts that
have arisen in people’s minds, it is highly dedeator [the] UN Secretary
General and UN Observers to be allowed to go toaBest for talks with the
Hungarian Government. | am afraid that if this pesion is not given, [the]
consequences will be disastrous. | would requést][tyou also exercise your
great influence to get the Hungarian Governmenadwee to the Secretary
General or UN Observers going to Budapest [...] séa Prasad and
Damodaran , 2005: 478-79).

As Gopal noted, Nehru's diplomatic endeavomrarked an emphatic change in his

attitude on the Hungarian event (Gopal, 1989: 309).

The news regarding the change of India’s positoywards Hungary was circulated among
a narrow circle in Hungarian society and, in midvBimber 1956, Goncz came across a
journalist who provided him with this crucial infoation: ... 'Around 10 November 1956, |
[GOncz] ran into a news writer, P4l Magyar. He taié that the Indian officials would
undertake arbitration [between the Hungarian deatmcforces and the Soviets] if they
received a request signed by the Hungarian demodmtes' (Hegeiis, 1985). Having
been informed of the news, Goncz visited Bibé whas womposing the Draft Proposal at
this time. According to Goéncz (in an interview wittungarian dailyMagyar Hirlap), he
first:

got to know Bib6 when [Bibd] worked at a universiifyrary... Bib6 drafted a
treatise with [Ferenc] Erdei and [#§Matyasovszky. At this time, | worked in
a soil improvement firm and Matyasovskzy was myeague.But my really
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close relationship with Bibé was [formed] around Nbvember 1954...]
[Lengyel, 1992, my emphasis].
Thus, according to Go6ncz’s statement, it would appleat the 1956 Revolution provided
the momentum required to bring him and Bibé togetral, a good working relationship
between them was developed thereafter. Indeed, 8idndirmed Goncz’'s view that the
meeting of November 1956 represented the starting pf their working relationship:

Sometime between 9 and 11 November, G6ncz droppedmy flat. | had

known him previously but we were not close frietigsn. However, from that

point onwards, we were in constant touch... Inrtheédle of November, Gdncz

showed me something he had written requesting tigéan government’s

mediation [in the Hungarian question], which | fawed. Later, having

collected signatories from other [social] organ@a, Goncz handed over [the

request] to the Indian Embassy, which he visiteastantly during December

and informed me of [the situation] [...] (Litvanc&Narga, 1995: 495).
Throughout December, Goncz visited the Embassyéetly and one of the notable acts
he undertook was that of conveying Bibd’s Draft ptieal there. Bibé composed the
Proposal after the second Soviet intervention hadlled popular Hungarian armed
resistance. In this Draft, as a way of resolving $ituation that had developed after the
suppression of the Revolution, Bibo proposed ththdvawal of Soviet troops and the
convention of a national assembly (Kenedi, 199668) Firstly, Bibé saw that from the
beginning, Hungary had no intention of breaking yaram the socialist order, but the
intervention of Soviet forces in the popular uprgsiwas counter-productive to the
consolidation of the domestic political situatiazheeved by the Nagy government. For this
reason, Bibo urged the withdrawal of the Sovietyaand proposed that foreign policy
between Hungary and the Soviet Union be revised imay that put them on an equal
footing (with the eventual conclusion of a bilatdraaty). Secondly and more importantly,
the manner in which the social democratic ordetdcbe re-arranged and re-aligned upon
the departure of Soviet troops was detailed. Bilm@scept was that an interim national
assembly - constituted from the delegates of Watk€ouncils and Revolutionary
Committees - could play a major role in the pdditi@rrangement in terms of the
fundamental structure of the state, the constmalicorder and the formulation of basic
laws. Among the most important issues to be decidetie national assembly were the
following:

According to Article | of the draft law of 1946,gHorm of the Hungarian state
is that of a Republic;

According to Article Il of 1848, the form of theudgarian government is that
of a parliamentary democracy built upon an indepehdgovernment
accountable to the general public;

The form of Hungarian society is that of one fréeexploitation (socialism),
which means the maintenance of the 1945 land refaund [that] of
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nationalised mines, banks and heavy industry; tbegigion of opportunity for

the free undertaking of individual and cooperatiasiness with a guarantee of

the prohibition of exploitation [...] (Kenedi, 19961-62).
This proposal was discussed and signed by the neadeoarties, workers’ councils and
revolutionary committees that had emerged or beeonstructed during the short-lived
Nagy government (Litvan, 1996: 116; Wisinger anaald, 2007: 37). Bibé and Ferenc
Farkas signed on behalf of the Peasants’ Party,canfiehalf of the Smallholders, Jr.
Jozsef Antall and Zoltan Tildy appended their sigres. Goncz himself, as a member of
the Peasant Alliance, signed the Proposal (Litu#oh \darga, 1995: 496), and delivered a
copy to Rahman. Bib6 confirmed this act, notingtith@n 14 December, at the draft
editors’ behest [Ferenc Farkas and 1] Goncz togkesoof the Proposals — one in English
and two in Russian - to the Indian Embassy' [...}v&n and Varga, 1995: 497). Within a
week, feedback regarding the Draft Proposal caoma the Indian side. Rahman informed
Goncz of the Ambassdor K.P.S. Menon’s visit to Hestthe business of discussing the
Proposal. On several occasions, between 16 Decearzer8 January 1957, meetings
between Bibd, Géncz and Menon took place at theam&mbassy and the Margit Hotel
(Toth, 2009). Menon confirmed his willingness todartake shuttle diplomacy between
Hungary and the Soviet Union, and agreed to cotiveyProposal to the Soviet leadership.
It was ultimately handed over to Bulganin (Lend\2008: 156), but no positive response
was forthcoming from the Soviet side (Falk, 20036;1G6ncz, 1991: 282). In his personal
Oral History, Goncz clearly remembered the resulbhdia’s mission:

Istvan Bib6 and Ferenc Farkas composed the praopo¥éé [Bib6é and 1]
handed it over to Menon... Menon said that it wabvered to [Bulganinf
but he did not receive feedback. He said [Bulgadidh't refuse to accept it
but made no comments on it either (Heiged 985).

Another important activity undertaken by Goncz veasuggling Nagy’s manuscript on
Communism in Defence of the New Course to the W@strvenka, 2000; &0si and
Molnar, 2003: 159; Kozéak, 1991: 115; Petri, 2002)e manuscript was originally written
by Imre Nagy after he was ousted from the premiprsh this manuscript, Nagy defended
the New Course® the main aim of which was easing the problems edusy ‘forced
collectivisation and industrialisation' and 'mitiigig the repressive and arbitrary features of
the totalitarian system' (Kovrig, 1984: 92). Oneygmf the script was kept by Laszlé
Kardos, who was not a member of the Nagy Groupwhd sympathised with the New
Course>® Géncz had become acquainted with Kardos when medostudent armed
resistance movements during the German occupafi@udapest. Kardos was active as
one of the leaders of the Freedom Front of HungaBtudents at this tinté. Around
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March 1957, Kardos and Goéncz collaborated with amether in the smuggling of Nagy’s
manuscript to the West (Cservenka, 2000; Litvar82®36). This operation was made
possible through the assistance of Nagy Regéczzid.aa former military officer, and a
chauffeur to the First Secretary of the British &egn, Christopher Lee Cope ¢Kosi,
1991: 217). Regéczy-LaszIo, a distant relative 0h€z, acted as an intermediary between
Cope and Goncz and arranged a series of secretngeeln his Oral History, Goncz
explained why it was necessary to take the mamisorit of the country: 'Kardos said
there was some material written by Imre Nagy tlzat to be sent abroad. If Nagy was tried,
it would be possible to prove he was a Communisr &ll. | looked for my old friend
Regéczy-Nagy... and at his flat | met Cope' (T@00)9). Goncz and Kardos expected that
if the manuscript were successfully smuggled toWrest, it might have helped to rescue
Nagy from execution after his forthcoming trial. itould provide important counter-
evidence to the official propaganda and disinforamatisseminated by the Kadar regime
to the effect that Nagy had sought 'a counter-tdiai in a socialist system' (Gough,
2006: 110) and attempted to restore a capitaléro?

Cope agreed to become involved in this mission estdblished the precise manner in
which the manuscript could be smuggled out of thentry. An exact time and venue were
arranged in advance and in the early spring of 186icz met Cope. The moment when
the manuscript was handed over is vividly descritpe@&oncz:

On 14 March [1957] | was at the Miniatur coffee-gho receive the file from
Kardos... He brought a briefcase [with Nagy’'s dcmgide], and put it on the
ground, then left the scene with my bag... | stajfegte to hand over the
briefcase to a passing car... [Cope’s] car appearet the manuscript was
taken. It went to the [British] Legation [...] (Hedis, 1985).

The joint operation was successful and the mamiswras ultimately delivered by the
British Legation to the Emigré Revolutionary Comedt based in Strasbourg (Rainer,
2002b: 307). In an enclosed letter forwarded to ohdhe leaders of the Strasbourg
Revolutionary Committee, Sandor Kiss, Goncz urdredpublication of Nagy’s manuscript
and detailed the situation of Nagy, who was awgitiral at this time. Goncz wrote:

It appears that Imre Nagy’s trial is imminent. Befahis trial, | saw the

publication of the enclosed piece of work was neass even if you [may] not

agree with all aspects of Nagy’s political viewgjuarantee the authenticity of
it... The condition of publication is that only théungarian Revolutionary

Committee must act as publisher - other publiskarsiot take this role. The
entire text must be published... The publicatiorthef work is urgent. | trust
your judgement [regarding whether the work needsefodistributed via radio

or the press... | consider the translation of tlhekwnto English, French, Italian,
German and any other languages spoken in Demoétatiple’'s Republics is
necessary [....] (Kis, &zeg and Solt, 1992: 889).

51



Indeed, Nagy’'s work was translated and publishesewveral countries, including France,
Germany, ltaly and the UK (Rainer, 2002b: 291), aet/s regarding the publication of
Nagy’s essay was broadcast by the BBC in LondonRemtio Free Europe (Kis,dszeg

and Solt, 1992: 889). As former British AmbassatoHungary, Peter Unwin noted, the
essay 'created a stir' among its Western readesiip offered a unique insight and
valuable revelations regarding 'the closed worldthe® Communist leadership’ (Unwin,
1991: 112). However, as Bibd’s Draft Proposal cowdtlchange the direction of the Soviet
leadership’s foreign policy towards Hungary, theags- other than drawing Western
interest and sympathy for Nagy and his reform polidailed to give support and practical

assistance to Nagy at his trial; Nagy and his agsescwere destined for execution.

The last activity carried out by Goncz before hesvaarested was campaigning for the
Hungarian Aid (HA —Magyar Segély movement. Originally, the HA was a world-wide
solidarity movement led by Western governments @mid organisations. Sympathising
with the Hungarian population, it had drawn on widiials and organisations across
Europe to provide moral and material support to freeedom fighters during the
Revolution (Ksrési and Molnar, 2003: 73§. Goncz, one of the '56 revolutionaries who
committed himself to rearguard actions, knew, diyeand indirectly the families who
were in desperate need of moral and material stypgad thus, decided to act for them. In
particular Géncz endeavoured to win émigré supfoorfamilies and friends in need. In a
letter forwarded to Sandor Kiss, Goncz appealedfaterial assistance for the dependent
families of the revolutionaries who had alreadyrbagested:

At home, another wave of new arrests has hit and esnsequence, Laszl6
Kardos and others among my acquaintances have deested. More and
more, the families who were arrested are findingntbelves in a difficult
situation... Please offer financial support to thpgople listed in the enclosed
letter..%® Probably, in one or two weeks, Bibé and | willthken into custody.
In this case, please take care of our familieg(Kis, Készeg and Solt, 1992:
889).

Shortly after this correspondence, Goncz’s clanmesactivity was uncovered by the
Communist authorities and on 28 May 1957 Bibo aidhéZ were both arrested and their
rearguard actions ceased. Despite their arrest, stilelarity of Hungarian society
demonstrated during the Revolution continued, tholeyver people were willing to take
part in resistance as Kadar's power was graduaftigsalidated. As Goncz's wife
Zsuzsanna Gontér neatly asserted, this sense @il smdidarity shared by anonymous
Hungarians served as an impetus for the familiesered, enabling them to cope with the

difficult circumstances:
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Everyone who shared a sense of solidarity with "figerevolutionaries took
risks... | received money from Goéncz's Boy Scout' efrds and his
paediatrician friends who collected money for ugha hospital. Although |
was unable to make a decent living with my pay, fammily had no problem
with finance. | really don’t know where and how rgatimes we received
support. They just left money next to the windowleft an envelope at the
door without a name on it. Our circle of friendssaantastic (Interview with
Goncz and Gontér, 10 January 2008).
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2.4. Trial, imprisonment, hunger strike and the translation bureau

At midnight on 28 May 1957, two weeks before Nagyial and his subsequent execution,
Goncz was arrested by secret police at his flagumpicion of complicity in overthrowing
the state order of the People’s Republic of HundBeszét, 1990; Matrahazi, 1989; Pal,
1991; Petri, 2002). Gbncz was taken to the headeofif the police and justice department
where the Investigation Division of the Budapestid@oDepartment, Capital Military
Court, Capital Military Attorney's Office and Psyatric Examination Institute were
located®According to Litvan, this place was hidden from therld, and in it secret trials
were prepared, which then proceeded under a shobadcrecy. Imre Nagy's trial on 15
June 1957 was at this venue. Litvan noted:

The police and justice system operated in secredia they [the Communist

authorities] could conceal the truth that the InNagy group was not in

Romania but at homeSlyorskocsiStreet] in preparation for the trial. The trial

proceeded [as planned] but the news became knowtimetpublic only after

Nagy's execution (Interview with Litvan, 22 July@&).
By the end of Nagy’s trial, Gbncz, together withb&iand Regéczy-Nagy had been
detained for 14 months and during this time theyew®imarily interrogated in connection
with their actions pertaining to India and the Wdsach of the accused was questioned
individually thus preventing any meetings betwedmBGoncz and Regéczy-Nagy during
the interrogation. Nevertheless, before the tttady once had an opportunity to see each
other. In that meeting, Bib6 and Gdncz behavediisttcally to save Regéczy-Nagy by
taking all the responsibility for their collabonati actions. Regéczy-Nagy reminisced about
the manner in which questioning proceeded and hilnd 8hd Goncz acted at the time:

They [the investigators] wrote down our personatords. Bibé was

interrogated alone then Goéncz followed... Whenasymy turn], both of them

sat down... Bib6 wanted to save us, and Goncz datdesave me... The

interrogators said if they could hang anyone twibey would hang Bib6 and

Goncz twice. They were angry on account of Bibo @ddicz's [attitudes] [...]

(Interview with Regéczy-Nagy, 5 October 2007).
The extract above implies that the spirit of sdiityathat Goncz, Bib6 and Regéczy-Nagy
had shared and demonstrated in the course ofaersestactivities was kept alive during
their internment. The quote does not furnish ué aisufficient explanation regarding the
circumstances under which interrogations were hilowever, given the precedent of
Nagy'’s trial, of which 'preparation, inquiry ancdtgrrogation] were carried out in absolute
secrecy' at this place (Lendvai, 2008: 221), ialisost certain that Bibd, Géncz and
Regéczy-Nagy were also placed at a similar disadgann terms of defending themselves
in their forthcoming trial. Indeed, in his Oral kbsy, Goncz confirmed that during the

questioning, defence lawyers appointed to him aegéRzy-Nagyle factowere unwilling
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to represent them in trial, and instead providegrauatical counselling. Goncz noted: 'l
realised my lawyer could not defend me in practiCehe only defence [suggested] to me
was to say that "Bibé was accountable for [evenghiand forced me to join in"...

Regéczy-Nagy's lawyer did the same thing, sayingt thtGoncz was responsible for
[everything]™ (Hegeds, 1985).

While Goncz and his associates did not receive um®ful legal advice and counselling
from their lawyers, there were people who offeredrath support and help to them. In
Gobncz’'s case, these people included his wife amerastingly, his prosecutor, Janos
Kovacs. During the interrogation period, Goncz wasned from receiving any visitors,
but occasional exchanges of letters were permitteder strict conditions, and this
correspondence encouraged Goncz to endure harsthipdversity during his internment;
it became the source of the maintenance of 'agtspiritual link' between him and his
family. Géncz recounted how letters from his wiggwed to sustain his mental strength:

| was allowed to receive letters from my wife andéis, but no names and

numbers could appear. Once they [the censorsltegjdwr letter because there

were too many names in it. It was useless to expiaithem | had four

children... 1 am very proud of my wife who did a gogmb [in delivering

messages to me]. Once when she sent in a packdgmtbing], she wrote a

letter in dark blue ink on a dark blue scarf. Thaml didn’t recognise it... We

had a very close spiritual link (Hedgexj 1985).
In addition to his wife’s support, the prosecutoovidcs played an important role in
defending Goncz at trial. Given that some questigneonducted before the trial was
arranged in preparation for imposing a severe seaten Goncz, he anticipated the verdict
that would be handed down. Godncz recounted: 'lse@lit was a hanging matter when the
psychiatric examination was done... When | returtoette jail from [the examination], the
guard told me that it wouldn’t be painful to be pad. It wouldn’t be worse than having
teeth out' (T6th, 2009). Yet, in this unfavouralsieuation, Kovacs helped Goéncz by
informing him before the trial of the legal rightte retained for example, the right to
remain silent and more importantly, by his actiaminlg the trial in declining to ask for
capital punishment (Papp, 2002; Petri, 2002). hasknown why Kovacs tried to defend
Goncz during the proceedings, but the unusual ctaraf this situation was demonstrated
by the reaction of the embarrassed judge who hpdated the prosecutor to ask for capital
punishment. Goncz vividly remembered the dramatoent of the day of trial, thus:

When the prosecutor did not ask for the death pgrtak judge leapt up in
anger. 'Now, please give us the sentence you derfiade kérem The
prosecutor said 'l request the second heaviestrsezit In response, the judge
once again said 'give us the sentence you demiémelprosecutor said, as |
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already mentioned, 'l request the second heawestisce' [...] (Hegdds,

1985).
Whether or not the prosecutor’s request was coreidie the verdict for Goncz’s trial is
unknown, though the judges did decide not to hatigaa (Goncz’s interview with Bartok
Radio, 12 July 2002). It is not clear what circuamsial factors could have affected the
change of verdict at the last moment, but accortin@Goncz, the India government was
behind the commutation of the death sentence. hmenous interviews, Goncz underscored
the significance of the Indian government’s roler lExample in an interview with a
Hungarian political and cultural monthly, Goncz eaanted that, 'According to legend — |
cannot confirm the truth — Nehru saved us [Bib¢ @ddicz] from hangingBeszéf, 1990:
6-7). Similarly, Goncz once again highlighted tbh&erof Nehru stating that 'Miraculously,
they did not hang us [Bib6 and Gdncz]. Probablgréhwas an intervention from Nehru,
but | cannot confirm thig?

Since this remained an unconfirmed story as fa&s@&scz was concerned, | endeavoured to
locate evidence to shed light on Nehru’s role ia phoceedings of Bibd’s trial. Nehru's
autobiographies, biographies of his life and KSPMenon’s diaries and other available
documentation were scrutinisédAlthough no compelling evidence demonstrating
Nehru’s direct intervention in Bibd’s trial was davered, there is an indication that Nehru
was consistently exerting pressure on the Sovatdeship and the Kadar regime to stop
the reprisals against those who fought for freedord were later imprisoned for their
involvements in the Revolution. For example, acowydo one of Nehru’s notes dated 6
September 1957 recalls:

I met the Soviet Charge d’ Affaires this afterncamd spoke to him about
Hungary.... | was worried... about reports of presepgdenings in Hungary.
We were informed that large numbers of arrests @ntvictions were still
taking place and that the secret police which hessed to function in the
Soviet Union and Poland and other countries wilssstly much in evidence in
Hungary. Our own Ambassador [K.P.S. Menon], who hecently visited
Budapest, also reported to us that while thereldesh some improvement in
some [aspects of] the situation, it was regrettdiide so many political arrests
were being made... | mentioned to [the Soviet ChafgAffairs] also that |
had received a telegram from some Internationabéiation of Jurists saying
that trials in Hungary did not allow adequate fiéieis for defence... | added
that | hoped that the Soviet Government would a@gertheir influence in this
matter in creating normal conditions in HungaryeT3oviet Charge d’ Affairs
said that he would communicate what | said to lxeghment (Hasan, Prasad
and Damodaran 2007: 663-64).

Nehru’s conscience was clearly disturbed by theeldgpments that followed the

suppression of the '56 Revolution. He was cleaflhe view that a series of reprisals and
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political trials taking place in Hungary were coemproductive to the restoration of social
order and normality. Thus, he urged the Sovietdestdp to influence the Kadar regime to
change or at least ease their retributive actig@nat the Hungarian people. Moreover,
according to a journal article containing the testny of Mohamed Attaur Rahman, the
Indian Charge d’Affaires, the Indian leadershipiplaimatic effort did effect a change in
the sentence imposed on Bib6 and Goncz. Rahmanntszh

... The interesting point for us is that the coroiselikely to have had enough

evidence against the two freedom fighters [Bibo @dhcz] to have sentenced

both to death by hanging. [But this did not happenjust therefore assume

that our intervention has saved them from thgt(Bonn, 1991: 46-47).
Similarly and more explicitly, in an interview withhe Hungarian socialist daily
Népszabadsagrahman once again highlighted the fact that diplienefforts made by
Indian officials were crucial to the alteration af decision made at Bibd’'s and his
associates’ trials. This was realised through afiam military attaché who established
warm and amicable relations with a high-rankingotdf of the Soviet military leadership
— the former Chief of the State Security AgencyanivAleksandrovich Serov. Rahman
reminisced about how diplomatic action might hasted in saving Goncz’s life:

When their [Bibd’s and Goncz’s] trial was under way [Indian] military

attaché who was accredited to Hungary and had d gaationship with the

Soviet military leadership came over from MoscovBtalapest. | asked him to

try to intervene in the trial, because the chaagminst Goncz] — collaboration

with a foreign force - seriously threatened to (ites] a death sentence. On 1

April [1958], among guests, as his old friend, étiaché thanked Serov for [his

presence] in the military parade... and he laterutised [the matter] with him

for a long time.This [may have] had an impact on [the trial] orntay have

been Nehru's personal interventionToday it is difficult to clarify [which

affected the trial]. In any case, among the coswidtthe Bibd trial, our friend...

had a narrow escape.Today, [his identity] no longer needs to be cofexta

His name was Arpad Goncz [Farkas, 1990, my emphasis
This still does not tell us whether it was the &rdattaché’s influence or Nehru’s personal
mediation that was responsible for the change®w#rdict given to Géncz. However, it is
certain that the influence exerted by the Indiad&ship ultimately prevented Géncz from
being hanged. This relief effort fell short of spopy Kadar's extensive reprisals taken
against those anonymous Hungarians who were inedecefor their actions during the
Revolution®® Nevertheless, in doing this, India demonstratgdad example of solidarity
in action and of the values they upheld. In anrinésv with a Hungarian political weekly
1680ra Rahman made clear that the values embraced bindien leadership was their
understanding of and appreciation for the will ainigarians’ yearning for freedom and

truth, which came from peoples’ hearts and minds:
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Newspaper interviewer What was your motivation in deciding to stand on
the side of revolutionaries in the Hungarian Retioh?

Rahman: | had to stand by the truth. From the very bemignof the
Revolution, even a blind man could have seen tiaettire [city] of Budapest
was in a fever of freedom. Above all, we hearddftht finally we are free'.
'We are not afraid of fighting for freedom'. In gleecircumstances, | would
have been very cynical if | had not resolved to fmething] {680ra 23
April 1991).

With the end of trial in August 1957, Bibo and Garlwegan their imprisonment at the
Gyiijtd jail (Gyijté foghal, which had also been the veffudor the execution of Imre
Nagy and his associaté3Within the Gyijté, they were confined to the specially
designated cell, the so-call&is foghazwhere a group of political prisoners who received
heavy penalties for their involvement in the Retiolu served their sentences. According
to Litvan and Varga, between March 1958 and Decem®&1, around 411 political
prisoners were in custody. Among them were high profile figures — whose regtion
numbers began with the prefix 476 - Laszl6 KardBépor Tanczos (Secretary of the
Petfi Circle), Tibor Déry (an eminent writer), Zoltarildy (Secretary of State during the
Nagy government), Miklos Vasarhelyi (Chief Presermary of the Nagy government),
Gyorgy Litvan (an historian), and Bib6 and GonckheTauthorities could have mixed '476-
ers' together with common criminals as a delibeattempt to further humiliate and
brutalise them. According to Bibo, however, the 4ré were separated from common
criminals. Bibo noted: ... 'The 476-ers exclusivetgupied herelis Foghat. This meant
the prisoners with registration numbers beginniii§ were there. This [the 476-ers] was a
kind of society, [...] a leadership whose namesewlenown well [to the people]' [...]
(Litvan and Varga, 1995: 470).

Isolation from the outside world and separatiomrisiends made it difficult for the 476-
ers to serve their long sentences and endure thrensady restricted conditions and
circumstances surrounding them. According to a @rmmonvict and '56 veteran, Imre
Mécs, the restricted conditions included regulatibwisits, letters and parcels. At tKés
foghaz visitors were permitted for ten minutes everymignths, and correspondence was
allowed every three months (Wisinger and Laszl&@72@5). All of this meant that the
prisoners were very disconnected from the outsidddyThe greatest anguish the 476-ers
had to bear was that of witnessing the final momeitthe prisoners who were to be
executed. Goncz recalled the crushing effect thahessing the final day prior to
execution of his friends had on him and his fellmmvicts:

At the Kis foghaz every other second or third day, two or threesqrers,
shouting - 'Dear fellows! Don’t forget us' - wergkén out for execution. |
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didn’t know anyone who had to be brought underdhltows... There were

two girls who were to be executed — Mari Wittned afati Sticker. Perhaps

they were taken out to be hanged because we — weh® on the first floor —

heard their screaming. 'Murderers!" and then theegoof [the guards retorting].

"You are the murders!... Next day, we were takenfouexercise and heard

one girl crying... The girl cowering was Mari and wih&he recognised me, she

told me: '‘Boys, forgive me! | was not executed ydfati' [...].%2
Prisoners who had to spend time at & foghazwould have shared similar experiences,
and these remained painful events in their livesweler, prison life was not always so
testing; there were moments of relief and solaciehvhelped the jailed revolutionaries to
endure. Some such moments were provided by thelateon bureau located at the Vac

prison where intellectuals met and could discusdsbues of the day.

The Vé&c prison, nicknamed the 'House of Lords' tselcthe good memories for the 476-
ers® Unlike the Kis foghaz prisoners were not executed there (Wisinger aaszIp,
2007: 83) and, more importantly, the prisoners wale to work and see one another at
the translation bureau. It is not known preciselyew the translation bureau was set up
within the Vac jail. According to Litvan, howevet,was established in order to meet the
demand from high ranking functionaries within then@nunist party for information and
intelligence deriving from Western literature. Tedsureaucrats lacked a good command
of foreign languages, the 476-ers were put todkk of translation. Litvan explained what
type of literature the intellectuals were able teess and, in what way translation work
brought benefits to them:

We translated the memoirs of Churchill and De Gaudlterature relating to

military [history] and so on. These had to be tlatesl, because the

Communists did not know foreign languages... Lateme of these [works]

were published [in numbered editions] by the patyplisher. Copies were

numbered, because they were not legally allowdsketeead outside [the upper

echelons of the Communist hierarchy]... Bib6, Gonod ather intellectuals

worked there for several months. We were able tetmegularly... This was

the best workplace in the prison (Interview witltvain, 22 July 2006).
In order to better understand the reasons why mgatthis particular type of literature was
prohibited outside the prison, it is worth briefgoking into a cultural policy adopted by
the Kadar regime. In essence, the main frameworth@fKadar regime’s cultural policy
consisted of the so-called three Ts: 'Supp®dnfogatdy Toleration Tzrés) and Ban
(Tiltas)' (Cartledge, 2006: 506; Kontler, 2002: 445; Raresil999: 389). Literary works
that fell within the first category were non-patdéi and pro-government in character,
whereas any works containing an element of crinca voicing defiance of the regime
were denied distribution to a wider readership.ti@fse three criteria, toleration was the

most tactful and crafty self-censorship measureloflg as the message that authors tried
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to convey to their readers did not overtly challetige regime, publication was permitted,
and thus a little freedom was granted. The godlKldaar sought to achieve through using
the three Ts system was clear: the neutralisatidheocriticism from the intelligentsia and
silencing the voice of dissent. In this light,sthardly surprising that the Western literature
the '56 intellectuals gained accessed to at the pM&on was forbidden material for
Hungarian society. Goncz neatly captured how thitucal policy actually affected writers
and their readers, and more importantly what camseces it had for the 476-ers
themselves:

Writers were classified into three groups: the spoed, the tolerated and the
blacklisted. Those in the first group had prostitlthemselves for everyone to

see. The third group was equally cut off from lyiliterature. The tolerated

writer was in the hardest, but professionally Hea#t, situation. He became
tough like a hunted fox, his work was sometimesliphbd... by writing coded
messages between the lines he took a risk... Butdrnisur remained intact, he

had not prostituted himself and he was still aavijt..] (Toth 1999: 224-25).

The translation work that the '56 intellectuals evepmpelled to do at the Vac seemed

bearable, even enjoyable.

Firstly, translation work laid the foundation forb@cz’s later literary career. As Litvan
explained, Goncz, along with other '56 revolutioesirwas able to access various works of
Western literature primarily concerned with the €@far and military history. In addition,
Go6ncz gained access to some classical westeratliter andbelles-lettres for instance,
Galsworthy’'s Forsyte Saga which he managed to read through, translatingnto
Hungarian (Barabas, 1989). This work was ultimasstyuggled out of the prison by his
associate, Gyorgy Litvan, and the translation watkr served a basis in G6ncz’s pursuit
of a career as a literary translator and writer.aim interview, Géncz explained what
translation work meant to him personally:

In the prison, for three years, | worked as a tedos at the translation bureau
which meant | was given [a chance] to prepare fgdater career. For the first
attempt, | managed to complete translating the yEersSaga and Litvan
smuggled it out to my wife for our wedding anniass When | was released
from prison, this brought me a job, as | found egpient in [literary
translation]’°
Secondly and more importantly, translation work tdboted to the development of
Goncz’s intellectual life. Reading and translatiragious pieces of work not only helped
Goncz to widen his scope of knowledge in the reldidd, but the translation bureau itself
also provided the main impetus for Goncz to engaghscussions and debates with other
imprisoned intellectuals. When Gdncz was internielis foghaz he was separated from

his associates and placed in solitary confinemé&his effectively disconnected Goncz
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from communication and connection with his friendige translation bureau, however,
provided an opportunity for the re-establishmentaitact and engagement between them.
For example, of the well-known '56 revolutionari€gncz was reunited with Imre Mécs,
Gyorgy Litvdn and Istvan Bibd at this translationrdau (Hegeiis, 1985). The lack of
relevant material in available documentation prév@s from reconstructing the content of
the discussions that went on. Nevertheless, imgrffom Mécs’s account, during their
discussions, a wide range of topical issues inolydpolitics were covered. Mécs
recounted:

Physically we [may] have been confined in the prisuot, in spirit, we freed

ourselves. We were able to debate and discusscpadind social issues. We

did not [feel] we were losers... We were on an is|ahd island of '56, where

dissidents could preserve the picture of Hungaeaking out [from the prison]

[...] (Wisinger and Laszl6, 2007: 90).
Mécs’s statement demonstrates that the intellee@nghgement the '56-ers shared at the
prison provided an important impetus to sustainrtheental strength. The prison might
have restricted and deprived the '56-ers from timglividual liberty but they were able to
maintain an intellectual capability through diséass. Mécs’s account implies that
intellectual engagement served as a vital meamesidgting the sense of being vanquished
that some of the '56 revolutionaries might have ifethe prison. Furthermore, it was the
main channel through which the '56 intellectualsrenvable to overcome the physical
limitations and constraints imposed upon themhtiudd be noted that while they were
working at the translation bureau, the prison gsiawkre not present; this in turn
encouraged an atmosphere in which the '56 intebéstfreely discussed and exchanged
their ideas. Goncz noted: 'We were very pleasdtte translation work. The guards were
not allowed to enter the cells when the prisonezsevdoing translation work. This was an
interesting [phenomenon] of the Communist systameview with Goncz, 18 July 2006).
In this respect, it is also fair to suggest thabgoamal attachments or bonds of friendship
among the '56 revolutionaries deepened to the exbewhich they became theiaison
d’étre during imprisonment. Goncz reminisced about thedR#ion and assessed the
effect that it had on him in terms of the developtr& human relationships:

| considered my time in prison to be useful... Twmeeks’ revolution remained
superficial [in my memory], but before my arrestnmade durable friendship
[with the '56-ers]. Later, this friendship was deegd to the extent [that] it
signified a reason for being to me... If peoplengpwore than a year in prison,
[feelings of] hatred could develop but fortunatdlgid not come to have such
feelings [...] (Hegets, 1985).

Goncz, together with other '56 intellectuals, utaolgk translation work until Easter 1960

when they began a hunger strike.
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In April 1960, a hunger strike of convicts begantte Vac prison (Krési and Molnar,
2003: 159). The direct cause of the strike wasgimaiion over the 'double standards’
applied by the Kadar regime (Lendvai, 2008: 218itdlly, the prisoners were informed
that they would be granted an amnesty and reldageditumn of the same year (Révész,
2000: 175); this was confirmed by Kadar's speediveled at the General Assembly of
the UN. In this speech, Kadar announced that tisé majority of political prisoners who
had been sentenced for their involvement in the61RBvolution had been or would be
released from prison. Kadar claimed:

... More than three-quarters of the people calleddcount for their acts in
connection with the 1956 counter-revolution haveeady been released by
general amnesty and returned to their daily liiexiay in our country, fewer
people are in prison than at any time in the ewmtteof Hungary as an
established state [...] (Romsics, 2000: 241).
In reality, only partial pardons were decreed taegtain group of high-ranking party
functionaries; 'the generals, the leaders of then@onist Party, writers and politicians
were released, whereas students, ordinary sol@giets members of the small local
committees were excluded from the amnesty and dtaygail' (Litvan and Varga, 1995:
475); among the well-known figures freed by thisnasty were a former Minister of
Defence Mihaly Farkas, and the head of the Staterfg Authority Gabor Péter (Kurcz,

2010; Lendvai, 2008: 219).

Discontented with and infuriated by official propagla and lies, the prisoners launched a
hunger strike. It is not known who made the firsiva, but Goéncz and Bibo joined the
strike. Unsurprisingly, the action was receivedhwitostility by the prison guards, who
considered the strike as a serious challenge teroiiche wardens attempted to use the
incident to make prison sentences more stringewferuthe pretext of prison riot or
disobedience. This, however, came to nought antkads the authorities decided to
separate the group of prisoners by transferringnthe different branches of the prison
service. Consequently, Géncz and Bibd were trarefeto Marianosztra - an infamous
prison where the so-called 'Class Enemiédégen osztaly served their sentencés,
whereas other figures from the '56 revolutionasesh as Gyorgy Litvan and Sandor
Fekete were relocated to @6.”> Litvan remembered how the action of the hungékestr
could have changed the sentence of prisoners:

They [guards] recorded how many times the prisongftssed to eat meals. |
think Goncz refused to eat lunch once, but he wae aategorised as a
striker... The prisoners were transferred to othis gccording to the record.
The vast majority of prisoners were transferred&toraljathely... while the
prisoners who committed serious crimes were takeMéarianosztra. At the
time, Goncz and Bibd were taken to Marianosztra..e Ghards wanted to
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initiate new trials against them [Goncz and thos® yoined strike] as they [in

the guards’ view] had committed another crime. ¢harge against Géncz and

Bibo could have meant their sentences being chaingedlife sentences to the

maximum penalty. However, this did not happen [.Injgrview with Litvan,

22 July 2006).
As Goncz eloquently asserted, the hunger strikeclwhiook place at the Vac was 'a
manifestation of solidarity in action among thespriers' (interview with Goéncz, 18 June
2006) who were outraged by the official propagaadd the double standard applied by

the Kadar regime.

In March 1963, a general amnesty was granted teditical prisoners who had been
prosecuted for their involvement in the Revoluteomd who had been excluded from the
partial amnesty issued previously (Ekiert, 1996; S@&ain and Swain, 2003: 162). This
action was due to Kadar's agreement with the Urfades (later consented to by the UN)
that a compromise would be made, and once theriSéners were freed, the question of
Hungary would be removed from the UN agenda (Rosndig99: 332§° Kadar, who had
already gained 'approval for an amnesty from Khebhsl' (Gough, 2006: 143) used it as a
bargaining chip to reinstate Hungary's legal statithin the UN’* and ultimately win
international recognition for the legitimacy of hisgime (Kontler, 2002: 437). A former
co-convict from Bibd’s trial, Regéczy-Nagy, explaththe core of the issue:

After the 1956 Revolution, with an absolute majgrihe General Assembly of

the UN [agreed] that the Soviets must leave Hundaeg elections were to be

held, and amnesty granted. [But] with the passddene, it became clear that

the Soviet forces would not withdraw [from Hungary]U Thant [the

Secretary General of the UN] said 'the questiorMwhgary is protracted'. 'At

least the issue of an amnesty' for political pressn[needs resolution], then,

Hungary could retrieve the right of attending then@ral Assembly of the UN.

This was the [essence] of the matter (Intervievhvidegéczy-Nagy, 5 October

2007).
As a result of the amnesty, four thousand people wedeased from prison, including Bibé
(Gough, 2006: 143), but his co-convicts - Goncz Bedéczy-Nagy — did not benefit from
the amnesty (Cservenka, 2000). The precise reasdahdir further stay in prison remains
unclear to this day, but according to an officiet@unt given by the authorities at the time,
Goncz and Regéczy-Nagy were excluded from releasause they did not fall within the
limits of the cut-off date set for the amnestythie event that political prisoners committed
a crime after 1 May 1957, they would be excludemimfrthe amnesty (Hegés, 1985).
However, the given explanation is contradictorBdsd — who had acted with Goncz - was
freed at this time, whereas Goncz and Regéczy-Namgwined in jail. Bibd’s high-profile

— he was the Minister of State of the Nagy govemand several of his works had
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become known to the West — may have drawn intemnaltiattention and pressure from the
international community resulting in his releass. @dncz noted, 'Bib6 had to be released
as the eyes of the world’s press were on him..b&bly Regéczy and | stayed in jail
because little attention was paid to us and we \We=® important and not internationally
recognised figures... [But this] remains an enigiHagedis, 1985).

Three months after Bibd's release, in July 196&06ncz and Regéczy-Nagy were granted
individual pardons and releasedofsi and Molnar, 2003: 159, 173; Petri, 2002; Szalé
2006). Following his release from prison, Géncempted to resume his agricultural study
which had been interrupted by the outbreak of teedRition. However, he was unable to
complete his study due to his involvement in thedRetion. Goncz recalled:

The head of department told me that | was not atbw change the world and
at the same time finish university... He banned nmmfrcompleting my
agricultural studies at any of the universitieglingary (Gonz, 1991: 296).

Having been thwarted in this regard, Goncz tookwrjiing professionally. Firstly he
worked as a part time translator for the Veszprénerfical Heavy Industry Research
Institute. Thereafter, he continued utilising hiagksh language skills to build up a
professional career as an English-American liteteagislator and writerEsti Hirlap, 20
June 1995). This literary life was interruptedhie second half of the 1980s when the time
came for demanding reform and political change ag=an. Goncz, alongside his friends
who had shared his fate during prior attempts at@oviet resistance, was ready to act and
take the leadership of the revived dissident mowvemnmiEhis intention was realised when
the taboo topic of the rehabilitation of Imre Nagyd his associates was raised and the
Committee for Historical Justice was founded. Twil be discussed in detail in the next
chapter. Before embarking on this task, the chagiecludes by exploring the reasons for
Goncz’s participation in the resistance of 1956 aidht his aims were. Finally, | will
examine in what ways, if any, his first hand exgece in the 1956 Hungarian Revolution
contributed to the shaping of his liberal and deratc political beliefs.

One possible explanation for Goncz’s determinatooparticipate in the resistance of 1956
may have been his sympathy with Nagy’'s politicadiam. As has been discussed in
Section 2.3 of the chapter, Goncz demonstrategdlisical stance in favour of Nagy’'s

position. The following two comments are of parlégurelevance here. Firstly, in 1953
when Nagy delivered a radio speech regarding ttnedaction of the New Course, Goncz

was surprised but showed his appreciation of incdoted:
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We listened to the [speech], Zsuzsa and | lookeelah other, agreeing that
some kind of new world was upon us because he spokengarian and told
the truth for the first time in several years. lasvimpossible not to see the
importance of the thing (Téth, 2009).
Similarly but more strikingly, in an interview witHegedis, Goncz asserted that during the
development of the Revolution, he not only saw tinat future of Hungary lay in the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party (HSWP) led byghaout he could also have joined it:

Goncz | could have joined the HSWP led by Nagy. | bedé that a way out

from the given socialist [order] was necessarys™ias not only my opinion

but was also shared by others, because [peoples bf belief in the

programme and its morality became apparent.

Hegedis. Whose loss of beliefs in what are you talking#Bo

GoOncz [What | mean is] the loss of belief in socialistself or in that of the

Communist Party. A Communist party led by Nagy dobave started from

scratch (Hegeis, 1985).
It appears from this statement that Goncz wishesiggest that a new world breaking with
the past could have been opened up to the Hungpopalation and that Nagy was a
central figure bringing this fundamental change.tmone hand, Géncz saw that the root
of the problem weighing upon Hungarian society ilaypeople’s distrust of the ruling
Communist party. Lies, propaganda and promises gpledbut unfulfilled by the
Communist party had distanced the Hungarian populdtom the party, and this in turn
led to the moral crisis of the existing socialistier’® On the other hand, Nagy's radio
speech provided a realistic assessment regardingoilmtry’s situation and gave hope and
vision to the Hungarian people. Gdncz, along witb Hungarian population shared this
view and considered Nagy’s programme as a bluefoma remedy to help extricate the
country from its predicament. For this reason, Gé@imought that, if necessary, he would

have joined the party led by Nagy, playing his quant within it.

However, it should not be concluded from the abdigeussion that Goncz's support for
Nagy’s political vision means Goncz was a Commumsio attached himself to the
Maxist-Leninist idea and dedicated his life tonéslisation. On the contrary, Géncz had
pursued his political path in the ISP, an anti-Camist party that existed between 1945
and 1948 (Section 1.5 of Chapter 1). This therefoiggests to us that there would be other
reasons as to why Goncz saw the future of Hungarynre Nagy. According to Péter
Kende — Goncz’s life-long friend, who lived throutite Communist era — for Géncz, the
name of Nagy and in fact to the Hungarian poputatiogeneral, signified the feasibility
of democratic changwithin the existing socialist order. This idea of so-@@lldemocratic

socialism' was a prevalent phenomenon of the age @incz believed that Nagy was
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foremost in embodying and representing the Hungaraiant of this idea. In response to
my questior!, Kende succinctly stated:

Like Bibo, Goncz thought that social justice coudd achieved through
economic improvement and that the equal distrilbutod [income] was a
means to this end. In this respect, Goncz, alorly Ribd, was a socialist but
not in the sense that the Maxist-Leninists [conegjvIin 1953 or 1956 Goncz
sympathised with Nagy because he saw that he dmMidsocialism with
democracy through Nagy. The [foundations] and pakof this democratic
socialism were formed in the middle of the 20thtagnbut by the end of the
century, when the world economy became globaligdds] idea became
[obsolete] as people no longer considered it [todadistic]. But in 1956, many
people considered it as a possible form of soamli$oday, it remains a
principle or a concept (Interview with Kende, 5 Qlr 2007).

Regéczy-Nagy reaffirmed Kende's view, stating ttiet idea of Nagy’'s socialism was
sufficiently visionary so that he was also undsrinifluence; not least because it was seen
by him as the only alternative form of socialisneg@czy-Nagy noted: 'l accepted the idea
of socialism, because there was no other altemalnthe presence of Soviet troops, the
maximum extent of reform Nagy could have [impleneeiitwas the easing of political
pressure and terror... But the Soviets never utmBishis and were not interested either’
(interview with Regéczy-Nagy, 5 October 2007). law of these statements, it is safe to
suggest that Goncz’s comments regarding his wilkesg to join the Nagy-led HSWP were
an expression of his sympathy and respect for Nagglitical vision, and not a sign that

Goncz could indeed have pursued his political caasea Communist.

A second and more plausible account lies in Gonsajsport for the popular will and
values proclaimed by the Hungarian population dutine Revolution. Initially, Goncz
was hesitant and unsure about whether the evensiwgady a protest to serve the interests
of a particular group or an uprising that arosemfrthe aspirations of the Hungarian
population. Having realised that it was a genuiraifestation of popular will (the will of
those anonymous Hungarians who wished to consw@usbciety different from the
previous regime), Goncz decided to join the evémtan interview with1680ra Goncz
clearly stated:

When the revolution broke out, | had to ask mysdiether the event was
simply [led by] the reform Communists (by the InNagy group) or whether
this was also my revolution. When one or two dagssed, while people were
making up their minds, [I was able to make my deaqisthat this was a
popular revolution soit also belonged to mEL68Ora 27 October 1992, my
emphasis].

This lends weight to the claim that Goncz’s sympatith and, appreciation of, the will of

the Hungarian population led him to join the Retolu. Although this does not provide us
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with a solid context regarding the demands andsgtfa@ Hungarian people sought to
achieve, Goncz implied that the spirit of unity swlidarity was embodied in the 1956
Revolution. In his memory, the event remained alsylin flame of the popular uprising
that belonged to everyone; it could not be appated by a person, an interest group or a
political party. In fact, when one examines GoOncewn assessment regarding the
significance of the 1956 Revolution, it becomesdewni that unity of the nation was the
most essential value for Goncz. In a parliamentgpgech delivered for the 34th
anniversary of the 1956 Revolution, Goncz definled practical meaning of unity and
what it meant to him personally:

We went on defending the memory of unity, the sth@amotion: ‘we are one'.

It meant more than just the undisputed common gealhad proclaimed

together during the Revolution: national indeperdemeutrality, justice, the

creation of a communal society thought to be stjahon-exploitative and

cleansed from every stain [...] (T6th, 1999: 64).
The above extract suggests that - for Goncz - i@fieance of unity was more than an
emotional attachment to the people he interactdd dirring and after the Revolution.
Goncz implied that under this slogan - "we are onepeople took an oath of their
commitment to the common goals they sought to &ehiAbove all, the restoration of an
independent nationhood, the right to self-detertionaand the creation of a socially equal
society, all of which would lead to the democratansformation of the country, were set
as the main objectives to be attained. This was alggraved in Goncz’'s’ mind and
consciousness, which in turn led him to participatthe Revolution. In an interview with
the 1680rg Goncz once again highlighted the assertion that unity of the nation
culminated symbolically in the events of 1956 ahdttthis was a moment of the truth
demonstrating the will of Hungarian nation:

In modern Hungarian history, 1956 was the momengrate and truth that

unequivocally [manifested] the [will] of nationahhiy... The revolution so

united [people] as it began fromtabula rasa[tiszta lappad]... [In 1956] there

was nothing other than tackling the dismantlikgakaritag of the Stalinist

dictatorship and the restoration of the countrgideipendence. The goal set for

the revolution was so clear [..1@80rg 22 October 1991).
Judging by the above excerpt, it is clear thatGiimcz’s historical consciousness, 1956
remained a juncture epitomising the unity of theiamain Hungarian history. Géncz
implied that people’s long-cherished desire to bredth the practices of the previous
regime - or its social order - led the Hungariarpylation to take to the streets. The
abandonment of Stalinist dogmatism and its rituacfices and the reinstatement of
national sovereignty were demanded and set as dfiegskues to be addressed. Goncz

supported this idea and believed that the reabisabf these goals would contribute to
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opening up a new beginning of the country’s histég Rainer noted, if 'the ideas and
experiences of the revolution influenced the lifel @hinking of all of Hungarian society'
(Rainer, 2002a: 7), Goncz was also influenced kyRavolution and imbued with this idea.
It can thus be assuredly stated that Goncz’'s witiess to take a role in the resistance of
1956 signified his support and respect for the sdibat the Hungarian population aspired

to achieve.

In terms of the development of Goncz’s politicaéws, what impact did his first-hand
experience of the 1956 Revolution have on him? étedhin Chapter 1, it was established
that during Goncz’s adolescence, the idea of ragieasant populism and his experience
in student armed resistance movements were theimpsttant contributory factors in the
shaping of his political views. In the former iddand reform and the provision of
education to the poor peasantry were considerdtieamain issues to be tackled. In the
latter, Hungary’s extrication from the Second WokNar and, the restoration of the
country’s independence, democracy and social pistiere set as principal goals by the
student resistance. While Géncz interacted withwaasl influenced by both ideas, peasant
populism was the more pronounced factor in sha@égcz’s political beliefs at this time
of his life. If one traces the continuity and distinuity of peasant populism and its impact
on Goncz's political ideas, it becomes evident ttiet significance of this factor was
receding into the background during and after teedRiution. Instead, there was a shift in
his political orientations towards liberal and dematic values. Despite the fact that
Goncz’s pursuit of the idea of peasant populism @xadenced in the speech delivered at
the Pedfi Circle and, in his attempt to complete his agltigral studies, all of which were
prevented (or interrupted) by the development efRevolution. Goncz was still under the
influence of peasant populism, but the will of Harign population epitomised under the
banner of the creation of a free, self-determined socially responsible society more
convincingly imbued him with liberal and democratieliefs. Such a sign was evidenced
through Goncz’'s commitment to resistance whichitmaly believed would contribute to
informing the outside world of the truth and ethafsthe Revolution. Even during his
imprisonment, Goncz along with his friends rumiodaten the significance of the

Revolution that they witnessed and experienced.

Thus, the events of 1956 had a reinforcing effecthe development of Goncz’s liberal
and democratic ideas which had been shaped thrbisggproactive role in the student
resistance movements. The common denominators bibahd Goncz with the 1956

Revolution and the student resistance movements laig aspiration for and commitment
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to the realisation of a free, democratic and sbhcrasponsible society. Having noted this
importance entrenched in the fabric of Goncz's tmali beliefs, the following chapter

further examines and traces the significance of ateatic and liberal values when he
witnessed and underwent another dramatic changbeoHungarian society in the late
1980s. The chapter will probe the process by wHhibncz’'s political views were

developing and crystallised into a cogent, mordess definite liberal and democratic
ideological trajectory. It is appropriate to cord#uthis exploration of Goncz’s political

and intellectual development with his own thougdmsl views regarding his experience in
the student resistance movements and the 1956 Revol

| am not a saint. When | was conscripted into thengarian] army, | deserted
with arms, | fought against the Nazis... If onceeogave one’s life for

democracy, there is little doubt that one wouldegone’s life again. The

Revolution ended my [agricultural] studies. On thigasion, | was lucky again
because | witnessed a great deal of inhumanityerAthe defeat of the

Revolution, with my friends, | did not want to [abs®e] something like a
political way out or a compromise,naodus vivendwith [an order established
by] the Soviet Union. [We] did not [want to] repdahe eight terrible years of
the past. [But] our attempt was not successful..a Iclosed and secret trial,
with summary proceedings, without any possibilityappeal, | was convicted
to life in prison on a charge of conspiracy an@sm... In the prison, | taught
myself English and today | feel that it was wortkirtly imprisoned for this

reason alone [...] (Goncz, 1991: 8-9).
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Chapter 3. Dissidence in the 1980s

Introduction

The previous chapter examined the developmenteol @56 Hungarian Revolution and its
impact on the shaping of Goncz’s political beligfs. has been argued, Géncz'’s first hand
experience of the Revolution had a significant intma his political development. Despite
the fact that the activities which Goncz undertdokowing the suppression of the
Revolution, failed to influence the Soviet leadgrsh intentions for Hungary, Goéncz
succeded in making a clear demonstration of his @wlitical stance. The basic but
fundamental elements of democracy — the realisati@nfree, self-determined and socially
responsible society — were Goncz’s ultimate godliawas to the achievement of this aim
that he committed himself wholeheartedly.

It was also noted that Goncz’s subsequent imprisoiroontributed to his intellectual and
political development. For Goncz, incarceration didt mean the cessation of his
intellectual and political activities. On the canly, the existence of a translation bureau
within the prison meant that Goncz was able to ssaaluable Western literature which
was largely beyond the reach of the general pulilie intellectuals alongside whom
Goncz served his sentence proved able and vigatebating partners. They along with
Goncz envisaged the future of Hungary and waitedHe appropriate circumstances in
which they might realise their ideals. Such an opputy first appeared for Goncz early in
1988 when he began to engage in political actsjtieunding the so-called Committee for
Historical Justice (CHJ). In his personal Oral Bliigt Goncz reminisced about this
moment:

Early in 1988, there were three great things inntiading... | remember at least
[among '56-ers there were] three preliminary ageseson the need for the
Commitee for Historical Justice. We felt a moralligdition to [form the
organisation] and we felt the time [for action] waee [...] (Téth, 2009).

This chapter continues the exploration of Gonczhtipal development in the late 1980s.
The first section of the chapter briefly examinég tmain features of the social and
political change in Hungary during the second lohlthe 1980s. The main focus of the
remainder of the chapter is then devoted to examithe role and the activities that Goncz
was engaged in while associated with these oppasitiovements. Finally, the chapter
explores what Goncz sought to achieve by undergaktiese actions and explains their
significance in terms of the development of higtdd and democratic beliefs as well as his
political career at this time.
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3.1. Political and social changes in the second haf the 1980s

In the literature on Hungary it is generally aceebthat the late 1980s was an epoch
marked by the regime’s deepening crisis. Althoughthen leaders had held power for the
three decades since Revolution, their grip wasomgér as assured as it had once been
(Barany, 1999; 113-25; Bayer, 2005; 130-35; Kor§gét092: 1-10; Kontler, 2002: 458-
68; O’Neil, 1998; 579-603; Pittaway, 2003: 57-6IgtRschild and Wingfield, 2000: 239-
43; Romsics, 1999: 412-23, 2007: 13-139; Schopflel: 60-63; Swain, 1993: 66-70).
The domestic situation was described as 'Gulashn@onsm’, a system based on an
‘unsigned informal tacit social contract' betwelea Kadar regime and Hungarian society
(Hankiss, 1990: 35), the essential conditions ofctvhwere the provision of relative
material affluence by East European standardsturm for the relinquishment of the right
to public participation in politics. However, byetthate 1980s this arrangement was losing
what little attraction it had held. In the Kremlillikhail Gorbachev — an advocate of the
fundamental, far-reaching reform of state socialisnder the banner oPerestroika
(restructuring) andGlasnost(openness) - came to power. Gorbachev’s signifigaisc
nicely captured by Whitehead: "The most cruciaftghi the international context [was]
Moscow’s decision to lift its military veto over éhunfolding of indigenous political
processes... The linchpin that upheld the entigeoral system was removed' (Whitehead,
1994 41, 47). In turn, the consequence of thieri@l and external change strengthened
dissident voices and increased the level of saligdatisfaction with regard to the decline
of living standard® and the gerontocracy, led by Kadar, who was tow $b react to the

rapidly changing circumstancés.

Although the core of the party-state institutioesained intact, Kadar's grip on power
was at stake and the pendulum of public opinionngmecisively towards the politics of
change®® As a result, in June 1987, a new Social Contraérsadalmi Szerrlé9 was
formulated by the democratic opposition made uphef urban intelligentsia who had
appeared in the late 1970s as a response to thmation of Czech Charter #7.They
concluded that 'K&dar must go' (Kiss and Vida, 2@0548). Similarly, in September 1987,
another major strand of the opposition — the paputitellectuals who primarily came from
writers’ backgrounds and had a politically natiestabutlook - gathered at Lakitelek and
established the Hungarian Democratic Forum. Infatending statement, the populists
declared what they sought to achieve: 'The Hunggreople have been swept into one of
the gravest crises of [their] history... This forumould be suitable for discussing our
serious problems, analysing certain topics, andgsneg proposals of alternative solutions'

[...] (Romsics, 2007: 372-73). Inspired by the fatron of a populist front, the democratic
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opposition, who were by then mainly concerned wille formulation of reform
programmes and the circulation of underground pabbn, chieflySamidzatlso decided
to found their own forum, creating the Network o&€ Initiatives, which later became the
Alliance of Free Democrats. This followed the ebshiment of an alternative non-
Communist youth league, the Alliance of Young Derate (AYD)® All of this was
indicative of an emerging political plurality, asayger notes, this political pluralism was
one of the distinctive characteristics of the Huregaprocess of political transformation in
the 1980s (Bayer, 2005: 133).

At this historically dynamic juncture, Géncz, amamber of the older generation who had
experienced the Second World War and the 1956 R#on|l engaged in the emerging
social movements and played a part in the develaprokpolitical change. Imre Mécs
noted: 'lt was in the Committee for Historical Jeesstand the Network of Free Initiatives
that Goncz’'s political activities began in the 198QPapp, 2002). Goncz’'s dissident
activities contributed to increasing his moral awiy which, in turn, led him to be
nominated for the post-Communist Presidency. THeviing sections of the chapter
explore Goncz’s participation in these pivotal abaind political movements.
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3.2. The Network of Free Initiatives and the Alliarce of Free Democrats

The Network of Free Initiatives (NFI), a loose atice of various independent civic groups,
clubs and organisations, was founded on 1 May 188&0ki and Karacsony, 2002: 87;
Jenkins, 1995: 185). In its founding statementNR¢ urged Hungarian society to break its
silence and, to confront the need for the creatiom societal forum where intellectuals and
the general public could hold a dialogue to corfrilve deepening political and socio-
economic crisis:

The economic and political crisis of our countryrapidly deepening. Society

no longer believes that the regime is capable e¥gmting the decay [of the

system]... Social groups must be organised andt(éate] their demands... But

this movement must reach a higher level to breakféitalism [prevalent] in

public opinion so that society itself becomes padit force. We consider it to

be important for the newly organising groups tospree their independence

and diversity [and that this] develop[s] into plisan... Ultimately, we believe

that such a body which is capable of assessingsitnation and stating its

position regarding important national issues, niesestablished.

The current initiato — members of different groups and those outsige th

groups who agree with us — suggest that the Netwbrkree Initiatives be

created [...] (Miszlivetz, 1995: 229-31).
As individuals and representatives of autonomouosigg that were critical of the regime’s
policies joined the NF¥! it attempted to operate as a single umbrella dsgéon
integrating existing democratic forces (Kontler,020 464; Romsics, 1999: 420, 2007:
101). In fact, according to a Hungarian politicaiesitist, Ervin Csizmadia, the founding of
the NFI was partially attributed to cross-natiomdluence emanating from Poland. The
parallel lesson that campaigners drew from thesRoolidarity movement was that
Hungary needed to create a similar pressure grdughvwould represent a unified societal
stance, as this would create the conditions in lwhéc political space for public
participation could evolve. Csizmadia noted 'Sgcist also accountable for its own
situation. The [current] crisis would last long[etje longer the different groups of society
[took to press their] demands' (Csizmadia, 199%)48he NFI was expected to fill this
gap, and it aspired to function as a viable alt@ragolitical force. With its basis in grass-
root initiatives and, having underscored the sigaifce of pluralism, the NFI did not
represent a single political line or platform ar tstructure of the association was
naturally horizontal. The Provisional Coordinati@ommittee of the NFI did not give
specific direction but rather acted as a chanmelugih which members of various groups
were able to communicate and update informatiomrdgg its recent activiti€s. With
the exchange of information, opinions, and theisaof experience among its supporters,
the NFI was intent on drawing a social consensuksaating its position with regard to

critical issues of the age. For example, on 1 M@§8lwhen the NFI adopted the draft of
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its operating principle, it also unveiled a visionaoncept regarding political reform. The
document - entitled "There Is A Way Out" — contdirsefundamental political framework
including demands for the formulation of a new d¢iugon, the establishment of a new

parliament and the guarantee of civic rigfts.

By the end of summer of 1988, it had become evideat the NFI's strength — the
representation of pluralism and civic initiativeshad turned into its weakness. In the
absence of coherent leadership, the NFI attempteth¢compass different ideas and varied
values but, 'this participative way of functionifiised on wide-ranging negotiations
among the member organisations was too slow ane-¢mnsuming' (Bozoki and
Karacsony, 2002: 88), and resulted in operative kwess. Furthermore, the ruling
Communist leadership announced that they were willyng to discuss state affairs with
those opposition groups that 'had [their own] paogme and formal membership that
could be considered as a party’ (Miszlivetz, 190%2); the NFI faced a dilemma — the
Network had to decide whether it should continudutaction as a front for the existing
democratic forces or, to transform itself into atpavith individual membership. One of
the advocates of the second option, Balint Magseasoned that without organising the
NFI into a properly coherent framework, its pokiicole would become marginalised in
the process of political transition (Boz6ki and &esony, 2002: 90Y. In contrast, Ferenc
Miszlivetz preferred the first choice as he wagsha opinion that the maintenance of the
NFI might become the platform for the creation ofadust civil society in Hungary.
Miszlivetz argued:

They [those who supported changing the Network anfmarty] told me: let's
close off the regular meetings. 'We neither needynpeeople nor have time to
listen to the opinion of all taxi drivers... We ahe vanguard and elites'. | did
not like this... | think it was a mistake to closi the Network at such an early
[stage]. We should have sought compromise and catpe [among various
groups]. We should have created a strong civiletgciAt least, it should have
[functioned] for another six months in order to ®@e a political force
(Interview with Miszlivetz, 16 July 2007).

This incongruence in opinions was brought to an @md.3 November 1988 at the Jurta
Threatre, where the future of the NFI was ultimateécided through a vote. The vast
majority of participants supported the second apéind agreed to establish a proto-pérty
named as the Alliance of Free Democrats (AFMadyar Hirlap 14 November 1988;
Magyar Nemzetl4 November 1988Jépszabadsad 4 November 1988).
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From the outset, Goncz undertook a proactive noléhe founding of the NFI and also
participated in the composition of the foundingtestaent®® It is not clear who first took
the step towards establishing the NFI but, accgrdon Géncz, 'l have to say that this
thought was already in the air. It just had totogated by someone. | was also one of the
initiators' (Wisinger and Laszl6, 2007: 59). As @lbserver, Géncz along with other '56
veterans took part in discussion and debate atEieneetings; Goncz saw the sharing of
his experience and knowledge with people as orfdsomost important tasks. According
to Miszlivetz, it was at an NFI meeting that Goificgt encountered the future leader of the
country, Viktor Orban, who took the leading roletive founding of the AYD at the time.
Miszlivetz noted:

| am not saying that Gdncz was too active in thd. Mfe did not speak out

much but he was there and at times expressed mgopHe was rather an

observer. Goncz wished to share his experience théhyounger generation

and, precisely with Orban’s circle. He said thatwould be happy to talk with

the students'. But the Orban circle never camednc [...] (Interview with

Miszlivetz, 16 July 2007).
It is not known why Orban and his associates distdrthemselves from Gdncz, but in
Goncz’s explanation Orban’s decisive and indepenplersonality appears to be one of the
factors. In his Oral History, Goncz remembered @rh& an attentive participant but one
who was cautious about committing himself to amyghspecific:

| got to know Orban and Laszlé Koveér at the NFI tmags... Normally, they

listened to [other people] and, if necessary, esged their opinion. They

remained [both] within and simultaneously outsithe NFI. They had not

decided yet where they [should] belong to... | ospeke to Orban saying

‘come to see me'... Orban said, 'l will tell themembers of the AYD] about

your offer'. But, up to today, they have never dsoe.

Hegedis: | think they might have been afraid of your inflgen

Goncz: Yes. perhaps. Unfortunately, this [fear] was degeign their attitude...

| was sad to see this situation [...] (He@edl990).
This still does not sufficiently account for theegtion of why, and for what ends, Géncz
was willing to meet with Orban and his camp. Gitlea role of the NFI as a social forum
for all, Goncz may have thought that this would &eyood opportunity to share his
experience with an energetic but still inexperiehgeunger generation. Moreover, NFI
members may have been keen to foster the plural@y were advocating for wider

Hungarian society within the alliance itself.

Inferring from an interview G6ncz gave to Hefisdit is possible to establish that ideas of
political pluralism were of utmost importance fodi@&z. In the interview, Géncz presented

his own definition and the concept of democracy:
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| think we must support initiatives which came fragnass-roots dlulrol],

because they expand the [scope] of democracy. EWs/ion democracy have

never changed. Perhaps, the only difference wasinh&a956, | didn't feel

pluralism [as] a timely [demand]... Democracy ig aanatter of goodwill, an

idyll, but the question of an institutional systerAnd, of a precisely

circumscribed sphere of influence where strongtrast groups come to the

fore in free contest. But we must also listen te tpinion of the minority

because it could become a majority view tomorrow.tfg basic requirement

of democracy is pluralism, a democratic institwnél system which [allows

for] free enterprise to release human energiesaandcrease in the number of

independent personal and economic units. SincesI[active] in the Pal Teleki

Work Group, | felt this way and my views [on demaxy] basically have not

been changed [...] (Hege&s| 1985).
Evidently, the significance of pluralism was undered by GéncZ® On the one hand, he
acknowledged the importance of free competition, aelved that those interest groups
which exerted stronger influence with articulatendeds would be the major player of
democratic politics. On the other hand, GOncz tthek minority view into consideration,
implying that the ideal democracy he envisioned aagstablished political system which
could reconcile differing interests and varied esland, if possible, strike a balance. As
discussed in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1, this palitiasion had already taken some shape
when he was active as a member of the Pal Telekk\Wwoup (PTWG) and had been

maintained over the course of his life.

In terms of the development of Goncz’s democrateas with particular reference to his
view on pluralism, there was a continuity betwele@ PTWG and the NFI, and this had
consistently remained in his political consciousneBy the time that Goncz gave an
interview to Hegetis, his views on democracy and pluralism had crg&tdland been

firmly established in the fabric of his politica¢leefs. The quotation above does not tell us
specifically whether Goncz’'s attachment to the ificemce of pluralism was a factor

which led him to become a part of the NFI. Howegiven the paramount significance of
pluralism in his political beliefs which was thensmon denominator between the PTWG
and the NFI, it can be argued that Goncz’s involeenin the NFI was related to his liberal

and democratic political ideas.

There is another reason why Goncz’s liberal andaeatic idea was primarily responsible
for his decision to become a part of the AFD. WiBk&ncz was active in the NFI and later
the AFD, he also demonstrated an interest in trerganised party ISP. With J6zsef Antall
whom he had collaborated during the 1956 Revolut®incz attended a preliminary
meeting of the ISP that took place on 18 Noveml$#88lat the Pilvax Coffee House
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(Réveész, 1995: 30). According to Goncz’s accouoiyédver, it is clear that the ISP was no
longer attractive to him. In response to my questa the subject Zsuzsanna Gontér
stated:

The prominent Smallholders known to Géncz were inofHungary]. Béla

Kovacs was taken to the Soviet Union and other Bwlders fled the country

in 1949 [when the Communist came to power]. In itgalthe real

Smallholders’ who [led the party] after World Wdrdid not exist at home.

Instead, a position hunting, [i.e. ambitious] JézFergyan — with whom

Goncz had nothing to do - was there [in the paityja word, for Goncz, the

Smallholders’ was defunct in [1949Interview with Géncz and Gontér, 10

January 2008, my emphasis].
Thus, for Goéncz, the ISP was the party which edistaring the short-lived democratic
period in Hungary (1945-1948). As a one time ISPtypaember, G6ncz might have
entertained the idea of reinvigorating peasant f[@mpualong with his friends. However,
having recognised the infeasibility of re-estabhghthe ideal of the post-war ISP, Gbncz
decided not to become a part of it. It should beedhdhat those close friends with whom
Goncz had worked in the ISP had sought asylum énWs?? when the Communists
purged the ISP leadership for their involvementamm alleged conspiracy against the
Republic (see Chapter 1.5 of Chapter 1). In terfrlS@ncz’s position, then, even if the re-
organised ISP was operating under the same nam@siinot the same party that Géncz
had known. Instead, Goncz came to realise thakeths veterans who shared a common
fate during the resistance that followed the dedé#he '56 Revolution had found places in
the AFD and Goncz also decided to attach himseif. tim this way, the practical reason
for Goncz’s membership of the AFD was informed liy tiends’ choice of joining the
same party. In response to my questibtjungarian political scientist, Andras Koérosényi
reaffirmed the reasoning:

Perhaps one reason may be found in his persoratiorghip with people,
amongst the AFD, the '56 veterans, such as Mikl@savhelyi... Gbncz
maintained contact with them in the 1980s and tlpesgple rather went in the
AFD direction. | think, Goncz's personal relationships were decisive in
leading him to join the AFI...] [Interview with Kérésényi, 11 July 2007, my
emphasis].

Janos Rainer also upheld the view:

One of the reasons lies in Goncz’s personal relahip with the '56 veterans.
For example, Gyorgy Litvan joined the AFD and tm#uenced him. At the
initial stage of [systemic changglersonal ties were very influential for one’s
political orientation. This must not be forgott¢imterview with Rainer, 22
August 2007, my emphasis].
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From the discussion above, however, one shouldassme that Goncz always followed
his friends’ political path or, that he did not leavis own views and principles. Even if his
friends’ influence was an important contributingttar leading him to find his role within
the AFD, Goncz would not have joined had he nait elsbraced the values represented by
the AFD. Indeed, in an essay that he authored, Gdmticated that there were other
reasons for his determination to become a membirecAFD. These were grounded in his
own belief that the idea of peasant populism waslamger applicable to Hungary’s
changed agricultural society. G6ncz stated:

The 'populist opposition' came from the populisitevs, those who had been

influential for me during my adolescence. | waoattached to the idea of the

significance of rural Hungary. [But] | thought thah wider societal terms

[tarsadalmilag mé};, the legacy of radical peasantism had lost @sificance

[talajat vesztetfe although | still felt it was important. With [¢h

implementation] of land reform and the terminatioh large estate land-

ownership, the village had been transformed, afoedibly [...] (Wisinger and

Laszlo, 2007: 59).
This highlights the fact that Goncz had the inwlial capacity to judge the existing
circumstances independently of the influence of '6& veterans friends. According to
Goncz, it is clear that with the transformationHiingary’s society, the significance of
peasant populism was recedirgmotionally Goncz still attached himself to the idea of
peasant populism, but certainly it lost its contenapy relevance in his political beliefs.
Instead, liberal and democratic ideology - the isicgmce of which had come to the fore
for Goncz through his first hand experience in fiigl against the oppression of Nazis and
the dictatorial rule of Communist regime - had eorsger influence on his political
direction. It is important to remember that durimg adult life, the importance of peasant
populism diminished whereas Goncz’'s political ot@&tion shifted towards liberal and
democratic values (see the conclusion of ChaptdByjhe time the ISP was re-organised,
Goncz had realised that his political ideal waseatclose to those incorporated into the
programme of the AFD. Goncz stated:

Goncz: Look, this is not about against the Smallholdétaity. | have never
denied my relationship with the Smallholders’, esady my relation with

Béla Kovacs. But the liberal thinking of the AFD svenuch more closely in
line with my own [...].

Kim: Are you saying that you were attracted by therdb and democratic
ideology of the AFD?

Goncz Yes... It was self-evident that [my own] way dirnking was being
changed [...] (Interview with Géncz, 18 July 2006).

In view of this statement, it can be argued than&z¢ activities in the ISP and the AFD in

the late 1980s were an attempt to find a role angutsue his political ideals and, whereby

78



his pursuit of peasant populism ultimately movetb ihis firmly established liberal and

democratic ideological trajectory.

3.3. The Committee for Historical Justice
The Committee for Historical Justice (CHJ) wasaéfily founded on 5 June 1988 eleven
days before the 30th anniversary of the executidmee Nagy and his associatdsldt és
Irodalom, 13 June 2008; Komor, 1989). Goncz with thirty protagonists - primarily
composed of the families of the executed, the 'Berans and write?s - signed the
Committee’s founding statemefit.Revealing the truth which had been concealed by th
Kadar regime for three decades, the CHJ drew Hiargaociety’s attention to the iniquity
of the system and appealed for public support aobileation:

Proclamation to the Hungarian people

Thirty years [have passed] since 16 June 1958,dthe when the Prime

Minister of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, Imre Mamd his two associates,

the Minister of Defence Pal Maléter and journaliiklos Gimes were

executed. Another prisoner in their trial, Jozseflédgyi had already been

hanged in March [1958]... the Minister of State GEmaonczy was [killed] in

prison in December 1957 before the last act of ksl farce. [For] three

decades, many hundreds of people fell victim tonibe-Stalinist vengeance

that followed 4 November 1956. [Their bodies] ha hidden in the bushes

in the remote Lot 301 of the Rakoskeresztur Cemetelt is the [request] of

their families and friends that we, the comradethefmartyrs, wanted to give

voice to. We turn to the public of the country,Hangarian society: Help us!

[We want] our dead comrades and martyrs to be hedouror the sake of

justice! (rodalmi Ujsag 1988).
The CHJ’s main goals were to right past wrongs figowering the remains of the executed,
their decent burial and legal rehabilitation of thetims of post-Revolutionary repression,
both dead and alive. Additionally, the CHJ demantthedopening of legal cases and secret
files containing information on the show trials andscarriages of justice that had
occurred since 1945 and, the implementation of lkséale investigation into the
circumstances surrounding these events. The dffits&xzourse concerning the events of
1956 (which considered that the Revolution had be@ounter-revolutionary attempt to
restore a capitalist ordet), did not allow for dissenting views or judgementfiat
deviated from the party’s; the CHJ demanded thenioge of political trials and
independent investigations. It is important to rerher that research and publications on
the subject of Nagy and the Revolution had beemédrover the course of the Kadar
regime (see Chapter 2). In fact, according to G¥daak - the former Director of the Oral
History Archive at the 1956 Institute - a seriesillgfgal roundtable talks that took place

between December 1981 and summer 1982 at AndrabsleBedis’s house’’ were
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instigated as an attempt to overcome the restictigposed on independent research at the
time. These secret meetings were led by nine 'B&rams including Génc? The
recounting of memories from 1956 and the creatibaro alternative reliable source of
non-regime sanctioned information were the mairgyofthis assembly. Kozak recalled:

1981 was the 25th anniversary of the Revolutiorm@emoration of the event
of '56 was shown on television, radio and in thespy which portrayed the
Revolution as a terrible counter-revolution... Adhl, reliable materials which
were held in the archives were inaccessible tefehers]... [In this situation],
the prominent '56 veterans who represented diffayerups gathered and sat at
table. Miklés Vasarhelyi and Ferenc Donath reprieskthe Nagy Group and
Imre Mécs represented the [view] of university stug [...].

Kim: What was the main aim of the meeting?

Kozak: [It was aimed at] refreshing the memories of 'B@ery participant
recounted their own '56... This led to the formatmf a mosaic and a new
picture of the Revolution (Interview with Kozak, S&ptember 2007).

In short, as Rainer notes, critical reflection an@artial assessment regarding the event of
1956 was not practicable 'as long as [the] condltjorevailing at the time of the formation
of the Kadar regime continued to exist' (RainerQ22) 292); the CHJ demanded the

cessation of the political manipulation of the cioys history and pushed for a change.

Another issue that the CHJ wished to address wasetid of direct and indirect
harrassment by the authorities and the discrinonatthat was suffered by the families of
those who had been executed and of the '56 veteBand962, the Kadar regime had
consolidated of its grip on political power (Ekieftf996: 107). To realise this level of
supremacy, coercion and repression ‘'with a harsimpossition of agricultural
collectivisation' (Rothschild and Wingfield, 20@04) had been employed in an attempt to
crush the resistance to the regime within Hungas@ariety. The execution of Imre Nagy
was a good example of how the regime approacheddhievement of its aim. From 1962
onwards, however, the regime’s political tacticad hgradually altered. The level of
coercion was eased as evidenced by the reductipolibical terror and the issuing of an
amnesty to political prisoners (Rothschild and Viield, 2000: 204). Instead, softer tactics
of manipulation were employed in order to contra tlissenting voices of those political
prisoners who had been released from jail. Ona@htethods used by the regime was that
of discrimination against, and stigmatisation ok prisoners and their families. Childern
whose fathers were imprisoned due to their actisiin the Revolution were taught by
teachers that their parents received due punisha®ettiey had acted to harm society. In
contrast, at home, mothers told their childern thair fathers were innocent men who had

acted heroically and in defence of the nation. Tistradiction between the interpretation
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established by the regime and that of the famitesnt that the childern concerned had to
confront the question of who was right? If the dreh upheld the view of the regime, the
past of their fathers remained a stigma and a altggto the family. If, however, the
childern concluded that their fathers had actedectly, they were nonetheless faced with
an irreconcilable question: why were their rightaking fathers being punished? In
Koérosi's and Molnar's terms, this ‘irreconcilable trawliction between the values
represented by society and those represented bjathiy' led to 'a double system of

values' when assessing the Revolutiofirfi§i and Molnér, 2003: 91).

Similarly, various discriminatory acts were undketa against the families of the political
prisoners. For example, Judit Gyenes — the widowhefformer Defence Minister of the
Nagy government Pal Maléter — was unjustly treate@mployment and housing as a
consequence of Maléter’s involvement in the Revwofutin my interview, Gyenes said
that she was evicted from her house and forcidbceted to a commune where she had to
live with another family. Moreover, she was depd\# an opportunity to be employed as
a full time worker instead, she had to make hendjvby taking on several part time
manual jobs. Gyenes recounted:

In May 1957, | received an order from the localitary authorities telling me

that | had to leave my house within 24 hours. ltgsted against it, asking on

what grounds | had to leave... But it was not gdedio negotiate with them... |

was put into a commune where a family of six memlasready lived. One

room for this family and another was for me, butrehwas no bathroom. |

washed myself in the kitchen... An instruction cafr@n the Ministry [of

Labour] [instructing my employer] to dismiss merfrany work place... [From

that point on] | took on baby-sitting, gardeningrigcacleaning and | [even] dug

graves in the cemetry. | did not rely on anyone khadh proud of myself [for

having survived through during this difficult tim@hterview with Gyenes, 23

August 2007).
Thus the CHJ considered the issue of discriminadiuh stigmatisation as one of the major
areas of social inequity which had to be propedgrassed. Not surprisingly, the ruling
Communist leadership regarded the demands of thk&SHoo radical but displayed signs
of leniency with regard to the remembrance of thené of 1956. On 14 June 1988, the
Political Committee of the Hungarian Socialist Wen® Party (HSWP) brought a
resolution that they would tolerate the holdingafmemorial service commemorating
Nagy’s death and those of his associates. Thisaiode was extended on the understanding
that the service was not used as a platform fqulalys of discontent against the regime
(Ripp, 2006: 171). Members of the CHJ, dissidetdliactuals and the '56 veterans visited
Lot 301 of the Rakoskeresztur Cemetery where victiof the post-Revolutionary

crackdown had been buried in unmarked graves. solemn and quiet atmosphere, a
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memorial service took place; a poem was recitedaaadlogy delivered (Ripp, 2006: 172;
Molnar, 2009: 49-53). In central Budapest by casttrpeaceful rallies organised by the
members of the democratic opposition were bru@@ibpersed by the riot police (Heded
1998; Papp, 2002\épszaval6 June 2009), however, the authorities preseatéalse
report to media. In an interview with members & foreign press, Karoly Grész - Janos
Kadar’'s successor as the General Secretary of 8WM- claimed that police intervention
at the event did not constitute excessive use r@efmot least because the demonstration
that had taken place did so in breach of publieohylaws and had instigated violerice.
Grosz claimed: 'We do not like it when our police beaten up but we have evidence that
this happened... The protest that occurred on 16 dasestirred up by fascist propaganda,
chauvinism and irredentisnNépszabadsad,2 July 1988).

Having disagreed with and been infuriated by G®dalse statement, Goncz, as a vice-
president of the CHJ, wrote a letter of proteshito. In this letter, Goncz expressed his
deep regret at the way in which the authoritiesdleththe events at the demonstration:

Dear Prime Minister

| am a witness, an observer, and a partial paditignd victim of the incident
of 16 June... and this compelled me to write a&tdt you [...].

You are one of the party leaders who supportedrtemoriali[sation] of the
dead.... For this reason, | feel extremely sagé¢e] that on 16 June, the batons
of [the riot police] and all those endlessly bitiacts [perpetrated in the
regime’s name] such as the removal of banners ftoenwreath and the
confiscation of the memorial pole, [but these abts]e not silenced the voices
of the dead [Imre Nagy and his associates] butdad§ made them louder

[...].20°

Goncz protested against the regime’s use of viel@sche viewed that coercion applied by
the Grdsz regime as contradictory to the Generatebary’s promise to allow people to
pay tribute to the fallen. Although Goéncz did nagntion the name of Grosz’s predecessor
or the policies Kadar was known to employ, he iexblthat there was no difference
between the manner in which the Grosz regime deititt the past and its remembrance
and the attitude of previous party leaders. Fos tieiason, Goncz considered that the
guestion of coming to terms with the past couldarmer be discounted, and proposed his
own solution to deal with the past appropriately appealed to Grosz:

If you wish to complete your historical task andew the party [image], you
must clearly dissociate yourself [from the parteli not only through your
[words], but also through your deeds... | know thigy be against the interests
of some and might seem detrimental to you as vi&lt. it would serve the
interests of society, the credibility of your wordsd your domestic and
foreign policy. In this respect, dealing with thasp cannot be avoided... |
believe the vast majority of Hungarian people woble pleased, if you
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committed yourself to reckoning the past beforerth.. | firmly believe that

[the holding of] a dialogue is the basic moral dtnd and, the key to the

future of this country... Without this, neither thleattered belief of the Party’s

politics nor [wider] social supports can be restdre].*%*
This once again highlights Géncz’s earlier point@bncz’s view, there was a discordance
between Grosz's word and and his actions. Thi$ dties not present us with the full
context regarding Grész’s pledge to Hungarian spchaut Goncz clearly implies that the
Grosz regime had failed to renew the image of tmeypand to restore public confidence.
Above all, settling accounts with the past was sasna long-pending issue which
contributed to disharmony between the regime aadHingarian society. For this reason,
Goncz urged the regime to face the past honestly his view, this was a pre-requisite to
societal reconciliation. It should be noted that<ar could have acted coercively in an
attempt to silence Goncz and, Goncz'’s letter ofgstocarried a certain importance, albeit

a manifestfully symbolic one.

In response to Goncz's letter, Grosz sent a replyeak later. In his letter, Grész
essentially refused to accept Goncz’s propositma, adhered to his previous stance. With
regard to the actions of the police, Grosz deferfusckarlier position, reasoning that the
conduct of police was correct as it served the teaance of public order. Grosz claimed:
'On 12 June, | had already made clear to the grotganisers that [people must] refrain
from violating public order... There is no politiceystem [in the world which would]
tolerate [a situation where] their police are kidkiy people]; this is never going to
happen'® Secondly, Grész stated that the question of dgalith the past in the manner
that Goncz had suggested would not be possiblaulsecthis would serve to undercut the
fundamental political pillars which supported thegime. Grosz stated: 'You suggested
securing my moral authority with relentless reckagnof the past. Unfortunately, | cannot
accept this. Before the world, | pledged that | raoh willing to reckon a past which lasted
42 years, but only its crimi[nal elements], distms and errors [committed by] the
rightists and leftists'® Thus, Grész firmly believed that political reforrmcluding
dealing with the past would not be necessary fourseg the interests of the established
order and of Hungarian society; by the end of 1988, positive sign regarding re-
evaluation of the past had emerged.

At the end of January 1989, the momentum which drble stalemate originated from
within the ruling party leadership. In a radio miew, a leading reform Communist, Imre
Pozsgay, made the startling announcement thatwéete of 1956 were not a ‘counter-
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revolution’, but a 'popular uprising' (Bayer, 20@34; Cartledge, 2006: 518;Neil, 1998:
100). Opinions regarding Pozsgay’s statement maglifierently perceived and assessed
by the Hungarian population, but a general conseastablished in the academic literature
suggested that its effect was unequivocal anddaching: the re-evaluation of 1956
undercut the regime’s legitimate political prin@pl'to their very foundation' (Ekiert, 1996:
119; Lewis, 1994: 244; Linz and Stepan, 1996: J@kes, 1996: 299; Rainer, 2002b: 298).
While Pozsay did not mention that the reassessofeifi56 included Nagy’s rehabilitation,
the redefinition of 1956 opened up just this passiba fact that was indeed demonstrably
evidenced by the change in the regime’s attitu@eatds its historical consciousness. On
14 February 1989, the regime assented to the Gi¢disand that Nagy and his associates
be reburied, albeit in a private family ceremonyp(R 2006: 348; Unwin, 1991: 221%*
With the CHJ and the families of the deceased lgpagreed with the government’s
proposition, Nagy’s exhumation and those of hioeistes followed (28 March-1 April
1989). The concession that the regime made to tyaitias far was, that Nagy’s reburial

could be dealt with as a family matter, excluding aossibility of public involvement in it.

The change of status quo was, however, once agaiated by the regime. On 19 April
1989, newly appointed Prime Minister, Miklos Néme&imnounced that Nagy’'s reburial
‘could be no longer considered as a private mattedsoning that 'it required the
government’s cooperation' (Ripp, 2006: 349). MompWémeth stated that Nagy’s trial
was unlawful, indicating that the legal redress -duie course — Nagy’s exoneration would
be inevitable. Evidently, Németh’s actions sugdkat there was a rift within the regime,
and that such a cleavage became increasingly appafter Pozsgay’'s public statement.
Indeed, Bruszt and Stark note that in an eveningsn@ogramme, Németh made such a
gesture by 'publicly repudiating one of [Grosz’fsesches and distanc[ing] himself from
the party hierarchy' (Bruszt and Stark, 1991: 28%F-@hich is highly indicative of the fact

that the separation of government and party wasdir occurring within the regime.

Once the Németh government acknowledged that Nagyilsterment would be treated as
a public funeral, the main issue for the CHJ toreslsl were those of venue and time. This
was negotiated between Goncz and his associatetharidémeth government. The result
of negotiations showed that on 16 June 1989 tHewolg government representatives —
the premier, Miklés Németh, the Deputy Prime MieistPéter Medgyessy, the Secretary
of the State, Imre Pozsgay and the Speaker ofdRaeht, Matyas Szds — were allowed

to pay tribute to the deceased at Heroes’ SqfarAt Goncz’s suggestion, both parties

also agreed that, along with five coffins for Naayd his co-defendants, an empty casket
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would be included as a representation of the Unknéwsurgents who shed their blood
during the Revolution (Bozdki, 2003: 90). On 1 JUr®89, the result of agreements was
announced by communiqué of the Central Committet®fHSWP, stating that June 16
would be a day of national mourning to the deceaseblone which would also symbolise
'national reconciliation' Népszabadsagl June 1989). The regime expected that with
allowing Nagy’s reburial and the presence of sorageghment members at the funeral

might be helpful for the cause of redeeming the.pas

However, Nagy’s reburial turned out to be a syntbdhy, epitomising the beginning of
the end of Communism and catalysed Hungary’'s deamtioctransformation. It was not
simply the day of Nagy’s ceremonial re-interment that of the entombing the old system
itself. In the presence of a quarter of a millidnttee Hungarian population, it became a
public political demonstration, one which de-lemised the Kadar erd® Those people
who had made a pledge to the Kadar regime were putwin a position of historical
paradox. 'Kadar was Macbeth' whereas 'Banquo’stgiNegy] was lying in state on
Heroes’ Square' (Ash, 1990: 48-53). Just as Nagycteamed during his final statement at
his trial: 'If my life is needed to prove that radk Communists are enemies of the people, |
gladly make the sacrifice. | know one day therel Wi another Nagy trial that will
rehabilitate me. | also know | will have a reburiabnly fear the funeral oration will be
delivered by those who betrayed mehé¢ New York Timed6 June 1989); his prophecy
had finally been realised. Therefore, for thosengnmus Hungarians who fought for
freedom alongside Nagy, this was 'the day of restion of the fallen and their crushed
ideal[s] and [their] revolution' (Litvan, 2008: 288

Goncz did not give a memorial speech on this histbday but, from the beginning he,
alongside a small group of '56 veterans, had peepfar this moment. It was Goncz, who
opened the funeral proceedingdagyar Hirlap 17 June 1989) stating 'Fellow Hungarians
let us pay oukegyelet {fributg, let us remember' (Benziger, 2008: 22). Gonczadlyvi
remembered the event and noted its significande floothim and for Hungarian history:

| had no idea of the power of the spoken word [utlien]. | saw several
hundred thousand faceless people in front of meeWthe list of those
executed was read out, every name was like a hamtrake on one’s heart
and on history. It was stupefying. | had never $eith psychological pressure
or such a responsibility. | felt as if everythingdhslipped out of my hands and
everything was in God’s hands, myself includedelt §omething enormously
importance was taking place, as if this really weesfinal cathartic moment in
Hungarian political development. This was the btieadugh in its [society’s]
silent force and amazing discipline (T6th, 2009).
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Indeed, after the end of the funeral, root to bhapolitical change ensued. On 24 June
1989, Groész’s sole leadership was replaced by tbgiggum of four: RezsNyers, Miklos
Németh, Imre Pozsgay and Grosz himself (1zsak, 2891), thus Grész was marginalised
within the party (Ash, 1990: 56). Two weeks laten 6 July, the very day when the
Supreme Court overturned the case against Imre Magyhis fallen associates, Janos
Kadar, who had reigned over the country for threeades died (Gough, 2006: 256; Rainer,
2002b: 303). Over the summer of 1989, the demactposition entered negotiations
with the new leadership of the HSWP over the mattearranging free elections and
changing the Constitution. On 11 September 198%9gdwy opened its border with Austria
to allow the East German asylum seekers to fled/ést Germany, this act denoted the

symbolic collapse of Communism (Lendvai, 2008: 249)

At this juncture, G6ncz was active as a membehefAFD and simultaneously assumed
the brief chairmanship of the Hungarian Writerssésiation (HWA) until May 1990. On
26 November 1989, at the annual meeting of the HB®ycz had been elected to the post.
Initially, Goncz had received the same number desaas a leading representative of
populist writers Sandor Csoo6ri (To6th, 1990: 66),t bwith Csodri's voluntary
relinquishment of his candidacy Géncz became tlarcian of the HWA without runoff
election. According to Goncz, winning the presid@npost of the HWA was somehow
related to his early political activities in theggant populist movements.

Newspaper interviewer It was said that you were elected to the Presidén
the HWA, because you had the least number of ersewitiin it...

Goncz Perhaps, it was something like that. [Those hglanto] the populist
camp thought | am the 'solution' [to their problémdy political school is
back in the March Front. The way of thinking of thepulist writers deeply
influenced me, because they [dealt with] the ciwpigestion of our lives: what
the [future] of the peasantry and land reform wadokd To this end, we stood
against the Horthy system. Even today, | feel thgimal tradition of the
Hungarian Democratic Forum is back to the [erahefpeasant populis[m] and
came close to me [.{®

Gobncz was able to attract support from both popwisd liberal wings of the HWA
(although these camps were traditionally loathedaperate). Thus G6ncz’s integrative
personality contributed to his selection for thesipon of the first post-Communist
President which, in turn, meant that he had reatheaenith of his political career. The
details of Gb6ncz’s tenure in the post will be thagbly examined in the next chapter in
which | analyse the actual process and politicafjotiation required in order to
institutionalise the Presidency in the post-Comrmauera and Goncz'’s selection to the post.

This chapter concludes by exploring the signifiean€ Goncz's activism in the CHJ for
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his political development.

First, Goncz’s role in the CHJ contributed to sgdening his liberal and democratic
values. As has been discussed in Section 3.2 ®tttapter, Goncz’'s determination to join
the NFI rested with his appreciation of the sigrafice of pluralism inherent in the NFI.
Having noted this, his actions in the CHJ also stob¥hat seeking societal reconciliation
was of equal importance to the democratic valuas @dncz upheld. Above all, Goncz
along with the CHJ members, considered that tre®ges — the rehabilitation of Imre Nagy
and his associates, the opening of secret filesdependent research and the cessation of
police harrassment — ought to be addressed as tarnasfiturgency. They believed that
meeting these demands would not only serve tofglarpast that had been overshadowed
by the oligarchic rule of the Communist regime, bduld also lead towards societal
conciliation. Goncz, as the Vice-President of thdJCurged the regime to change its
conventional tactics with regard to dealing witte thast and its remembrance; prior
concealment of the truth and the use of coerciaterstored the importance of an open
approach. In particular, Goncz stressed the holdfrg social dialogue as a key means of
breaking down the wall between the regime and spcigespite the fact that the regime
ultimately refused to accept Goncz’s proposititis &ct clearly illustrated the democratic

values that Goncz had committed himself to.

Secondly, GoOncz's activity in the CHJ contributexl the strengthening of his moral
authority. As has been examined in Chapters 1 attie2origin of this is seen in a number
of his proactive, political acts: beginning withstparticipation in student armed resistance
movements against Nazi Germany, continuing thrdughmportant actions that followed
after the defeat of the 1956 Revolution and hisegbent imprisonment to the founding of
the CHJ, all of which laid the foundation of his raloauthority. While Goncz was not able
to achieve all of the objectives that he set himéel nonetheless clearly demonstrated the
values which he embraced. The common denominastrbibund Goncz with those who
fought together in these democratic movements fagis tommitment to the realisation of
a free, democratic and socially responsible sock$yHolmes notes, Goncz’s democratic
activities for which he spent a considerable timegail ‘'under the old regime symbolises
the courage and decency of anti-Communist disssti€ritolmes, 1993), and displayed
untainted moral authority to the public at largé.id appropriate to conclude this
exploration of Géncz’'s political development witlda&z’'s thoughts and views regarding

his democratic activities and their implications:
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It was not all that surprising that | was nominatedbe President of the
Republic by the [Alliance] of Free Democrats, whiels a liberal movement
and later political party, was the direct succesddhe democratic opposition.
The grand old men of Hungarian politics — who hadglished in limbo for
years, who led every democratic initiative sincdl,9resistance to the Nazis
and before that the March Front, the peasant-ragicéers’ movement for
national unity, 1956, the movements for a peacefuisformation in the late
'80s — did not live to see the changes that thewldhhave represented and
symbolised. All this left just me, a writer withréde politically colour[ful]
chapters in my life [...] (T6th, 1999: 232).
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Part Il: Post-Communist Presidency
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Chapter 4. Development of the post-Communist Presahcy in Hungary
Introduction

This chapter examines Goncz’s political careerrdite election to Hungary’s first post-
Communist President (On 3 August 1990). An expioratf the factors which contributed
to his accession to the presidential post is than fwcus of the chapter, but in order to
examine Goncz’s political development in a widenteat of Hungary’s political history,
the chapter is laid out as follows.

The first section of this chapter briefly examities National Roundtable Negotiations and
its significance, as it was in this forum that ftbadamental framework of governance for
the country was decided by participants, and tinen fand structure of the Presidency was
included. The next section critically reviews anglexamines the actual process of
institutionalising the Presidency. This includes #nalysis of accounts offered by those of
my interviewees who actually participated in theuRdtable Talks and subsequent

political negotiations.

The remainder of the chapter is devoted to analyie constitutional powers granted to
the Hungarian President. The chapter asks whaitie characteristics of the Hungarian
Presidency are, and identifies their significance @neir implications for Goncz’s exercise
of powers during the term of his Presidency.
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4.1. The National Roundtable Negotiations, the begning a new 'political game in
town'

On 23 October 1989, the People’s Republic of Hupgenich had lasted for more than
four decades, was proclaimed the Republic of Hungltre date is significant as it was the
anniversary of the day that the Hungarian peopke ragainst Communist rule and
proclaimed their will to struggle for freedom andtional independence in 1958. The
new rules for the governance of the country hacd lestablished in the national Round
Table Negotiations (RTN) between the ruling Commurparty and the Opposition
Roundtable (ORJ* The OR - a tentative alliance of the eight demticfarces™ — was
founded on 22 March 1989 with the aim of coordimgtioppositionist actions more
effectively and, above all, of forming a unitedrftaagainst the ruling Communist party
(Hungarian Socialist and Workers’ Party, hereaft8WP). The RTN lasted from 13 June
1989 until 18 September of that ye&t,during this period both parties held a series of
intensive negotiations to discuss the six items¢henagenda: the Draft Bill on the Electoral
Law; the Draft Bill on the Amendment of the Crimir@ode and Proceedings; the Draft
Bill on the Media and Publicity; the Draft Bill othe Amendment of the Constitution,
including the Bill on the Establishment of the Ciitasional Court and the Presidency; the
Draft Bill on Political Parties and Party Finanesgid Guarantees of a Peaceful Transition
(which concerned the dismantling of the Communiatagmilitary unit: the workers’
militia) (Bozoki, 2003: 95).

The result was mixed\gpszabadsadl9 September 1989a and 1989b). Both the HSWP
and the OR managed to agree on the first four ssatdeast in principl&® whereas they
failed to reach a consensus over the last two mumsstin particular, divergent opinions
among the political elite centred on the establishinof the Office of the President and in
particular on the method of presidential electiby popular vote or indirectly elected by
Parliament), the timing of the election (beforeatier the founding parliamentary election)
and the range of the President’s constitutional ggewElster, 1993: 96; 1996: 14). The
HSWP leadership demanded that the timing and metiidtie presidential election be
decidedbefore the parliamentary election and, by a popular vinecontrast, the OR
insisted that the creation of the Presidency bdt eeth only after the first parliamentary
election. Ultimately, the only element agreed uponng the RTN was the establishment
of the Presidency itself. As Péter Tolgyessy —yadaegate of the OR and former leader
of the Alliance of Free Democrats — noted, it wlas Presidency that invoked the most
contentious debate among the Hungarian politiced during the RTN (Tolgyessy, 1999a).

The following section of the chapter probes whas Wwahind this political intransigence.
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4.2.Designing an institutional system: the Presidency

4.2.1. Bargaining over the Presidency

As stated above, an agreement over the establigshafethe Presidency was reached
between the HSWP and the OR during the RTN. Theaésation of this agreement,
however, was far from easy and did not proceedawithncident; above all, the legal
procedure had to be settled upon advance. In pehd¢érms, this meant that the previous
Communist Constitution promulgated by Act XX of 894* had to be revised so that new
political institutions could be introduced. Intetiegly, the proposal for the amendment of
the Constitution was first offered by the HSWP atids occurred even before the first
rounds of RTN talks (Stanger, 2004: 7). Accordimg donstitutional expert, Istvan
Somogyvari, in March 1989 the legal experts, Gégéni, Kalman Kulcsar, Somogyvari
himself and others, were assigned the task of cemgoa constitutional draft for the
amendment of the Constitution. Somogyvari observte received an instruction to
immediately draft a set of rules required for tieation of the presidential office... Since
the presidential office could only be created aftex amendment of the Constitution, |
composed a draft of the constitutional revisiomtgiiview with Somogyvari, 22 May 2007).
In addition to the Presidency, relevant provisiofts the establishment of the
Constitutional Court and the Office of Audit werksa subsequently prepared; in April
1989, a draft Constitution formulated by these leggerts was approved by the politburo
of the HSWP (Schiemann, 2005: 86).

The essence of the draft changes to the Constitutias that the post-Communist
Presidency should be built upon the model provitlgdthe French Fifth Republic
(Tolgyessy, 1999a, 1999b), which is, a 'semi-pedidl’ or ‘premier-presidential
system'™*® According to this draft, the Hungarian Presiderdaswto exercise wide
'legislative’ and 'executive’ powers, taking oriraportant role in the separation of powers
(Kukorelli, 1995: 195). For example, the Presidemnat to be able to dissolve Parliament
and declare war, although the exercise of the rlgitaver could only occur under
circumstances where Parliament could not be comlve(fechiemann, 2005: 86).
Furthermore, the President was to be directly etecby the population, and the
presidential election was due to be held beforefitise parliamentary election. The OR
were strongly against the HSWP proposal, arguirgg the institutionalisation of the
Presidency ought be dealt with by the first demicaly elected Parliament. The OR
reasoned that since neither the Parliament eléct2885 nor the HSWP had legitimacy to
introduce a new political institution, little reasoemained for further discussion (Bozoki,

1992: 65). Instead, the OR focused on ensuringttietasic institutional conditions be
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met (for example, the enactment of a new electaxa), in preparation for the first free

parliamentary election. At the initial stages, #iere, the OR took a resolute and
intransigent stance against the HSWP proposalear,cbi-polar cleavage between the
HSWP and the OR was established.

By the end of the summer of 1989, however, a c@toily political stance was slowly
taking shape on the OR side. According to Télgyesspumber of world leaders who
visited Hungary in the summer of that year advi®& members not to 'take on a radical
solution' (interview with Tolgyessy, 15 October ZD0The practical meaning of this
message was that the political transformation ofdgéuy should be made democratically,
but at the same timpeacefully The leaders who advanced this idea did not dyrect
mention that a compromise should be sought to ersyeaceful transition to democracy.
Nevertheless, as Tolgyessy pointed out, 'in redlisy West allowed the Communists to
retain some prerogatives' (interview with Tdlgyes$g October 2007), indicating that
compromise should be key to the process of Hungainginsition to democracy. The
West's view along with the prevailing domestic poll situation assessed by political
elites (for which the withdrawal of the Soviet arfrpm Hungary was a top priority)
meant that the intransigence of the OR began tib. €bm 6 July 1989, the conservative
members of the OR, the Christian Democratic Pebplady and the Hungarian Peoples’
Party gradually moved toward the HSWP’s positidmgveing a willingness to accept the
HSWP proposal (O’'Neil, 1997: 204; Schiemann, 2089)® In contrast, the other
members of the OR, patrticularly the Alliance of YiguDemocrats (AYD) and the AFD
which took a radical anti-Communist stance at tims, persistently refused to accept the

HSWP proposal.

Thus, by the summer of 1989, the political cleavege existed between the HSWP and
the OR further developed a more complicated formnsions now existed among the
members of the ORind between the OR and the HSWP. Consequently, néigosa
concerning the establishment of the Office of Rlesi ended in a stalemate. According to
the historian, Zoltan Ripp, throughout the sumnmeghining over the Presidency was at a
standstill until a representative of the HDF, Jbozsetall, proposed a solution. With the
approval of the HDF Presidium, on 17 August, Anpalbposed a package deal, arguably
an ambiguous, compromise-seeking solution which meather entirely representative of
HSWP nor OR preferences. The important point ofpttogposition was as follows:

The presidential election can be held after theligmaentary election or
simultaneously dgydt}. Until then, the Speaker of the House will be the
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interim President. For the first occasion, the lesg of the Republic shall be
directly elected for five years [...] (Ripp, 20Q&t3).

The only clear element of Antall’'s proposition wHgat a one-off direct presidential
election could be held, if the Communist and OR ioers agreed on his proposal. The
timing of the holding of a presidential electiomwever, remained unclear. On 29 August
1989, Antall made another proposal. This time, inggsested that, with the restoration of
Act | of the 1946 Constitution, legal disputes ot institutionalisation of the Presidency
can be settled. Reasoning that, according to A€tthe 1946 Constitution, the President is
elected by Parliament, Antall suggested that thesiBency be built on this historic model
(Ripp, 2006: 447). However, he insisted that a offiedirect presidential election be
further considered. Thus, although Antall made tuiiferent proposals, they had one
element in common: the holding of a one-off ding&sidential election. In practical terms,
this meant that the initial intransigence displaysdthe HDF was now developing into
leniency towards the HSWP, if the Communists woualccept the condition: the
Presidency should be based upon Act | of the 19d@stitution but, on one occasion,
direct presidential elections could be hBii As Swain notes, the populist camp led by the
HDF ‘changed their opinion over the issue of thesklency and came to support the "your
President and our Prime Minister" solution, withzBgay the favoured candidate for a
directly elected Presidency' (Swain, 2006: 150).

Indeed, according to O’Neil, apart from the AYDetAFD and the Democratic League of
Independent Trade Unions, in September 1989, hkrommembers of the OR accepted
Antall's proposal, signing a ‘preliminary agreemdmttween the HSWP and the OR
(O’Neil, 1993: 187; 1997: 205). According to thigreement, on only one occasion, the
direct presidential election would be held on 28v&mber 1989. Frustrated with this

agreement, the AYD and the AFD refused to sign fihal RTN agreement as an

expression of protest, although they did not cingethe act of signing the agreement
(Ripp, 2006: 456). Instead, these two rebelliousugs decided to collect signatories in
order to push for a referendum. In November 1988iy tefforts came to fruition when the

so-called 'Four Yes-es' referendum was held. Goeozunted how this historical political

process took place during the initial transitiopatiod of Hungary’s democracy.

Newspaper interviewer:You were not at the centre of this talk [RTN] ot
firstly [proposed] a solution that if an agreemevrds reached that the AFD
found unacceptable, they should neither sign ntwr kels that correct?

Goncz: Yes, as far as | know, | was the first to say.tlisleast, according to
my memory, it was me although it is possible theré were others too...
Antall saw — and for a while myself [I was in agremnt] — that the future of
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the [country] could be only imagined as a cooperakietween the main forces

of the HSWP (or its successor) and the opposiar.in September 1989, the

AFD thought that for the transition to [democratlyg HSWP’s participation

was not [required]. The [root] of this [thinkingdyt in whether the presidential

election should be held before or after the padiarary election, and Imre

Pozsgay was not necessarily [the preferred presadeandidate] for the AFD.

[Refusing to] sign [the agreement] overturned Aigatarefully thought

through strategy, as he saw the alliance with Pozss indispensable. The

HDF or Pozsgay would never forgive me or the AFDBthis®
4.2.2. 'Four Yes-es'légy Igen-epreferendum
With the adoption of the agreement between the HSAW®P the OR, disputes over the
establishment of the Presidency seemed to havedeAdeording to this agreement, the
presidential election was due to be held beforeetiek of the year. However, this was not
realised as a result of subsequent joint politacdion taken by the AYD and the AFD (the
liberals). Having disagreed over the outcome of REN, particularly concerning the
timing and method of the presidential election, litberals collected signatories to launch a
referendum. The ultimate goal of this campaign wearetract the decision to hold a one-
off direct presidential election. In addition tashmembers of the dissenting groups sought
to settle other issues which had not been resalueidg the RTN. These included whether
the Communists should retain their long-held peigéds, and on 26 November 1989, the
Hungarian population were asked the following qoest

1) Should the HSWP’[s party activity] in work placke banned?

2) Should the workers’ militia be dissolved?

3) Should the HSWP'’s party property be liquidated?

4) Should the presidential election be held aftergarliamentary election?

(Bozdki, 2003: 104).
In this referendum, the Hungarian Socialist PaHBR)'® campaigned for three yes-es
and one no (on the last issue), whereas the |lbambealed to the population to vote for
four yes-es. The HDF, however, initially boycottéa: referendum (O’Neil, 1997: 206;
Pittaway, 2003: 62), yet interestingly they lateantvon to nominate their own presidential
candidate, Lajos FUuNgpszava23 October 1989). Given that the HO€ factosupported
the HSP’s presidential candidate, Imre Pozsgaynduhe RTN — one of the most popular
reform Communists (see Section 3.3 in ChaptertBgre was a question mark over Fir’s
nomination for Presidency® According to Ripp, Fiir's nomination was ad hoctactical
solution taken by the HDF leadership to neutratiséicism raised by the AFD. Ripp
asserted that before the referendum, the HDF wasillpecriticised by the AFD and
labelled as 'Communists’ friends' or ‘collaborat@pp, 2006: 496). Having faced fierce
criticism, the HDF leadership sought to find a wayneutralise these allegations, but

without damaging the relationship with the HSP. Blodution was the nomination of an
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independent presidential candidate from withinHid=, in the expectation that this would

help the AFD to vindicate themselves in light oé tallegations that had been made. In
hindsight, however, Fur's nomination for the Presicy was merely window dressing.

Given that the HDF's real stance towards the HSB waestionable, the HDF had to
exhibit an image to the public through which it kbdissociate itself from the HSP. A

former factional leader of the HDF, Ferenc Kulinted:

The AFD launched a campaign against the HDF... Haay the HDF wanted
to collaborate with the Communists... [In responge]had to demonstrate that
we had our own independent candidate... For traso®, we put Lajos Fir
forward as the presidential candidate (InterviewhwKulin, 14 November
2007).

In terms of the HDF’'s position, Fur's nominatiorddaot militate against Pozsgay, but

rather, aided his position (Ripp, 2006: 496).

The referendum was held, and its result suppohtedilberal’s position over the HSP, by a
margin of only 0.2 percent (Dezsnd Bragyova, 2007: 91-92). According to the resul
the timing of the presidential election was nowchesluled so as to take place after the
parliamentary election. With hindsight, this refedam was not about the scheduling of
the presidential election, but was a question afepting Pozsgay as the first post-
Communist President (Elster, Offe and Preuss, 1668: Given that no other candidates
from the liberals group 'could run for the Presiefagainst Imre Pozsgay and have] any
realistic chance of winning' (Pokol, 2003) by deldtely deferring the presidential
election, the liberals prevented the HSP from reobdating their powers within the
Office of President. In his memoir, Pozsgay exprddss devastation at the impact of the
referendum on the defeat of his political ambitilbns:

After the blows [rained upon] me, | concluded thdtad been defeated in a

venture of high stakes but, [that 1] had not failedt was as if | had been

kicked in the stomach. | would be a Pharisee ahgpacrite if | denied [this]

(Izsék, 2001: 401).
The disputes over the issue of a direct presideetection appeared to have ended.
However, in 1990, the HSP found another way to get@eir powers in the presidential
office. This time by launching another plebiscitdong with the independent
parliamentarian, Zoltan Kiral}#' the HSP asked the population about the form of the
presidential election itself. However, this attentpt reignite the discussion on the
presidential election was not realised as a resfu#in extremely low turnout of only 14
percent Népszabadsag30 July 1990). Given this political history, & thus clear that the
HSP persistently attempted to reconsolidate thewegs through the Presidency, but its
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plan was largely thwarted by the joint action oé tancompromising and intransigent
members of the OR — the AFD and the AYD. In terrhthe position of the AFD and the
AYD, the success of the referendum would have dmutied to an increase in their
recognition factor with the general public andstivould have been beneficial for gaining
more seats than might have been expected in thilectoming parliamentary elections.
However, as will be discussed in the following gettthe actual result of the general
election did not come about in this manner, andiired a new configuration of power-

sharing between the electoral victor and the ldrgpgosition.

4.2.3. The Pact

The first free and competitive general electiorHingary was held in the spring of 1990.
The HDF, whose founding ideology was rooted in pispmationalism gépi és nemzeti
won the first general election (Kérosényi, 1999:38). Securing 42.75 percent (164/386
seats) of the vote, the HDF defeated their couatésp but their number of seats in
Parliament fell short of an outright governmentipanentary majority.

Table 2: The outcome of the 1990 parliamengdegtion

Parties 1990
HDF 164 (42.75%)
AFD 92 (23.83%)

ISP 44 (11.14%)
HSP 33 (8.55%)

AYD 21 (5.44%)

CDPP 21 (5.44%)

Adapted fromNépszabadsagl0 April 1990)
To overcome this, the HDF sought a coalition agegnwith two ideologically close
conservative parties, the Independent Smallholdeasty (ISP) and the CDPP (Christian
Democratic People’s Party), which together secarenlifficiently large number of seats
(229/386) to form a majority. Subsequently, on 28yM 990, the President of the HDF,

Jozsef Antall, was sworn in as Premier.

Having secured a qualified majority of parliameptaeats, Antall’'s decision to make a
pact with the leading opposition party — the AFDs-questionable. There are various
accounts explaining his decision, but a generakeonsus offered by academics suggests
that the decision was informed by new legislatiwhich required a majority vote of two-
thirds among the Members of Parliament (MPs) (BjH2005: 395-96; Debreczeni, 2003:
298; Lomax, 1993: 87; Romsics, 1999: 440; Saj66189)%* Despite the fact that Antall
formed a conservative coalition government, thelitoa’'s total of parliamentary seats

was insufficiently high to ensure the passage giklation, which required a minimum of
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256 votes from MPs. The Antall government, for amste, could not even pass the law on
the state budget without the receipt of votes ftbenopposition. A former factional leader
of the HDF, Imre Konya, noted:

When the HDF won the general election, it becanearcthat with selected

coalition partners, we comprised more than 50 %pafliamentary seats]. In a

normal country where a normal parliamentary sysi®ffunctioning, it would

have been possible to govern the country thus. Betording to the

Constitution at the time, for the passage of alnadisbills, such as the bill of

the state budget, a two-thirds majority vote waguned. With the AFD we

met this [quorum] (Interview with Konya, 11 DecemBR€07).
The AFD, which had ninety two seats (23.8%) in iRarént at the time, was selected as a
potential ally for the conclusion of a stabilitygpaSubsequently, between 27 and 29 April
1990, after two days of intensive talks, Antall cloled a pact with the AFD (Kis, 1990).
The essence of this political bargaining was thattiDF secured the support of the AFD
in the passing of the laws which required a twodhimajority vote, conceding the

Presidency to them in return (Debreczeni, 2003; R&8 1990; Szeg 2010).

The puzzle of the AFD

Antall was able to secure a stable basis for theegmance of the country through the
conclusion of the pact with the AFD. In terms of tAFD’s position, however, there is a
question mark as they simply accepted Antall's psijon. If these issues had been
differently resolved, the HDF-AFD coalition goverant could have met the requirement
of a two-thirds majority quorum with ease. Alteimaty, by forming a grand coalition
with the AFD and the AYD, the Antall government tbinave benefited from a wider
legitimacy within Hungary’s new democracy. In fabgfore the conclusion of the pact,
Antall made a gesture of cooperation with the AYIDIgyessy, 1993) and the AFD had
already signalled to the HDF that they were willitgy enter a coalition government
(Debreczeni, 2003: 81 The president of the AYD, Viktor Orban noted: 'Bx@ne
knew that the situation needed something like ameagent among political forces. We
would have been pleased if the HDF had invited isdvearties to make a [coalition]
agreement’ (Papp, 2002). It is thus interestin@gk why the formation of a coalition
government was discarded as an option at a vely €age.

There is no clear explanation in the available doeotation as to why the coalition
government failed to come to fruition. As Tokésasptthis question remains 'one of the
great still-unresolved puzzles of the Hungariamgitton' (Tokés, 1996: 397). However,
according to my email exchange with Janos Kis fah@er chairman of the AFD and one
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of the key participants in the pact-making processne possible explanation lies in the
objection of the HDF founders to form a coalitionttwthe AFD. Kis suggested that
although Antall might have considered the formataina coalition with the AFD, 'the
Lakitelek founding members of the HDF vehementlpaged it' (emails with Kis, 4, 10
August 2010). Given their contrasting political esriations and differing political
backgrounds rooted in rural and urban politics eeipely — the AFD was largely a left-
liberal party whereas the HDF was at the right-eovetive end of the political spectrum —
this oppositional political position made it diffit for the HDF founders to accept the idea
of sharing power. For example, if as a part offtlielment of a coalition agreement, key
ministerial posts were distributed to the AFD ancbaflict was to arise between the AFD
affiliated Ministers and the HDF Premier, an imgas®uld result. It is important to
remember that the political split between the HDE ¢he AFD had begun in 1987 when
the populists founded the HDF at Lakitelek, andrthmited position ultimately broke

down in the aftermath of the Four Yes-es referendum

Moreover, in terms of Antall’s position, making agb with the AFD would be more
advantageous for the consolidation of his positidthin the HDF. At this time Antall was
not yet strong enough to lead the HDF outright. wes not a founding member of the
party and he came to a leading position only ateauthority in the populist camp, Sandor
Csoori, helped him find a role within the party.lifcal commentator, Laszl6 Lengyel
stated:

Csoori was a spiritual leader for the HDF. He st to the HDF that they
accept Antall as party president. Aside from Csodmtall did not know

anyone within the HDF. Neither had he known Ist@surka nor Zoltan Biro.
Csoori was the only figure Antall had known (inteww with Lengyel, 13

September 2007).

Thus, given Antall's reliance on the support of HieF founders, he could not challenge
their opinion which in turn, meant that he neededind an alternative solution to the
question of power sharing. In effect, Antall decide make asecretpact with the AFD
without the approval of the HDF's founders. Zolin6 — a key founding member and the
first president of the HDF — recounted the proads&ntall’s rise and the process of pact-
making:

| was the first president of the HDF. When thetfgeneral election began |
resigned my post, because the AFD at the timecis@d us claiming that we
are anti-Semite and, had made a pact with the H&Bught Lajos Fur would

be an eligible figure for the post [of presidentbut at the request of Csoori,
we accepted Antall... He made the pact with the AkDHe did not even ask
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the opinion of the Presidium. He made the pact whth HDF’'s opponent in
secret [...] (Interview with Bird, 10 December 2007).

Indeed, Cso0dri convened the meeting of the HDFdew at Selyemgombolyité to discuss
the developing situation and, accordingly, to fandolution (Révész, 1995: 85). However,
it was too late to thwart Antall's move, whereby tHDF founders had been marginalised
within the party and moved to the periphery of ficdi as a whole @kés, 1996: 398).
Similarly, Antall’'s success in concluding the pagth the AFD meant that the largest of
the opposition’s forces and the one which couleptitlly have obstructed the passage of
new legislation had been neutralised. In effectafrseemed to have 'killed two birds with
one stone', but in terms of the AFD’s positionsistill not clear why they were willing to

accept Antall’'s proposal.

The Pact: a power-sharing scheme or the origin ofomfrontation?

With the agreement of the AFD, Antall was able@owse a necessary quorum required in
order to adopt new legislation and to govern thenty. To this end, Antall offered the
presidential post to the AFD which, in turn, strégvemed the AFD’s position in the
decision-making process — this would also ensuak ttie AFD had more influence than
would have been the case if the party had merehamed a member of the opposition.
Apparentlythis political bargaining was advantageous to bmdities. However, if one
looks into the details of the pact, it suggestsakernative perspective in which the pact
was not merely a power sharing scheme but thapobential for confrontation was built
into its fabric. This section examines the sigmifice of this bargaining process through

analysis of the content of the pact as it was natgat.

On 29 April 1990, the HDF and the AFD agreed onftil®wing points of the pact. The
salient parts of the agreement for the argumersigmted here were as follows:

The Hungarian Democratic Forum and the Alliancd-ide Democrats agree
that both the parties of the government and thegsaof the opposition have a
special responsibility before the nation for thensmlidation of the new

democratic institutions and for the 'governability' the country... For this

reason, the following is agreed:

= The original status of the President of the Rejpubhould be restored
according to Act | of 1946 Constitution;

= ... The President of the Republic appoints ministacgording to the

suggestion of the Prime Minister;

= In the interests of the governability of the caynthe presidential right to

dissolve Parliament can be conditionally expandetecessary?*

= The election of the Prime Minister requires anoflt® majority; and a

motion of no confidence against the Prime Minigtkso requires an absolute
majority;
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= ... The institution of the motion of no confidencealh not apply against
individual ministers, but only against the PrimenlMter. The motion of no
confidence will take the form of a constructiveevof no confidence;
<Supplement number 1>

The parties also agree that ... in the presidentedtien, the HDF supports
Arpad Goéncz, and upon this, the Speaker of the elwiil be Gyorgy Szabad:;
<Supplement number IV>

The national television [and] radio [stations] ahd Hungarian News Agency
should be free from party political interferen@sdtarozasok martalékaFor
this reason, [both parties agree] that accordinth¢éosuggestion of the Prime
Minister, the President... appoints the PresidenttawadVice-Presidents of the
national television and radio [stations] [...] (Izss@kd Nagy, 2004: 555-60).

Both parties concluded that, in order to lay alstélasis for the governance of the country
in the future, the amendment of the Constituticxt thad been concluded during the RTN
was essential (Ripp, 2006: 543; Korosényi, Téth &bk, 2007: 35). To this end, both
sides agreed that the introduction of severaltutginal guarantees was required; among
these, agreement would have to be reached regattmgnstitutionalisation of the
Presidency. The HDF and the AFD concluded thaptst-Communist Presidency be built
upon the reinstatement of Act | of the 1946 Coustin*> According to this Act, the
President was to be elected by Parliament forra tdrfour years?® and the exercise of
power was significantly circumscribed by a courdgigmatory system. For example,
concerning the issue of personnel management, tbgidént was required to have the
Prime Minister to act as a co-signatory. Similathe President was capable of dissolving
Parliament only if such a proposition was put favhy the Premier or by at least two-
fifths of MPs.

In terms of the President’s position, thus, Actfltbe 1946 Constitution essentially
established weak presidential powers which, in,tastablished the Prime Minister as the
locus of Executive power in Hungary’s political sgre. This was, indeed, evidenced in the
strengthening of the position of Premier. With ihigoduction of a constructive vote of no
confidence, akin to the German Chancellery systayl(s, 1996: 300; Szoboszlai, 1996:
126), the removal of the Prime Minister from powsuld be practicable only if an
equivalent candidate was simultaneously nominate@drliament. Likewise, placing the
cabinet under the control of the Premier contridutethe expansion of the jurisdiction of
the Executive over the Legislature. Together, fiegs that the competences of the Antall
government were enhanced regarding the extent tohvthey could govern the country

with their own programmes.

101



However, the pact also contained provisions whighlat potentially turn into sources of
conflict. This was particularly the case when Ahtajreed that the HDF would support
Goncz’s election to the Presidency. Considering d2@n political affiliation, if the
presidential post were to be used by the AFD ak ancattempt to expand their influence
in the decision-making process, this agreement avbal counter-productive for the Antall
government. For instance, Supplement IV of the ppetified that the appointment of the
Presidents and Vice-Presidents of the broadcastedja would be made possible through
a two-step process: according to the suggestigheoPrime Minister, the President would
appoint them. In the event that the President desgbwith the Premier’s proposal, a tug-
of-war between them and their camps seemed to éogtable. Indeed, one of the most
controversial issues in which Géncz became involdedling the first term of his
Presidency (1990-1995) concerned the issue of @omter the broadcast media and, this
conflict occurred during the Antall government (wie discussed in detail in the next
chapter). In Viktor Orban’s terms, the pact mayehéeen a clumsy political attempt to

‘create a friendship between a cat and a dog' (P&2).

Goncz's selection for the Presidency

If the presidential post was a bargaining chiphie process of creating a stable power base
for Antall, why did he single out Goncz for the sidency? In principle, Antall could have
opted for other figures from within the AFD. Accaord to my interviews and, articles

found in the Hungarian literature, there are thmeary explanations for his appointment.

Firstly, it has been suggested that Antall's decigb nhominate Géncz stemmed from pre-
existing personal ties (Lengyel, 2000) or a mutugdt between them (Bujak, 2000; Somos,
1997). In order to understand better how theirti@tghip was built, it is worth revisiting
the relevant points of the previous chapters. ktiSe 2.3 of Chapter 2, it was noted that it
was the ISP that brought Géncz and Antall togetbering the time when Goéncz worked
for the General Secretary of the ISP, Béla Kovhesalso became acquainted with Jézsef
Antall Sr., the Minister of Reconstruction of th@A. Through his father, Géncz became
known to Jozsef Antall Jr., a secondary school esiticit the time. Thereafter, in 1956,
particularly in the struggle that followed the stggsion of the Revolution, Géncz and
Jozsef Antall Jr. appended their signatures tdifadt Proposal composed by Istvan Bibé.
Considering the political activity in which Goénczarficipated in the ISP and their
collaboration in the resistance of 1956, Antall ntegve had reason to find common
ground between them. It should be noted that omN@8mber 1988 Antall and Gbncz

once again participated in the meeting to reconsthe ISP, which is highly indicative of
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the fact that in terms of their joint past actiedj they had a good reason to trust one
another (see Section 3.2 of Chapter 3). In practiie meant that after the change of
regime and, even though they represented diffgarties, in the eyes of Antall, Goncz
may not have appeared entirely as a member of thB. MAs L&szl6 Lengyel notes,
Goncz’'s political orientation was relatively unknowhen compared to those of other
potential presidential candidates, and this alsatrdmted to his selection for the
Presidency:

People didn’'t know which political camp Goéncz bajed in. For example,
people knew the political camp into which Miklos S&ghelyi fell, and the
populists in [the HDF] did not want to accept hilincould have been a big
struggle for Antall if he had tried to have Vasdyheaccepted. Gyorgy
Konrad?’ might have been possible but he also had enefdiesvas a well
known writer. [Compared to them], Goncz was mucss levell-known to
people... When [the decision was made] that Gonomldv be President,
politicians asked each othemho is GoncZ2... | am saying this because
obscurity [smeretlenségalso helped Goncz in his selection for the Presiy
(Interview with Lengyel, 13 September 2007).

The second explanation lies in Goncz's distingudsheoral authority (interviews with
Horkay-Hoércher and Kende). Central to this argumientvhether Géncz was able to
represent the idea of democracy when its legitimaag essentially underpinned by the
process of breaking with the Communist past. Adhvaxe seen in Lengyel’s account, there
were several potential presidential candidates ditisident backgrounds and democratic
credentials within the AFD. Among those, Miklos ¥éelyi, Press Secretary of the Imre
Nagy government and a spiritual leader of the deatmcopposition, was once considered
as one of the presidential candidates within theyp&lowever, this possibility was not
realised, as Vasarhelyi's political disposition wascceptable to Antall and his political
camp. Tolgyessy explained how this actually work@dGoncz, but against Vasarhelyi: 'A
significant part of the '56-ers was constitutednfr&€ommunists who had once been
enthusiastic about [the idea] of Communism but lesene to realise it was a bad system...
Véasarhelyi was once a real Communist... Antall dolshve considered Vasarhelyi as a
partner but had never accepted him as a suitabldidzate... Goncz's secret was while he
was also a '56-er, he was not a Communist at all this was acceptable for Antall’
(interview with Tolgyessy, 15 October 2007). As thengarian political scientist, Ferenc
Horkay-Hoércher pointed out, the proactive role Gbandertook in 1956 imbued him with
moral authority, leading Antall to choose him foetPresidency:

During the '56 Revolution, Géncz played an impdrtate and because of that
he was imprisoned. His legitimacy originated fromst. On the one hand,
moral [authority] and on the other hand, very siyqolitical legitimacy was

given to him, as he stood against the totalitakadar system and stood with

103



freedom... This explains why Goncz was acceptablarntall (Interview with
Horkay-Ho6rcher, 16 November 2007).

The final explanation lies in Antall's political lcalation. It was possible that Antall
considered the presidential post to be anotherslafupower which the HDF members
could potentially misuse to challenge his authof@y Neil, 1997: 214). The formal ate
jure powers of the President were codified in the Garngin. Yet 'the separation of
powers between the head of state and the headvefrgoent remained unclear' (O’'Neil,
1997. 210); the Presidency could be tested as ampbase. Indeed, according to Kis,
Antall's concern about this was demonstrated whentdctfully dealt with a potential
presidential candidate within the HDF, Sandor Cst8rKis noted:

If the HDF [had] appointed their own presidentieafdidate], Sandor Csodri
[could have been chosen] for the Presidency. BualAdid not want Csoori to
become the President... Antall thought that he lsheatisfy Csodri, so he
offered him the [post] of the Chairman of the WoHdngarian Association...
This office did not have any regbwer and influencesphivata] (Interview
with Kis, 27 September 2007).

It is therefore possible to argue that Antall mayédrexpected Goncz to fill the presidential
post, satisfying the requirements of parliamentad@mocracy while leaving theeal
state of affairs to the Antall government. Howeas,numerous instances during the first
term of his Presidency demonstrated (details ofclwhwill be examined in—depth in
Chapter 5), Goncz did not interpret the role of Bmesident in the manner that Antall had
expected. As an MP of the AFD, Imre Mécs, neatlysarised:

Antall's idea appeared to be genius, because a, kiadm-hearted, gentle-
looking [man] like [GOncz] was acceptable evenhe tonservative side. A '56
veteran, a writer rather than a politician, woutit mtervene in [state] affairs
and would sign everything. In a word, [Antall thérighe gave his friend to us
to ensure governability with constitutional amendine But it soon turned out
Goncz had a very resolute and clear idea whenniiece [dealing with] the

most important questions [...] (Wisinger and Las2i@07: 96).

Hitherto, this chapter has examined the actual gg®cof institutionalising the post-
Communist Presidency and multiple explanatory factovolved in Géncz’s selection for
the post. Having noted that bargaining over thesiBemcy in which the political elite
engaged wagje facto,a key to shaping the institution; ultimately, thesulted in a major
amendment of the Communist Constitution, the foifmasection of the chapter is devoted
to analysing the presidential competences (fornmalgrs) through investigation of the

revised Constitution itself. The scope of this eka@mhon encompasses the constitutional
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amendments with respect to any change of presalgmdivers that have been made from
1989 up to the present day. The comprehensive tigagion of these aspects lays an
essential foundation for, and background to, aretstending of the President’s position in
Real politik,the context in which Godncz interpreted and exectisis vested constitutional
powers during his Presidency.
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4.3. The constitutional powers of the Hungarian Preident

Hungary’'s Head of State is the President of theuBkp who represents the
unity of the nationand monitors the democratic operation of the State

The President of the Republic is the CommanderhireCof the Hungarian
Armed Forces?®

These are the principal roles of the PresidenhefRepublic of Hungary as defined in the
current Constitution. As these clauses indicate,ntfain tasks of the head of state can be
largely divided into three functions: assuming es@ntative, ceremonial or symbolic
roles; overseeing the democratic functioning ofesiastitutions involved; acting as the
Commander-in-Chief. While the practical meaningp@&fforming these functions are open
to debates, according to the legal status of tesiékent, the head of state appears to have
some executive authority. For example, leading hengarian army implies that the
President may be able to decide over the mobitisand de-mobilisation of armed forces.
However, if one examines the other constitutionalvgrs vested in the President,
particularly in relation to the President’s powereothe government, it becomes evident
that the head of state exercises only nominal eimal powers. The main constitutional
powers granted to the President are as follows:

= Accredit and receive ambassadors and envoys;

= Grant individual pardons;

= Conclude international treaties in the name ofRkepublic of Hungary; if the
subject of the treaty falls within its legislatigcempetence, prior ratification by
the Parliament is necessary for the conclusioh®tieaty;

= Confer titles, orders, awards and decorationsiipedy law;

=Appoint and dismiss State Secretaries in accordaatberegulations specified
in a separate law;

= Appoint and dismiss the President and Vice-predglef the National Bank
of Hungary... and university rectors... upon theoremendation of persons or
organisations specified in a separate law;

= By the suggestion of the Prime Minister (afteteisng to the open hearing of
the Parliament’s Cultural and Press Affairs Comeeilt the President of the
Republic appoints and dismisses the Presidents \Aod-Presidents of
Hungarian radio and television, as well as theatimeof the Hungarian News
Agency;

= In order to exercise the [above] right, the Presidis required to have a
counter-signature from the Prime Minister.

Adapted from: Acs (2000: 57); Suikosd (1996: 36Thé¢ Law No. LVII of 1990 on
the Appointment Procedure of the Heads of the BuBédia’)**°

The first two rights noted above apparergliggest that they are realms of the President’s
independent authority, whereas the remainder rééecercumscribed presidential powers.
Evidence demonstrating the limitation of presidanpowers is found in stipulations where

the President is required to consider separatpemific laws for the exercise of each legal

power. For example, the right to nominate to si@p@aratus and the conclusion of
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international agreements indicate that the Presidenbliged to have prior approval from
the branch of powers responsible for that areacelemance. In contrast, there are no
additional conditions restricting the Presidenights to receive ambassadors and issue
individual pardons. However, it should be noted #hof the legal powers stated above
must be approved by the counter-signatures of timePMinister or responsible ministers.
As McGregor notes, the system of co-signature @Rtime Minister or ministers is one of
'the sources of presidential weakness' (McGreg@®4130). The only exceptional case
which may not need co-signatories from other pmdltiorgans is in an extraordinary
situation where the President is required to atgivas or her 'reservetaftalék) function
(this refers to additional powers afforded to thresRlent in a state of emergency)-
However, given that the President’s extraordinaswgxs are even shared by others — the
Prime Minister, the Speaker of the House and tlesi@ent of the Constitutional Court —
the extent to which the President is able to makmdependent decision without seeking a
consensus is unclear (Kordsényi, Toth and T6roR32860), which is highly indicative of
the fact that the presidential powers over goventraee minimal. In practice, this means
that the President does have samegure powers, but he or she cannot take independent
action without the endorsement of the governmeatr(tai, 1991).

Concerning subsequent constitutional amendmentgjcyarly with respect to the
presidential powers listed above, until the presayt there have been changes on two
occasions. According to Law XXXI of 1989, the Pdesit was initially able to appoint and
dismiss State Secretaries upon the suggestioneoPtime Minister, but Act XL of 1990
brought about a change in the stipulation, as dtat®ve*® In terms of the range of
presidential powers, however, this change of waydioes not make any difference, as the
President is still unable to decide without refeeerto the Premier or Parliament.
Thereafter, Act LIV of 2006, once again altered tredevant stipulation, yet this
amendment did not lead to any change of presidepdnaers either, because it remains
undecided as a gap in the current Constitutidherefore, despite several attempts to
alter the scope of constitutional powers, the weakrof the Presidency has remained, as
the President is still obliged to have a co-sigreta validate his or her actions.

This raises important questions. Why does the @atieh grant such limited power to the
President? It is also questionable whether the ttotisn does grant discretionary power
to the President in any capacity. According to Haurman legal experts, the President’s lack
of political responsibility is primarily responsibfor the weakness of the Presidency (Acs,

2000: 61; Baldy, 2003: 391; Sukoésd, 1996: 354-Fgcording to Article 31/A which
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specified the President’s legal status in termpaténtial prosecution, the head of state is
not held accountable for his political actions, retst because his jurisdictional
independence is guaranteed (Petrétei, 2001M2@yar Hirlap 25 May 1992). The only
exception is applicable to a case where the Pnessilas consciously violated the
Constitution or other laws (Acs, 2000: 61; Baldg03: 391; Petrétei, 2001: 100). In reality,
however, calling the President to account is vdrgllenging, due to legal requirements
which demand the overriding of the rule of partgagfline. According to Article 31/A, in
order to launch impeachment proceedings, a twaldhinajority vote by MPs is required.
If the vast majority of MPs (including those whono® from the same party as the
President) voted against the President, the casédvii® forwarded to the Constitutional
Court to decide whether the President has violdtedConstitution. Yet, in the event that
MPs from the President’s party vote according ®artparty line, the chance of meeting the
necessary quorum is slim indeed. As will be diseddga detail in the next chapter, Gdncz
served out his term largely due to this complexcpdure, even though he took very
controversial political decisions and may have stepped the limits of his constitutional

role.

Concerning the discretionary powers of the Pregjdiaspite the fact that the President’s
room for manoeuvre is significantly circumscribey the cross-signatory system, the
Constitution does grant some flexibility nonethsles

= The right to participate and speak in the plers&gsion of Parliament;

= The right to announce parliamentary and municglattions and mayoral
elections as well as the dates of the EuropeanaRehtary elections and
national referend&®*

= The right to propose bills to Parliament;

= The right to veto legislation proposed by Parliaime

= The right to make a political statement;

Adapted from: Acs (2000: 54-56); Sukdsd (1996: 88§- Korosényi, Toth

and Torok (2003: 561).

In general, the President’s power over Parliamentelatively more wide-ranging and
flexible than his or her power over the governmémtorder to exercise the above rights,
the President isot required to have a counter-signature from anyrqtbétical organ. For
example, the right to propose a bill suggestsibabnly the Legislature, but the President
him- or herself is entitled to act as an initiavbiegislation. Furthermore, the right of veto
underscores the fact that the Constitution does thesPresident with some discretionary
powers. The activation of these powers is posghreugh the ‘constitutional or political

1135

veto',; > even though both types of veto cannot be exerdigetie President at one and the

same time. The former is exercised by the Presidémn he or she has a reservation
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regarding the constitutionality of a given piece legislation (Article 26. 84). If the

President’s concerns about legislation are leggtlyunded, he or she refers it to the
Constitutional Court for judicial review. In the east that the Court finds the legislation is
unconstitutional, the President returns it to Ranknt. In the opposite case - if the Court
upholds the legality of legislation - the Presidemist sign the contested legislation into
law and promulgate it within five days (Korésénwyidal 6th and Torok, 2003: 561). In the
strictest sense, however, the constitutional vetonot be understood as a powerful
political tool for the exercise of presidentialluégnce, as the final decision falls under the
jurisdiction of the Constitutional Court. As Petrébtes, use of the constitutional veto
means that the President acts asiratiator to facilitate the creation of laws, which

conform to the principle of constitutionality (P&tir 2005: 134).

The political veto is exercised by the Presidenemvine or she disagrees on adopted
legislation or any part of it, prior to its promalgpn to the public (Article 26. 82). In this
case, as an expression of disagreement, with drouttcomments, the President returns
the law to Parliament for reconsideration. Sincae Pinesident’s reservation with regard to
signing the law is not legally grounded (but inst&@sed on any other reasons), this may
be interpreted as an influential political tooltla¢ President’s disposal. However, the use
of a political veto only has a restricted impactémms of changing the adopted legislation.
Parliament does not need to follow the Presidensguction, this is due no small part to
the simple procedure by which the political veton dae overriden; in reality, the
President’s influence on politics through the padit veto channel is marginal. As a former
judge of the Constitutional Court, Géza Kilényiaeg, a simple majority vote is sufficient
to void the political veto:

Ferenc Madl [GOncz's successor] returned an adapietb [Parliament] for
reconsideration. On the same day, the same nunfilddPs once again voted
for the bill. But Madl was not called into ParlianileSome MPs did not even
know that the extraordinary parliamentary sessi@s Wweld at 9 pm in the
evening... They were in Brussels at the time... fmk of the President’s veto
should be raised to the extent that MPs are notvalll to override it with a
simple majority (Interview with Kilényi, 9 May 200.7
Ultimately, this means that if Parliament once agates to the challenged legislation with
the majority votes that MPs have cast, the Presidamst sign the law that has been
returned (Rose-Ackerman, 2005: 63). The only imphat the President could have on
politics through the political veto over Parliaménthe deferment of the promulgation of
the law for the period of time that it takes forlRanent to decide to amend or re-adopt the

challenged legislation (because of this effect, poditical veto is also called as the
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'suspensory veto'). In this regard, if one strigiigges the scope of the President’s
discretionary powers, the political veto cannotirterpreted as a genuinely powerful tool
of presidential authority. Thus, the President'sveounder Hungary’s parliamentarianism

Is minimal; weakness persists as the defining featfithe institution of the Presidency.

This, however, does not suggest that the Presalesatys follows the will of Parliament or

moves within narrowly defined constitutional bounds. 'Institutions do matter' as ‘they
create incentives and disincentives for politicetoss... establish the context in which
policy-making occurs, and help or hinder in the stauction of democratic regimes'

(Ishiyama and Velten, 1998: 217). However, as g and Velten neatly point out,

political actors do not all respond and act in samme way according to the given
'institutional incentives' (Ishiyama and Velten,989 231); it cannot simply be said that
institutions themselves determine the strength rekidencies. For example, other than
constitutionally defined formal powers, there atenerous informal sources or channels
which the President is capable of translating arteexpansion of actual influence. Holmes
aptly maintains that:

It is perfectly normal, too, that informal resowckelp determine the real
powers of a sitting President: a well-organisedff,sta strategic use of

appointment powers to build up a dense network afaloorators, sheer

popularity and access to the media, agility at ipigyff some parties against
the others, personal involvement in negotiatingiregtb coalitions, and the

ability to bully Parliament by threatening convinmgly to "appeal to the

street"... Where legislatures are fragmented, ttoalcabinets are unstable, and
courts are inexperienced, even a modestly powepidsident can wield

decisive influence (Holmes, 1993: 36).

In inexperienced democracies, therefore, there amsiderable leeway for even
constitutionally weak Presidents to convert thedermal resources into their real powers.
The characteristics of the Presidency would be),tehaped by and reflected through the
presidential actions, such as how they interpret shope of presidential powers and
interact with other political players. Some amhisdPresidents may capitalise on vaguely
defined constitutional powers and also use informesources to maximise political
influences for the purpose of achieving the goadd they set themselves. The question of
this will be addressed in the next chapter, in White main characteristics of Goncz’s
Presidency are examined in-depth. The most imponmatances and examples of Géncz’s
proactive engagement in politics will be placed emscrutiny. In particular, the chapter
will ask how Goncz’'s own liberal and democraticipodl values were reflected through
and embodied in his engagement with important ttianal political and socio-economic

issues. Ultimately, | will ask what Géncz soughtachieve in pursuing his liberal and
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democratic ideas during the term of his Presidency.
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Chapter 5. The first Presidency (1990-1995)

Introduction

This chapter examines the main characteristicheffirst term of Goncz’'s Presidency

(1990-1995) and assesses his presidential rolel@cidions. In Chapters 1, 2 and 3, it was
established that liberal and democratic ideas vikee most consistently pronounced
elements which Goncz developed throughout life amtich became entrenched in his
political beliefs. With this in mind, the presertapter examines how Goncz's liberal

values were embodied in his Presidency. This exaiioim includes an in-depth discussion
of Goncz’s interpretation of his constitutional paw in dealing with important transitional

Issues emerging over the course of Hungary’'s post@unist history.

It is generally established in the Hungarian litera that the presidential role Goncz
undertook during the first term of his Presidencgswproactive, controversial (Bujak,
2000; Szomszéd, 2005) and was marked by conflistden the President and the first
democratically elected Antall government (BakonyQ2;, Somos, 1997; Varrd, 2000). The
literature highlighted particular aspects of GoOsczelationship with the Antall

government; the President, it was proposed, hadhsaai counter-balancing role to the
Antall government (Babus, 2000; Korésényi, 19990;28ontler, 2002: 476-77) and this
political activism had been counter-productive lte tlevelopment of democracy, for he
failed to act for the unity of the nation as a npamtisan figurehead (Debreczeni, 2003:
298-311; Varga, 1995). Goncz’s political originstiee AFD (a liberal left-wing party)

were proof - critics claimed - that Goncz was agtin the vested interests of his party
(Fricz, 2010; Lovas, 2002) and, against the Argallernment (whose political orientation

conservative and right-wing).

However, as will be discussed in the next chafgémcz’s partisanship does not explain
his acquiescence during the last two years of gwersdd term of his Presidency (1998-
2000), at which time another conservative, rightgwjovernment - the Orban government
—was in power. Given that the AFD was once agaithe opposition side at this time, had
Gobncz determined to act in favour of the party,wwuld have taken a balancing role
against the Orban government. As the Hungarianigalliscientist Andras Lanczi noted:
‘This [the Orban government] was again in the sitnavhere the head of government was
strong and the head of state was wéaNitically it may have been possible for Goncz to
be more active than [he showed himself to be],ithist how it turned out' (interview with
Lanczi, 12 July 2007).
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Therefore, in addition to political affiliation, ¢he would have been other factors
responsible for Géncz’s role as counter-weighht® Antall government. In particular, the
chapter addresses this gap in the literature byogrg other factors. The first gap

concerns, how, after the collapse of Communismairontext where there was no
preceding example to follow and little experiendedemocratic governance had been
gained, political actors interpreted their formaljyanted constitutional powers and
interacted with one another. This includes Gonpesception of the role of President and
how it affected the shaping of this newly estalddipolitical institution. The second gap
which must be addressed concerns that of a plausKglanation for Goncz’s controversial
role - opposing the Antall government — which maythat his actions were guided by his
democratic and liberal beliefs rather than anyigamism on behalf of the AFD. Thus, the
chapter seeks to examine GoOncz’s actions in th@deetial role in the context of the time
at which they were undertaken and, to criticallysems them with respect to his

partisanship and his liberal and democratic values.

The chapter is structured as follows. The firsttisecof the chapter briefly discusses the
main features of the Antall government’s policies political orientations. This is done in

order to provide the contextual background whickssential for gaining an understanding
of the Antall government’s politics. The remaindéthe chapter is devoted to examining -
on a case-by-case basis — instances in which Ga@aszproactively engaged during the
first term of his Presidency.
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5.1. The Antall government
On 25 January 2001, in an interview with Wisingabncz stated that:

The [level] of blood pressure and diabetes of thesi@ent depends on the
Prime Minister. Likewise, the level of blood pressand diabetes of the Prime
Minister depends on the President or the Presiglgatsonality (Wisinger and
Laszlo, 2007: 329).

On 22 May 1990, a week after the formation of the/ mabinet, the Prime Minister, J6zsef
Antall, gave his first high-profile speech on thevgrnment programme. Various issues
and goals that his government sought to achievee wertlined, but the fundamental
principle that they were to adopt would be thaa Gfovernment of freedomThe practical
significance of this can be interpreted in variousys; Antall’s suggestion was that the
government of freedom embraced basic democratisesasuch as freedom of the press,
freedom of expression, and equality before the (B\@pszabadsgg23 May 1990). In
established democracies these freedoms are petakgs as essential elements of the
political system. However, at this juncture of Hangs political history - the Antall
government marked the new beginning of post-Comstupblitics — the Premier’'s
reference to freedom was significant, even if osyynbolically so. The significance of
freedom was also emphasised by Antall in the realneconomic transformation. The
reasoning was that if, in the past, free entrepmeaksm had largely been oppressed then,
this government would reshape the economic orddoltow the 'principles of market,
competition and risk(Romsics, 2007: 296). Indeed, having aspired tairathese goals,
over the summer of 1990, the Antall government khamked intensively to build a
fundamental framework for governance through thespge of new bills (Romsics, 2007:

302). As Rothschild and Wingfield argue, Antainployed his formidable political skills
to realise government programmes in the interestlaging 'the foundations for

parliamentary democracy and market econofRpthschild and Wingfield, 2000: 278).

However, considering the policies that Antall adijugoursued — demonstrating a
preference for strong state intervention and stat@rol — it appears that there was a
discrepancy between the Premier's legitimising @ples and the reality of the
government actions undertaken during Antall’s tenaroffice. Privatisation, for example,
was to be governed by the principle of the markenemy and free competition, albeit at
a gradual pacE® However, the mode of economic transformation eygaldby the Antall
government brought the whole process of privatsatinder strict state control, attracting

accusations of effecting a renationalisation ofpprty’ (Cox and Furlong, 1994: 4).
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Despite the fact that, by 1993, a substantial por(55%) of Gross Domestic Product
stemmed from the private economic sector (Agh, 20®Y), the transfer of the State
Property Agency from parliamentary control to tbéathe government demonstrated the
manner in which the government approached the enobi’ As Stark has neatly asserted,
this government-controlled privatisation method teca blurred or quasi privatisation, in
which the transformation of property ownership couabt be categorically divided into
public and private spheres (Stark, 1996: 998-100ks, the conservatism of the Antall
government wasnterventionist and in the economic sphere it la®tired state control
rather than direction' (Swain, 1993: 78). The LawAcable Land (discussed in Section
5.2.4) is a good example of how the concept ofrobmtas interpreted and applied by the
Antall government in the form of economic protenti®@imilarly and more strikingly, the
significance of state control appears to have meptte stated desire for media freedom
(as will be discussed in depth in Section 5.2.%) Pplacement of the media under state

control was one of the most controversial movestti@Antall government undertook.

Thus, it is important to explore the relationshgrnied when the conservative Antall
government, (which embraced strong state contralpentered a President for who liberal
democratic values were of crucial importance. lohsa situation one can justifiably ask
whether the President ought to seek to become\vadoin those events and issues with
which the government was concerned. On the basthedf differing political outlooks,
one might expect conflict to arise between thermv@osely, if the President were to take
a passive and neutral stance on state affairsappearance of liberalism given by the
President could be regarded as a mask, hiding bgssement between nominally opposed
government and presidential camps from public viélae following section of this chapter
addresses these questions exploring those impasturgs and events in which Antall and

Go6ncz became engaged, and interacted with othéicpbplayers.
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5.2. Goncz's first presidential term: liberal and cemocratic values vs. partisanship

5.2.1. The Taxi-drivers’ strike

In autumn 1990, less than four months after thealArgovernment took office, the
Hungarian socialist dailyNépszabadsggran the news of the development of a
spontaneous public protest, the so-called 'Taxckdde' or taxi-drivers strike, under the
following headline:

The President of the Republic is against the [@ppbn of public force]
(Népszabadsa@7 October 1990b).

The sudden announcement of a sharp increase ipribe of oil — 'With effectfrom
midnight, oil prices will increase by 65 percemiépszabadsag?6 October 1990)
prompted taxi and lorry drivers to take to the esisan protest. The government explained
that the rise in the price of petrol was unavoidatile to the sharp increase in the price of
crude oil on the international market (Romsics, 20828)**® However, this account was
far from satisfactory to the lorry and taxi drivevgho saw the action as a direct threat to
their livelihoods (O’Neil, 1993: 192). They blocked major bridges, demanding that the
increase in the price of petrol be suspended. Tostruction of critical points on main
roads meant that their protests soon paralysedirtresportation networks of Central
Budapest. Consequently, their demonstrations broagbut immediate reactions from
both the government and opposition, and also fraind3. The Minister of the Interior,
Balazs Horvath®® announced that there would be no concession opramnise, stating
that 'the government would not rescind the decisioth would restore order employing all
available' legal measuréNépszabadsag,7 October 1990b). In response, the chairman of
the AFD, Janos Kis, expressed the AFD’s solidanitth the protestors, stating that with
the statement of such a threatening message, therrgpent had committed a crime
(Népszabadsa@7 October 1990a).

No specific details concerning what measures themmnent was proposing to take were
forthcoming. Thus, in the uncertainty of the sitolaf a rumour was circulated that the
government might use the forces of public ordede¢al with the crisis (Gyarmati, 2005:
623). However, this never came to pass due to G&nmuervention. In a letter sent to the
Minister of Interior, G6ncz made his position clearating that, as the Commander-in-
Chief, he would not allow the forces of public arde be employed in order to tackle the
crisis (Debreczeni, 2003: 160-61). Additionally, tre same day, in a televised public
statement, he called on the government to enter meigotiations with the protestors

(Magyar Hirlap 27 October 1990).
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Facing mounting pressure and criticism over theeltgment of the crisis and their
attitudes towards it, the government changed itfr@l decision. At the National Interest
Reconciliation Council, in which the delegates offgrnment and those of the employers
and the employees participatéd,a compromise was reached by lowering the petiogpr
increase by 20 ¥dNépszabadsa@9 October 1990), putting an end to the four-staike.

The first sizeable public protest of the post-Comisu era ended peacefully at the
negotiating table. During the development of theigr Goncz acted as a mediator between
the government and the protestors. However, hisrvehtion prompted considerable
controversy among the political elite and the issoiewhether his intervention was ever in
fact necessary and, what led him to make such tanséamt, were particular points of

contention.

Goncz explained that intervention was promptedhgyinformation available to him at the
time. Heavy military vehicles had been dispatchedhte capital to clear the blockade
(Magyar Hirlap 24 October 2000\épszabadsa@4 October 2000; Mester, 2000; Veress,
2010) which, Goncz interpreted as meaning thatgtheernment might act coercively. In
contrast, the government strongly denied that sarchorder had ever been issued. In
addition, they emphasised that Goncz had overreacter misjudged, the given situation.
For example, even a decade after the occurrenteeddtrike, when a public debate was
broadcast on an RTL television programme, the foidiaister without portfolio in Secret
Services, Péter Boross, responded to Goncz’s cotsmen

Newspaper interviewer Recently, Goncz stated that as the Commander-in-
Chief, he stopped a military intervention and by doing, prevented
bloodshed... Were you aware of this operation?

Boross | am concerned about Goncz’s statements anddafioasay that the
previous period begins again [meaning a confroomali relationship between
the President and the government]. On several motgsthe President
confronted the government [...].

Newspaper interviewer Are you saying that the government didn’t plan
armed intervention or didn’t want to dispatch naiit vehicle to the taxi
drivers?

Boross | was present at government meetings, but tmd kif [plan] was out
of the question [...].

Newspaper interviewer At the time, the Minister of the Interior, Baladzs
Horvath, made a statement saying that he wouldneesirder, whatever it may
take.

Boross He did not say that [he would restore order] elvgmesorting to illegal
[actions]. The Hungarian army did not have a pubtder remit, so this kind of
guestion cannot even be raised [...] (Stefka, 2000)
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Since the official documents that would enable asstibstantiate this order remain
inaccessible for the purpose of reseaid@pszabadsa@4 October 2000), there is no hard
evidence proving the order had ever been gifemevertheless, inferring from accounts
offered by an eye-witness and government membens, very probable that military
vehicles had indeed been dispatched to the scefma Kilényi stated: '‘Around half past
eight in the morning, four huge trucks showed ughenArpad Bridge. Soliders were [on
board these trucks]. They were not armed, but thene military uniforms. | felt terrible,
because [apparently] the government was usingamylifforce] against unarmed people...
[The government] claimed the [use] of the army watof the question, but | withessed it
with my own eyes' (interview with Kilényi, 9 May @®). Similar views were held by
government members, although the emphasis of gtatements differed from that of
Kilényi’s. The first President of the HDF, Zoltarir8, claimed that:

The Minister of Interior, Balazs Horvath and thenidier of Defence, Lajos
Fur, agreed that a temporary military bridge shdadduilt. They did not want
to [act coercively], but [help people] to crossdges blocked by strikers
(Interview with Bird, 10 December 2007).

Similarly, a former factional leader of the HDF,rivKdénya, maintained that:

No! It is out of question! This was about asking thungarian army to borrow
towers, or cranes to [help remove] taxis from beglgrhe Hungarian army had
this [equipment]. So, [the government] did not wianintroduce the Hungarian
army [itself] (Interview with Konya, 11 December@q.

In light of these statements, Goncz appears to haspidged the existing situation, and
this, unsurprisingly, prompted sharp criticism fromembers of the government. In essence,
the government claimed that Goncz’s actions wereatdmpt to expand his authority
beyond his constitutional remiM@agyar Nemzet29 October 1990). In response to my
guestion, 'How do you evaluate Gbncz’s actionshi évent of the taxi-drivers’ strike?'
the former factional leader of the HDF, Laszl6 &aa, claimed: 'During the blockade,
Go6ncz made a statement that he would not allowirttreduction of the army into the
situation. This was pointless, because nobody wlaaténtroduce the army. He also made
a mistake because he did not even have such p¢nterview with Salamon, 24 October
2007). It is not a coincidence that six monthsrafte blockade, when a jurisdictional
dispute arose between the Defence Minister LajosaRd President Goncz over the right
to be the Commander-in-ChielNépszabadsgg3 April 1991), Fir turned to the
Constitutional Court. In its ruling, the Court ctuded that 'the President of Hungary is
outside of the [power] of the Commander-in-Chief' (SélyomdaHollo, 1992: 190),

suggesting that this right is only a title. Thus,terms of the government’s position, the
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pursuit of power or seeking personal gain was thacgpal reason behind Géncz’s

intervention in the situation.

However, Goncz’s televised public statement suggestt there was in fact an important
reason for his intervention. On 26 October 1990n&¢ywho had anxiously followed the
development of events at the presidential offféemade the following statement:

1. I propose that the government suspend the iserefoil prices;

2. | request that the government, the assignedciaif] and the taxi drivers
[hold] negotiations in line with the taxi drivergroposal and] in a way that
makes it possible to [reach] mutual agreement;

3. On the announcement of the suspension of [pptroés], provisionally, |
ask the lorry drivers to go home and [clear] thedrblocks;

4. | propose that on Monday, the Parliament con\vamextraordinary session
to discuss the situation;

| ask the country’s population, during the negatias, to refrain from such
acts which make it difficult to [seek] a solution;

Above all, | ask the country’s population to maintaormality, allowing the
delivery of daily goods and medical [services] émtnue.

(Magyar Hirlap 27 October 1990)

Thus, Goncz was very involved in mediation betw#engovernment and the protestors.
In order to reconcile conflicting interests, he wéshe opinion that the government ought
to concede its position or step down. Géncz wasairethat this concession could be
realised through negotiations, over the courselo€ivthe goverment should reconsider its
decision. Thus, Goncz clearly recognised the Iegitiy of the demonstration and acted in
favour of the protestors. Given Goncz's stancejsithardly surprising that his act
displeased those in government who may have thaigiitGoncz had interfered in the
government’s business without having a right tsdoThey may have thought that, on the
pretext of seeking a consensual solution, Goncataleed on the public media to
propagate his opinion. A former MP of the HDF, &43ebreczeni, recalled thus:

During the blockade, the role undertaken by Gones whe first sign of
anxie[ty]... The most obvious mistake was [with§ presidential statement: he
[acted] in such a way as to facilitate the reachifigan agreement, but in
practice he ordered the government to accept theadds of the [protestors]
(Kovacs, 1993: 46).
Given the position and political allegiance of t@mmentator, however, this criticism is
not unexpected. For example, when one looks atr @hgects of the above statement, a
different perspective is revealed: the restoratbmpublic order and securing peace was
behind Go6ncz's determination to intervene in theengv That is, even if Goncz

sympathised with the protestors and this act wasidered a sign of his interference in a
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governmental matter, the principles on display in€z’s statement emphasised a peaceful
and non-coercive solution. It is important to rerbemthat doubt over whether the
government might have used force to disperse tb&egtors was eliminated onbfter
Go6ncz made this public statement. As Kis aptly ob=# where democracy, by all
accounts, was in jeopardy, Goncz stepped into theat®n. Kis noted: '[If] the
government [had] prove[d] capable of breaking thassn movements or they [the
protestors] had prove[d their ability] topple thevgrnment, democracy [would have been]
in danger' (Kis, 1991: 6). Thus, considering th#&ical situation in which Hungary’'s
nascent democracy faced its first crisis, it isgiale to argue that this predicament could
‘'only [be] retrieved by the statesmanlike action Ryesident Géncz who adopted a
relatively even-handed approach towards the patesind the government' (Lewis, 1994:
284). As the Hungarian political scientist, Gabaellonszki, neatly asserted, Goncz's
intervention in the impasse amply demonstrated hex political values lay:

The question is not one of whether there was a mtandisperse the
demonstrators [with the use] of military or polifece, but that there was a
head of state who said that under no circumstancesd he accept such a
[coercive] solution in a democratic state... Ulttelg, in the creation of
democracy and democratic order, Goncz played his (mterview with
llonszki, 16 October 2007).

In this light, it is fair to suggest that copingtiwvthe first public protest (a context in which
a crisis-management mechanism was not well-eskedglisn Hungary’s inexperienced
democracy), Goncz pursued his own democratic detdl ideas and this contributed to

resolving the crisis peacefully.

In terms of the subsequent impacts that Goncz madlungarian politics, however, the
event of the taxi-drivers’ strike was only a casalgontributing to the beginning of a
political separation between the HDF and the ARigJuding Goncz and Antall. Andras
Lanczi neatly captured the implication of the srfkr Hungarian politics thus:

The taxi-drivers’ blockade was the critical jun&when it became clear that
the AFD was the party which had turned againstHbé-... Before the taxi-
drivers’ blockade, the Four Yes-es referendum weasrgortant event for [the
split between these two]... But the blockade was ploint of [complete]
political separation (Interview with Lanczi, 12 y@007).
5.2.2. The Visegrad Summit
If the blockade catalysed the disintegration ofpmyation between the Antall government
and the opposition, as Lanczi contended, the VékgBummit demonstrated how
significant cooperation between the Head of Statk the Head of Government can be.

Despite the fact that neither public mobilisatiasr konfrontation between the governing
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party and opposition emerged as a result of thendityynthis event clearly illustrates how
the relationship between Géncz and Antall moved aanflict. The Summit took place in
early spring 1991, when the Presidents of Czechakla and Poland - Vaclav Havel and

Lech Walesa - and their delegates gathered inigheric Hungarian city.

The central aim of this regional group meeting w@day a cooperative framework for
joining Western European institutions (Farkas, 198kydenthal, 1991: 28). Economic
and political issues, along with future relationghwthe Soviet Union, were discussed; in
signing a 'General Declaration’, this regional mmgetconcluded successfully. Before
holding the Summit, however, Géncz and Antall ckaslover the right of international
representation in foreign countries. Having beeformed that the delegations of
Hungary’'s counterparts were to be led by their idezgs, Goncz insisted on participating
in the Summit. However, Antall opposed this, arguime himself directed foreign policy.
Ultimately, after a debate, both parties agreetttiey would jointly attend the Summit on
the condition that Hungarian delegates would béblethe Prime Minister (Vajda, 1991).

Central to the dispute at the Visegrdd Summit viiesquestion of what the presidential
foreign policy rights meant in reality. More spécdlly, the President’s constitutional tasks
and role in foreign policy should have been sudbtjndefined in relation to, and contrast
with, those of the Prime Minister. Surprisingly, wever, considering the relevant
stipulations embodied in the Hungarian Constitutiagueness appears to have provoked
a jurisdictional debate between Géncz and AntadleRant clauses in use at the time were
as follows:

Article 30/A

The President of Hungary represents the State ngay;

The President of Hungary concludes internationaleagnents in the name of
the Republic of Hungaryf the subject of the treaty falls within its lelgisve
competences, prior ratification by the parliamest necessary for the
conclusion of the treaty.

Article 35

The Council of Ministers (Government) cooperatestia decision making
process concerning foreign policy issues;

The Government concludes international agreementshe name of the
Government of the Republic of Hung4fy[My emphases].

Since the Constitution vested the Head of StatetlmdHead of Government with almost
the same authorityitélicised above), it was unclear who actually had the firsal & the
conclusion of international agreements. The onffedtince was found in the conditional

stipulation on the President’s side, stating that President was required to have a prior
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approval from Parliament, if his or her signingemmational agreements fell within the
jurisdiction of the legislature. However, the claus question does not tell us whether
Goncz was obliged to have Parliament’s approval dtiending the Summit. If one

compares these stipulations with the revised versidoecomes evident that the ambiguity
of the Constitution was not clarified even afterstibsequent amendments.

[The current Constitution in use after amendmer2d2]

Article 30/A

The President of Hungary represents the State ofgahy; concludes
international treaties in the name of the Republielungary; if the subject of
the treaty falls within its legislative competencegsior ratification by the
parliament is necessary for the conclusion of teaty.

Article 35

The Government participates in the developmentooéifin policy; conclude
international treaties in the name of the Goverrtmaithe Republic of
Hungary.

Article 35/1

The Government represents the Republic of Hungathe institutions of the
European Union that require government participetfd

The difference between the 1989 version and itsegirent amendment is found only on
the part of the government, which made subtle cbang parts of Article 35 and 35/1. The
wording of the stipulation has been slightly altene Article 35, and it is now clear that it

was within the jurisdiction of the government tpmesent Hungary in the European Union.
Nonetheless, this still does not provide an answethe original question — should the
President or the Premier have represented Hungahea/isegrad Summit? The answer
could have clarified whether the Summit required tPresident to have Parliament’s
appproval for his participation. The main problenasw however, that the President’s
constitutional competencies regarding internatisaptesentation were not clarified during
the Summit. Under these circumstances, Goncz, wdy hmave interpreted his presidential
scope broadly, argued that he was entitled to qaatie in the meeting. Goncz may have
thought that he was authorised to exercise sinptavers, to the extent to which his

counterparts Havel and Walesa cotfftlin contrast, the Premier, Antall, interpreted the

scope of the President’s authority more narrowantb6ncz had expected.

Hence, the Visegrad Summit demonstrated how amtlgigwithin the Constitution
contributed to jurisdictional dispute over the Riest’s role in foreign policy. In fact,
issues of constitutional obscurity resurfaced wid&mcz and Antall clashed over control
of the broadcast media. Although the causes of ttwiflict and Goncz’'s determination

for involvement, differed from issues surroundimmgeign policy, this also demonstrated
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how ambiguity in the Constitution was leading tfiedent interpretations of the document.
Before examining this issue, the following sectiminthe chapter explores how Goéncz
coped with one of the most crucial transitionaliess that the new Hungarian democracy

had to face: the question of coming to terms vign€@ommunist past.

5.2.3. Dealing with the Communist past

With Communism’s collapse, perhaps the most commnansitional task that the first
post-Communist governments in Central and Easterode (CEE) had to address was a
question of settling accounts in some way or otlfgross the region, while each
government had different ideas and conceptionssgdast, it was generally recognised that
without settling this issue appropriately, sociahsensus could not be created. As Elster
noted, 'the return to democracy [was] accompanied desire to see transitional justice
done in an orderly manner' (Elster, 2006: 3). Dédfe approaches were conceived and
adopted so that a variety of models to deal with@@mmunist past were created by the
governments concerned. Despite these variatiosgjkang similarity in pattern can also
be noted. For example, according to Offe, differeidels adopted by Eastern European
governments can be broadly classified into fiveotggies: monetary compensation, legal
rehabilitation, the revelation of perpetrators’ mariime launch of trials and the formation of
truth-telling committees (Offe, 1992, in CalhourQ02: 7-9). The first two indicate an
approach to dealing with the victims of previougimges, whereas the remainder refer to a
way of dealing with those wrongdoers unpunishednguthe previous regimes’ tenure.
Across the CEE, these approaches took various farmdsvere given different names but,
under the banner of 'de-Communisation’, they weamely formulated into anti-
Communist legislation or its related programmesndgéuy was no exception to this
process and, indeed, the Antall government adapedlaws of Compensation and Justice

at an early stage.

Despite the fact that the main impact these laws dra Hungarian society differed, the
overall outcome of the Hungarian approach to th€demunisation process suggested
that it was conducted at a largely symbolic leair{quez, 1998: 277; Welsh, 1996: 415).
In practical terms, this meant Hungary avoidedrigkihe path of intense restitution and
retribution, adopting the view that 'the best waydeal with the past is to do better now'
and emphasising the attitude that "living wellhs best revenge" (Halmai and Scheppele,
1997: 156). As will be discussed later, Goncz atsmle a significant contribution to this
process, particularly by bringing the issue intafoomity with the principle of the rule of

law. In effect, his intervention led the governmémtreconsider the way to deal with the
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past. The following section of this chapter exarsitiee main developments of the post-
transitional justice issue and Goéncz’s role inaitter which comes an examination of

factors that may have led Goncz to become invoinedis question.

5.2.3.1. The Law of Compensation

On 24 April 1991, the Hungarian Parliament passkd taw on Compensation
(Okolicsanyi, 1991a: 10). Aiming to right past wgsnby providing a symbolic level of
financial aid to victims of Communist rule (Okolasyi, 1991b: 22, 1993: 49), the Antall
government adoptedLaw No. XXV of 1991 on Partial Compensation for Dages
Unlawfully Caused by the State to Properties Owimgitizens in the Interest of Settling
Ownership Relatiorighereafter the Law on Compensatioff).According to this law, in
principle, victims and heirs whose property hadrbilegally confiscated by the previous
regime were given an historic opportunity to retei¢heir losses. In reality, however, the
Law on Compensation was far from meeting expectatidhe value of vouchers or bonds
distributed to victims of Communst rule fell farosh of restoring their lost property,
because the extent of compensation was calculagainsa the original value of
expropriated property with no allowance for inftatibeing made. For example, according
to criteria set by the government, the level of enat damage up to £1000 was fully
compensated by this scheme, whereas the rest ofabe was partially compensated
according to a significantly declining scale (Flemi 1995: 72-743*" Additionally and
more importantly, the Compensation Law had a serlegal drawback. According to Act
XXV of 1991, for example,not everyone was granted an opportunity to claim
compensation, and arguably this meant that citiztiglible for compensation were also
discriminated against. In particular, only thoseoviist property after 8 June 1949 were
entitled under the government scheme (Okolicsab§83: 49). Furthermore, politically
persecuted victims who lost lives and freedom uniderprevious regime were essentially
excluded (Mihaly, 1997: 9, 2004: 11} Consequently, as Okolicsanyi has noted, Act
XXV of 1991 neither covered property and personakés incurred before June 8 1949,
nor paid for claims lodged by Jews and other fareig who had lost their property
primarily before and during the Second World Wakdg(rsanyi, 1991a: 8).

Consequently, legal disputes over the Law on Comsgtean did not only arise among
parliamentary parties, but also among the publiargie. As a whole, a division of opinion
emerged between the Antall-led coalition governnaemnt the opposition, as well as within
the coalition itself, with the point of contenti@entering on differing conceptions of the
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law. For instance, within the coalition the HDF aheé CDPP both supported the partial
compensation scheme, whereas the ISP demandethihenientation of 'reprivatisation’
which meant the return of assets to original owmprgComisso, 1995: 210-11; Fahidi,
1994: 55; 218-19; Paczolay, 1992: 811). As for dipposition, the AYD and the HSP
refused even to adopt the Compensation Law (Rom&i@8l: 420), while the AFD
claimed that an equal amount of monetary compemsathould be allocated to all
Hungarian citizeng®® Public opinion was also divided, showing an almesfual
percentage (48% to 46%) of respondents for anchagany type of compensation (Lazar,
1992: 575-76).

On 14 May 1991, Goncz, who had shown reservatidmgitasigning the Compensation
Law, turned to the Constitutional Court (Bodnar91p Raising four questions (of which
details are discussed below), he asked for a jidieview on the issue of whether the law
could be upheld in its constitutionalitylagyar DokumentacidMay 1991). In response to
Goncz’s questions, the Court ruled that the LawCompensation was unconstitutional in
several respects (Sélyom and Hollo, 1992: 80-8bowe all, the cut-off date of 8 June
1948 was found to be unconstitutional, becausea arbitrarily setNlagyar Nemzet30
May 1991). The Court also decided that discrimoratnade between land and other types
of property was against basic laMdgyar DokumentacioMay 1991), as it contravened
the principle of equality. However, the Court fouhdt the state had a 'moral obligation to
compensate the former owners' (Paczolay, 1992 8derlining the idea that the Law on
Compensation could enter into force if discrimimgt@lements within the law were
removed. Accordingly, in spring 1992, the law wasvised several times so that
contentious legal debates appeared to have beemtirto an end>* However, on 16
April 1993, Goncz once again referred the amendesion - Law No. | of 1993
Compensation - to the Constitutional Court (Sélyamd Holl6, 1994: 2213** and

controversies over this law continued throughoatAntall government.

Given that the implementation of the Compensati@w Lwas conditional upon the
amendment of the law, it is possible to questiomé@ts intentions for forwarding it to the
Constitutional Court. Goncz himself was a politigadtim of Communist rule, a person
who was unjustly imprisoned and, the introductiérthe Compensation Law may have
benefitted him financially. This might explain G@® reluctance to sign the law. An
interview Goncz gave to Kossuth Radio implies tha¢ of the primary reasons for his
reluctance lay in his anxiety about the lack ofi@loconsensus prevalent in Hungarian

society at the time:
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Countless requests were [sent] to me. These cameloth sides. On the one
hand, it was suggested that the implementatiohetaw be accelerated... On
the other hand, there were appeals about how thevlalated [various]
interests. Public opinion was also divided by ageé social [background]. In
these circumstances, naturally, | [had] doubts altoel law. | felt that it was
my duty to [address this doubt] by raising questi@md receiving answers
(Wisinger and Laszl6, 1994: 161-62).

Having faced this dilemma, which made it difficéittr Goncz to reconcile conflicting
interests, he may have thought that the law shbalanore carefully drafted prior to its
introduction. According to Goncz’s account, it wowppear that he did not object to the
idea of compensatiomper se However, any doubt over legal deficiencies inheia the
law was required to be resolved, because this was by Goncz as the main cause of
controversy among people, something which in twntrtbuted to social division. For
example, according to an historian of the Stateuftyc Archive, Laszl6 Varga, the
Compensation Law had numerous inherent problemshaholated the right of ownership
and people’s interests. Varga noted that:

The biggest problem of monetary compensation isgtiestion of ownership.
Let’'s say in 1938, land belonged to a Jew. [Duthng Second World War] the
Arrow Cross expropriated this land and in 1945, [tfew government] took it
away from the Arrow Cross and somone bought it. iBthis land was again
taken away from the third owner as a consequenceobéctivisation, in

principle, the government would have to compensateland owners three
times. In practice, of course, this rarely happepep(Interview with Varga,

27 August 2007).

In these circumstances, G6ncz naturally had reasdoubt the legality of law. Indeed, an
attempt to remove the doubt was evidenced by ther lee sent to the Constitutional Court
in which he raised these questions:

1) Does it correspond to the spirit of the Consittuthat compensation is not
complete [in scope], but only partial [indicatingral obligation]?

2) Does it correspond to the spirit of the Consittuthat much of the
legislation concerning compensation is defered arater date? This applies
to the [nationalisation] which took place beforduhe 1949, and also applies
to the Church and other bodies.

3) Does it correspond to the spirit of the Consittuthat discrimination
between citizens is based on the nature of natsmthproperty?

4) Does it correspond to the spirit of the Consibtuthat compensation will be
made at the expense of local authorities and catipes?°°

(Magyar Hirlap 14 May 1991)

In essence, Goncz questioned whether the Law onp€osation violated the principle of
equality by discriminating against the dispossessettd on the expropriation date and the

type of once-nationalised property. In particute cut-off date for one specific criterion
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set by the Antall government was questioned by @gas this decided whether people
were eligible for demanding any compensation fotemal damages. Similarly, Géncz
wondered why certain types of lost property couddrétrieved, while others could not.
According to the Compensation Law, partial compgosawould be provided only to
those who had forcibly lost their lands and somiédimgs, but excluded any possibility of
being recompensated for material losses of theadgaand chattels. Thus, the law had
intrinsic legal defects as it treated land restitagreferentially, a fact which is indicative

of the contravention of the principle of equality.

Considering the specific questions formulated by€zdand their implications, it is fair to
suggest that Goncz dealt with one of the most oeetsial transitional laws in light of his
own liberal and democratic values. The significanéethe principle of equality was
demonstrably highlighted in this instance. Gonazadly sensed that the main cause of
social division over the Compensation Law lay isgble discriminatory measures within
it, which he interpreted to mean that the issueulkhde addressed through the
constitutional review process. Moreover, givenihtsllectual and dissident background in
the struggle for the realisation of justice, itlikely that Géncz would have had his own
ideas or suggestions when dealing with the compiemsssue. Indeed, the inference to be
drawn from an interview Géncz gave to Kossuth Radipports the reasoning that Géncz
had his own opinion regarding the Compensation Uawessence, Goncz argued that the
Law on Compensation should have been more thorguetdmined in the context of the
holistic view of Hungary’s entire socio-economiarisformation process. Goncz stated:

| would be very pleased, if they [MPs] evaluated focial consequences and
side-effects of the law in the course of parliamentebates... For example,
how those people who bear financial burdens wouddhctr to the
[compensation] law; what long-term impacts the taay have... how the law
affects next year’s budget... Not only from [the gahview of] inflation, the
financial market, and economic processes, but fatso the viewpoint of the
[overall] general conditions of the social transfiation process, [the law
should have been more comprehensively investigdi®§inger and Laszlo,
2007: 185).

With this in mind, it can be fair to say that alowgh the deficiency of the principle of
equality within the Compensation Law, the shortsgheconomic policy that the Antall
government proposed cannot be ruled out as a fastuch influenced Goncz's

determination to intervene in the issue.
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5.2.3.2. The Law on Justice

On 4 November 1991, less than six months afteCthapensation Law was challenged by
the Constitutional Court, the Hungarian Parliampassed the 'Law of Zétényi-Takacs',
named after its initiators, Zsolt Zétényi and Pdtakacs:

§(1) On 2 May 1990, the statue of limitations omtai@ crimes committed
between 21 December 1944 and 2 May 1990 beginsordicg to the 1978
[Criminal Law] which was in effect at the time, petrators committed the
following crimes: treason as defined in 144.8 (rggraph, premediated
murder as described in 166. 8 (1) and (2), and laagkter as dictated in
170.8 (5). The start point of the statue of limdas is [reset] if the perpetrators
of a crime [originally escaped] punishment for podl reasons [...] (Hack,
2007: 544).

Designed to reset statutory limitations for certainmes - '‘premeditated murder, treason
and aggravated assault' — committed between 21nikerel944 and 2 May 1990 (Pataki,
1992a: 21; Welsh, 1996: 418}, the primary goal of the Zétényi-Takacs Law lagatling
Communists to account (Huyse, 1995: 69). Accordintipis law, the renewal of the statute
of limitations meant that those perpetrators wha iat been punished for political reasons
during the previous regime could now be broughtistice. Not surprisingly, in the course
of legislation, controversy arose, with legal digsucentring on the issues of whether
retroactive law could be implemented in the namgustice. The governing coalition
(comprising the HDF, ISP and CDPP) supported thve (Hamor and Bartfai, 1991),
reasoning that the state had a moral responsilidityndo past injustices. A CDPP MP
Miklos Hasznos argued that: 'The question of jesiicnot a simple legal question but a
much more complex [issue], because it [requires]rdalisation of moral justice... People
demanded and always demand that time does notagiree pass to those offenders who
acted against their own people' [...] (Kurtan, Sarahd Vass, 1992a: 549). In contrast, the
opposition - the AFD and AYD - were against the,laaising concerns about its possible
social consequenceMégyar DokumentaciéOctober 1991). For example, an MP of the
AFD, Imre Mécs, said that he would oppose the lasvhe believed that its enactment
might stir up a sense of fear and hatred amongabpelation and, could also be misused to

launch political trials or witch-hunt®Ngpszabadsad8 November 1991).

Having become aware of the lack of social consepautis issue, Goncz referred the law
to the Constitutional Court on 18 November 1991kéte, 1991Népszaval9 November
1991). With an emphasis on the fact that the gallihperpetrators to account ought to be
done strictly within the framework of a state builpon the rule of law Magyar
Dokumentacip November 1991), Goncz asked the Court whether atiepted law
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contravened democratic principles. Sensing thefgignce of the issue, he also visited the
Court personally (Sereg, 1991). Goncz acted inwayg having seen that social division
over the Justice Law had raised concern about pakeconsequences (details are

discussed below).

Upon Goncz’s request, the Constitutional Courtesisits ruling on 3 March 1992. Eight
points of constitutional violation were raised e tCourt (S6lyom and Hollo, 1993: 77-
78), the essence of the verdict was the Zétényadakaw was against the Constitution,
because it violated the principle of legal secuniiereby ‘the citizen can count on the law
to protect him and the law cannot be [distorteditmy state’ (Oltay, 1993a: 6). In practice,
this meant that once the statute of limitations bagired, those criminals who had not
been punished in the past were also entitled teefiieftom legal immunity. Various
reactions soon followed the Court’s ruling, butision between the government and
opposition once again manifested itself. The AF #&me AYD welcomed the Court’s
ruling, but the HDF governing party found the damissurprising Magyar Nemzet4

March 1992). Goncz stated thato one can appeal or reverse the rulifgagyar

DokumentacipMarch 1992), adding that he himself would respleetCourt’s decision.

However, Goncz stressed that people had a rigkmaav about their own history and past
(Kovacs, 1992); the pursuit of the truth had toogo To this end, Goncz offered his own
proposal to Parliament, suggesting that a Spe@atr@ission for Historical Investigation,
a body whose main task was to elicit confessiomsnfrthose criminals who were
responsible for past misconducts, be set up indPaeht (Goncz, 1993: 1-5). The results
of these investigations, such as the names of thosguntable for crimes, were also to be

made available to the public (details are discubstalv).

Meanwhile, in February 1993, almost a year afterZBtényi-Takacs Law was overturned
by the Court’'s ruling, the Hungarian Parliament geals two new laws dealing with
Communist crimes (Oltay, 1993a: 7). One was corexemith the procedure relating to
crimes committed during the 1956 Revolution. Anothvas a version of the Zétényi-
Takacs Law but this time amended 'the Criminal Edoce Act of 1973 to make it
obligatory for public prosecutors to level accusasi in certain cases' (Halmai and
Scheppele, 1997: 165). In practice, there was maldmental difference between the
Zétényi-Takacs Law and its revised version. Howgirethe case of the law dealing with

crimes committed during th&6 Revolution, the government introduced two neswents
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— war crimes and crimes against humanity — to bthreg Communists to account. The
government explained that during the '56 Revolytldangary was in a state of war, and
the crimes committed during this war did not faider the jurisdiction of statutory
limitations (Oltay, 1993a: 7). They claimed thatpmtrators belonging to this category

should be tried as war criminals.

While the constitutionality of these two laws wasquestion, on 8 March 1993, Géncz
again called on the Constitutional Court to revigw@m. Three months later, the Court
ruled that the amended Zéteny-Takécs Law was utiagienal 1>°> Referring to the same
rationale which had previously been made in thes a#sthe first draft of the Zétényi-
Takacs Law, the Court concluded that the revisaddtll contravened the principle of
legal security. On 12 October 1993, the Court aided that the law which dealt with

crimes committed immediately after tf Revolution was unconstitutional. According to
the original Bill, crimes committed after th&6 Revolution should be considered as war
crimes. However, the Court ruled that crimes cortedituring thé56 Revolution did not
fall within the category of war crimes by the défon of international agreements
(Halmai, 2004: 57). The Court nonetheless foundt, treecording to the Geneva
Convention of 1949 and the New York Convention 868 (which Hungary had also
signed)™®® crimes committed after th&6 Revolution belonged in the category of crimes
against humanity, highlighting that the criminatsild now be brought to justice without
reference to the statute of limitations. Subsedyeah 22 October 1993, in consideration
of the Court’s ruling, the Hungarian Parliament @ptéd Law No. XC of 1993 on the
Procedure related to Crimes committed during thB61Revolution and Struggle for
Freedom™’ The constitutionality of the law having been uphbly the Court’s ruling,

Goncz finally signed itNépszabadsg@5 October 1993).

This issue clearly demonstrates the dilemma oktt@mal justice that the post-Communist
Hungarian government had to tackle. On the one ,hiinglas recognised thabto deed
deserving punishmenshould remain unpunished (Kis, 2003: 274), aswlas deemed to
be morally reprehensible. On the other hand, it agreed that, in a constitutional state,
justice is workable only if it is sought within tfieemework of the principle of the rule of
law. The main problem was that taking legal actagainst the wrongdoers was not
possible, as the time limit for prosecution hacadty expired. Thus, a clash between the
concept of moral justice and the new governmeriaritment to the principle of the rule

of law emerged. This was recognised by the politdide, legal experts and the general
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public alike but they could not reach an agreenoeet the best way to deal with the past.
More precisely, they were not certain that on maunds, justice could be enacted
retrospectively. In this uncertain situation, GGneho had once strongly urged the redress
of past injustices through the establishment of @loenmittee for Historical Justice (see
Section 3.3 Chapter 3), now firmly stood with tihgorous application of the principle of
the rule of law. Thus, it is necessary to questibrat it was that led him to deal with this

delicate issue in this manner.

According to my interviews and articles found i thcademic literature, three factors are
primarily responsible for Goncz's stance. Firsityhas been suggested that the consensus-
based democracy underpinning Goncz’s politicaldiglor philosophy influenced him in
challenging the Zétényi-Takacs Law (interview wighbus, 19 May 2007). As the main
concern about the Compensation Law for Géncz wasstfue of social division over the
possible discriminatory elements within it, the &@ti-Takacs Law also contributed to the
polarisation of Hungarian society so was equalfdmissable to hirft® The significance

of social consensus embedded in Goéncz's politicgiefs was displayed when he
personally visited the Constitutional Court. Gostated:

| came to this Court for the following reasons:

= During the parliamentary debate about the propdes Zétényi-Takacs
Law], there were several concerns about its [ctutginality];

= The petitions handed over to me have proved tmatpbsition of the law
enforcers is divided. There are judges who findrrigconcilable with their
conscience to cooperate in the law enforcemerfieofdgislation;

= According to several scientific conferences, thsifoon of the law on these
issues is divided in Hungary as well as abroad;

= The foreign reactions to this law are rather uataable and numerous
press publications have questioned the constitalityrof our country

(Kurtan, Sandor and Vass, 1992b: 563).

Certainly, the law not only divided general pulalginion, but also legal experts at home
and abroad. In this polarised situation, Goncz nadliuquestioned the constitutionality of
the law, not to mention that the legislation caréid with his political beliefs about
consensus-based democracy. Kis explained how G&Hrmzrhmitment to the idea of a
consensus-based democracy could have affected Géetion of vetoing the law. Kis
noted that: 'The constitutional democracy that @6fenvisaged] is one in which the
majority in Parliament does not decide everythifigere are civic rights that must be
respected. The branches of power are separate @mglement each other. Within
Parliament, the opposition has certain rights tereigse and this means that the majority

does not decide everything. Goncz made many effoitsrds the realisation of a real
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constitutional democracy or, as it is said, 'libeslamocracy’ (interview with Kis, 27
September 2007). Given Kis’ explanation, democraeg workable for Goncz, if there
was consensus in decision-making or if the probtenmiaw itself was changed in a way
that meant that dissenting opinions could be misétii However, at the time, the Zétényi-
Takacs Law was not unproblematic and neither didddrian society show consensus, in
conflict with Goncz’s political beliefs. In this gard, the Court’s involvement seemed to
be indispensable and, given that the major issu&émcz was to find a way to bring about
demands for political justice in a reassuring armdcratic manner, it was perhaps
unavoidable. It should be noted that, even if tas were only symbolic, in the annual
New Year's Greetings speeches Goncz gave to thergepublic; the significance of
seekingsocial consensus and solidarityere the words most consistently emphasised
throughout his Presidendy’

A second plausible account for Géncz'’s refusaigo ghe retroactive legislation lies in his
future-orientated or prospective political valuAsgreat number of Hungarian academics
have suggested that Goncz was one of the advofmtes peaceful transformation to
democracy (interviews with Babus, He¢iedKende, Rainer and Varga). This concept can
be variously interpreted according to the cont@ktording to Babus and Rainer, however,
the rationale behind the peaceful democratic chavagethat it ‘drew a thick line' between
past and future. Thus, if the Communists were t@ir@shed for their past misconducts
through the application of retroactive justice,sthwould contradict the fundaments
underpinning the legitimacy of a new democracy. Tdieef political editor of the
economic weeklyHeti Vilaggazdasagendre Babus, maintained that:

The basic notion of Hungary’s systemic change was it must be orientated
to the future...Without violence, the Communists handed over thewer to
the [opposition]... The new political elite did notsiv to seek revenge on the
old political elite... I thinkGoncz also attached [himself] to this notion, and
seriously tried to [keep to] it all the tinfénterview with Babus, 19 May 2007,
my emphasis].

Similarly, JAnos Rainer expressed this view:

My impression is thgbeaceful transformation for Gincz meant tabula rasa
the sense of [granting] an amnestyHe thoughthat if [that] was the price for
the peaceful transformation to democracy, it wastlwaot seeking political
reckoning [...] [Interview with Rainer, 22 August 2ZQ0ny emphasis].

The consistent emphasis above underscores ththéacEoncz also shared the basic notion
of a peaceful transformation. A peaceful transitiordemocracy could be seen by Gdncz

as the turning point of a new beginning for Hungainistory and retroactive justice would
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not be harmonious with the fundamental concepteaicpful democratic change. In fact, in
an interview with the Hungarian dailiépszavaGdncz reaffirmed the assertion, stating
that:

The political transformation to democracy for mespnt] that a line [between

the past and present] must be drawn or [we musp] [showing] hatred to the

institution [which had dominated] for the last falgcades. The law on Justice
was not compatible with the ideal of the transfaioraand the requirement of

a new beginning [of Hungary’s history] (Bir6, 2000)

The final explanation lies in Goéncz’s liberal demai ideology or values. Firstly, the
concept of liberal democracy, in particular coneerrwith justice, should be defined.
According to Calhoun, liberal democractic ideoldgyin harmony with three elements:
'social contract, the rule of law, openness andhalusive approachCalhoun, 2004: 29-
44). Explaining that before making a social corttradividuals live in "a state of nature"
(a concept introduced by Thomas Hobbes), Calhowuear that a social contract
establishes a society in which the principle of ihle of law applies. Also, reasoning that
the past is the timbefore the-rule-of-law based society existed, Calhounteas that
these two elements essentially refer to a forwaodihg value system. The final
explanation offered by Calhoun is that liberal deracy guarantees that all people are
equally treated before the law, and opportunitppen to everyone. According to this
rationale, the rule of law, equality and perhagsdharantee of basic human rights are the
ultimate goals that liberal democracy pursues.Heunhore, as these democratic elements
are intrinsically intertwined with future-orientatevalues, retroactive justice is precluded
from the idea of liberal democracy. If Goncz alsbdhthis view then, it is highly probable

that he would refuse to accept any type of retieagtistice.

As has been discussed above, G6ncz constantlyaejéue retroactive law based on his
commitment to future-orientated values. It is pbkesio argue that liberal and democratic
ideology was behind his determination not to sigm law. Moreover, in view of a speech
that Goncz delivered on the occasion of the Intenal Colloquium on the European
Agreement on Human and Cultural Rights, it woulghesgy that his commitment to the
guarantee of human rights had also informed hissecto veto the retroactive legislation.
Goncz explained what human rights meant for him:

Human rights, for me, ... are a never-ending steudgr human dignity... a
political struggle concerned with curbing the posvidrat the state may exercise
against the individual....We cannot make concesswinere others who need
protection from persecution or discrimination, dnoasuffer violation of their
human rights [are concerned]. When the dignity winbn beings is violated,
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we must protest as hard as we can. We cannot toléh@ loss of other
people’s dignity [...] (T6th, 1999: 46).

Go6ncz acknowledged that the human rights issueteasost challenging to him, but he
made clear that he could not and - would not - edachis position on this issue. He
stressed that in a democratic state, where hurngatsrivere guaranteed, perpetrators who
committed crimes ought also to be equally treatefdre the law. Although this does not
tell us whether Géncz had considered the humansfighsue when dealing with the
Communist past, this factor cannot be excludedragtigiven its significance to his
political beliefs. Indeed, a letter Goncz wrotdhie Constitutional Court highlights the fact
that Goncz did consider the human rights’ issue nwkealing with the retroactive
legislation. In his letter of 18 November 1991, @id¢he questions raised was as follows:
'Does this law not undermine the principle of lawllum crimen sine ledé®® which has
become the principle of human rights supported isyohcal practice and international
agreement?! Thus, it is fair to suggest that in so far asdhestion of settling accounts
with the past is concerned, Géncz sought to addhesgssue within a framework guided

by the principle of the liberal-democratic equakigfore the law.

Gobncz’'s democratic stance, however, was not fasyiraewed by all Hungarian citizens.
For instance, in response to my questith Szilvia Varré, political editor of the
Hungarian internet dailyHirszerd, expressed her regret at G6ncz’s role:

It would have been good if Goncz had stood by ¢esti As a '56 veteran and a
[member] of the democratic opposition, he shouldehplayed a more active
role in [dealing with] the Communist past. As thee$¥dent, he should have
demanded the enactment of laws [rendering justiciiink it was his job to
lead Hungary to face the past [honestly], which fe@sained undone to the
present day... He did nothing to help the [credtafnsocial peace. | regret to
say that he could have done many [more] thingsjUstice (Interview with
Varrd, 15 August 2007).

For Varro it was deplorable to see that Goncz ladnly failed to take a proactive role in
the question of settling accounts with the past hadl actively prevented it. Varr6 believed
that Hungary had not dealt with the past, and bmsained a deficiency within Hungarian
democracy. Goncz was responsible, because he wesiyesl to have done nothing to
assist the process of coming to terms with the. @dsis, Varr6 implies that Goncz failed
to fulfill his one of primary presidential dutiesthe representation of the unity of the
nation - as his neglect of the past contributedational discord which might have arisen

due to the lack of clarity in attitudes toward tbemmunist era.
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However, one should bear in mind that Goncz diérofis own solution to deal with the
past. After the Court overturned the Zétényi-Takéesv, Goncz proposed a Bill for
establishing a Special Commission for Historicavelstigation™®® Reasoning that the
preclusion of culpability decided by the Court diok mean that the state should avoid its

obligation to examine important past events, Ganged thatthe state must co-operate
[in the process of] look[ing] into the truth and/eal the names of perpetrato(slagyar

Nemzet4 March 1992). Goncz stated that:

| asked [for] Parliament [to]... establish a Consms for Historical
Investigation to Research (CHIR)... The Commissiould be charged to
[name] those responsible for violations and forsacommitted against
individual human lives... A complete disclosure efents and naming of
persons responsible for the violation of law migbktp familarise us with the
nation’s tragic recent past... [but] without infying the Constitution and
existing legal principles... [The CHIR] is to [h¢lpase the tension prevailing
in our society because of our lack of clarity abiat past [...] (Goncz, 1993: 4-
5).

The extract above suggests that dealing with tkefpaGoncz does not mean the purge of
wrongdoers, but a path of historical process faietal reconciliation. Goncz viewed that
a key condition for this process — that of allowpepple to exercise their legitimate right
to knowledge about the past — should be met f@éincz stressed that, without meeting
this basic requirement, Hungarian society would b®iable to reconcile itself with those
perpetrators who had violated society’s democragiats. For this reason, Goncz proposed
the founding of the CHIR in the expectation thas thody would help people face the
country’s past honestly and their individual recotidat they had been sealed for decades.
It should be noted that, when Goéncz was active aseaber of the Committee for
Historical Justice, a full-scale independent iniggdion regarding show trials and legal
cases that had been enforced since 1945 was coatside the key issue to be addressed
(Section 3.3 of Chapter 3). In this respect, G&ezmed to have made a clear distinction
between the right to know about the past and, ssae of calling the Communists to
account. In Kiss’s terms, Goncz may have been dnheo advocates of the virtues of
‘reckoning with the past in order to ensure opesia@sl to give everyone a chance for an
honest confrontation with past behaviour' (Kiss,0&0926). Indeed, Péter Kende
confirmed that G6ncz’s determination for estabhghihe CHIR originated in the concept
of allowing people to judge their past recordstf@mselves. Kende noted thus:

Goncz clearly saw that Hungarian society could stahd on its own without
closing off the Communist past. At least, it mustdiosed symbolically... It
required a body which had a moral authority, whiculd say to the public
"Dear Hungarians and Fellow Citizens! We live inew era, which came into
being after the systemic change. We live in a $pdailt on legal continuity
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which cannot bring retroactive laws. But we camgrour verdict on some
[important] matters which occurred during the Comistiera"... [Where] it
required a moral initiative, [G6ncz realised thighahis Bill]. [But] he could

not find any partners for this (Interview with Kend October 2007).

The genesis of this moral initiative lay in Géncasderstanding and the lessons that he
gained from his first hand experience of the haplshused by miscarriages of justice. As
GoOncz stated:

Reckoning is necessary. In my personal opiniorghituld be made strictly
within the framework of a state built on the rufdaw. In a closed trial, | was
sentenced to life imprisonment. It was not possibl@appeal. | strongly feel
that no procedure should be repeated that coulidured illegal in retrospect
(Magyar DokumentacidNovember 1991).

In view of this, it is fair to say that, when assiag the question of coming to terms with
the past, Goncz sought to address the issue wahramework guided by the liberal-

democratic principle that everyone ought to beté@@qually before the law.

5.2.4. The Law on Arable Land Terméfoldrél szol6 torvény
On 6 April 1994, the Parliament in Hungary adopiéal LV Law of 1994 on Arable Land
'(hereafter the Law on Arable Land) for the follogireason:

On the basis of transforming ownership, in ordecdavert agriculture into a
market economy built on private ownership; to hilp trade of arable land
and the use of land to obtain credit so that tlasilifates the efficient
functioning of new[ly] operating firms; to facilit@a the establishment of
landownership that is capable of pursuing competiigricultural producé&’

.

Central to the debate over the Law on Arable Laad whether placing limitations on the
purchase of land was necessary for the transfoomatif land ownership in Hungarian
agriculture. The relative weakness of Hungary'sicadfural competitiveness on the
international market was the official reason gifen the adoption of this law (Halmai,
2004: 349); its aim was clear - the protection afngary’s land market from foreign
purchase. Several stipulations were included inldlag of which the point of contention
centred on the regulation of who would be entitieghurchase land. Three categories - an
individual Hungarian citizen, a domestic body ogaisation, and a foreign individual or
body — were identified to decide whether claimanese eligible for buying landHeti
Vildggazdasagl6 April 1994; Izsak and Nagy, 2004: 592). Thaém® fell within the first
category could buy land, albeit with limited scdpewhereas these in either of the other

two were essentially excluded from undertaking |lgotichase transactions. There were
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some exceptions in this law, but both domestic fondign private organisations were
ruled out for the purchase of land. For instanoegrag the exceptions, local government,
public foundations, the Church and the state itselfe granted a legal right to buy arable
land with unlimited scope (Félix, 199Képszabadsg@B0 April 1994). In contrast, other
bodies such as the National Association of Agrigalt Cooperatives and Producers were
excluded. Consequently, the legality of the law wasstioned, particularly with respect to
whether it discriminated against potential buyeiso were foreigners or public bodies and
private associations located at home and abroade\Wie constitutionality of the law was
in doubt, on 29 April 1994, Gdncz, who had a reagon about signing the law, turned to
the Constitutional Court, requesting a judicial ieew (of which details are discussed
below). Two months later, the Court ruled that thew of Arable Land was not

unconstitutional (Sélyom and Hollé, 1995: 197).

Given that the Law of Arable Land may have includ#idcriminatory elements, the
guestion arises as to the grounds on which the tGostified that it conformed to the
Constitution. When Goncz forwarded the law to theu® he referred to the following
clauses, asking whether the law was in harmony thigke principles:

Article 70/A: The Republic of Hungary shall respda human rights and civil
rights of all persons in the country without digaination on the basis of race,
colour, gender, religion, national or social ori¢in].

Article 56: In the Republic of Hungary, everyondegally capable.

Article 9 (1): The economy of Hungary is a markebrgomy, in which public

and private property shall receive equal considmraand protection under the
law (Halmai, 2004: 347).

In essence, Goncz questioned whether distinctiogimgb made between individual
Hungarian citizens and foreigners, public bodied @mnivate businesses at home and
abroad upheld the principle of equality. Goncz wered whether the law might have
undermined the egalitarian principle which relatedhe human and civil rights’ elements
of the Constitution and the right to enterprise aratket economy. In response to Goncz’s
questions, the Court ruled that the entitlementownership was not a part of the
fundamental rights that were defined in the Couasth; it could, the Court ruled, be
restricted if reasonable grounds were given forithgosition of the limitation (Halmai,
2004: 348). Additionally, the Court ruled that iasvrare to contravene the principle of the
market economy, and the Law on Arable Land did faditinto this legal realm. The
Court’s final justification was the exclusion of mestic and foreign bodies from the
subject of land ownership was requirathce allowing foreigners and certain domestic
potential purchasers to buy land would give theewigy to use the laHalmai, 2004:
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349). This meant that since establishing companigwivate bodies could be considered
the easiest way to bypass the law, for exampleidangthe legal limit on the acreage of
land that could be bought, private businesses adib should be banned altogether from
land ownership. In arriving at this conclusion, tB®urt's decision seems to have
considered the relative strength of purchasing poxested in legal bodies compared to
that of an individual Hungarian citizen. Followitige rationale of the Court’s decision, it
is likely that without this protective measure, yrhose individuals and commercial

bodies that possessed considerable financial resewould be capable of purchasing land.

In this ruling, however, there was an element ofbignty. Even if discriminatory
measures were necessary for the protection of Hytsgarmers and of its vulnerable land
market from relatively richer foreign buyers, tlaavistill seems to have compromised the
principle of equality. Since none of the clauseghini the Constitution detailed the
circumstances under which land purchase would sieiceed from domestic and foreign
legal bodies, this legal lacuna itself suggestedt tthe principle of equality was
contravened. It should be noted that the arbitessnof the Court's decision was
qguestioned by a dissenting judge of the Court, G€ignyi (Sélyom and Hollo, 1995:
210), whose view was later supported by the Eumoggsurt of Justice (ECJ). The ECJ
ruled that the Hungarian Law of Arable Land viothtthe European Community Law,
which required non-discrimination in the free mowsnof capital, goods, persons and
services (Majoros, 2000: 5-6%°

Go6ncz may have recognised this legal deficiencg,has anxiety may have been expressed
in the form of a constitutional veto. He may haveown that in the short term, the
imposition of protective measures on agriculturahdownership might benefit those
farmers who were unable to compete with their cewparts possessed of greater financial
resources. However, in his decision-making proc&ésicz may have considered that in
the long term, protective measures would not beaathgeous for the modernisation of
Hungary’'s economy, particularly in relation to Hamngs integration into Europe. It
should be noted that at this time, Hungary hadadlyeapplied for membership of the
European Uniort®’ and the accession was considered as a principalofvenodernising
the transitional Hungarian economy. A speech deivéy Goncz at the #sanniversary

of the Club of Rom®&® demonstrated how he understood 'integration' wétpect to
economic transformation:

Integration — by which we mean the European Unias a framework and a
means to help the two halves of the continent adpugach other and to the
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global environment... The Central and Eastern Eunomemnomies will have
to modernise to achieve growth. For this modermeatcapital is required. It
must come from exports [to] more accessible markegdicularly in Western
Europe, from direct foreign investments and loawée also need more
advanced technology and better skills. Much of thils have to come from
external sources, first of all from Western Europ#ich has a direct and
unequivocal interest in the rise of the other half (Té6th, 1999: 150-51).

The extract above underscores the fact that for nieelernisation of the Hungarian
economy, an influx of foreign capital was esseniidhile this does not tell us how Goéncz
related the modernisation issue of Hungary's atjuce to the whole economic

transitional process, it is certain that economangformation could not be achieved
without opening Hungary’s market to Western Euro@@ncz had a holistic way of

thinking and a good understanding of the complexfy contemporary transitional

problems and, integration was seen as the key nfeaasldressing the existing issues. In
this respect, precluding foreign investors from dlaownership would be counter-
productive to Hungary’'s integration process intordpe. In fact, the significance of

integration as a way to modernise Hungary’s econaay again underlined by Géncz. At
a Think Tank Network meetity® Goncz defined what integration meant to Central an
Eastern Europe:

On the Central and East European side ptios of integration, especially pan-
European integration, are obvious:

Politically, it can provide the security that mawfythese countries lack;
Economically, it can increase the modernisatiorcgss in Central and Eastern
Europe and greatly facilitate our access to outsidekets;

Socially, it can help us establish the standards systems appropriate to a
modern society [...] (Goncz, 1992: 207-08).

This once more highlights the main contention tkhhtngary’s socio-economic and
political transformation to democracy could not d&téained without its integration into
Europe. In a wider context and long-term perspectidungary’s accession to various
international organisations was required as, nbt would this bring about prosperity, but
also social security, as well as democratic norstabdéished in developed states. Mapping
out Hungary’s position within Europe, G6ncz may éakought that foreign access to the
Hungarian land market would outweigh the benefitscv a short-term protective measure
might have brought to the modernisation of the Hui@np economy. As an agronomist
who had gained first-hand knowledge and experiemdée field (see Chapter 1 and 2),
Goncz would have fully realised the inherent weaknaf Hungary’s agriculture. However,
this issue suggests to us that in the situaticandifemma where nationalist or protectionist
ideas and liberal or cosmopolitan ideas clashedicGalltimately opted for the latter.
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Behind this decision, his commitment to the priteipf equality was clearly highlighted in
this economic transitional issue. Having noted ithportance of the egalitarian principle
for Goncz’s political beliefs, it is now necess#mytrace the continuity and discontinuity of
these values in other areas of economic interegte—Law on Privatisation (will be
examined in Chapter 6). Before embarking on thgktahe following section of the
chapter examines one of the most controversiakgssu which Goncz became involved:

control over the broadcast media.

5.2.5. Control over the broadcast media

As in other Eastern European states during the Qamghera, the media in Hungary was
placed under the control of the Communist partylt®ii, 2000: 76). The 1974 Decree
which justified the placing of the media under tentrol of the Council of Ministers
(Arato, 1996: 226; Milton, 2000: 129) provides aodoexample of Hungary's media
situation. The end of Communism, however, openedva era and offered an opportunity
to transform this system of control. This was rdiss a key topic for the agenda of the
RTN (see Section 4.1 of Chapter 4) and 'in 1990 ewhiately after the political change in
Hungary', there was a desire among new politicékslto legislate a new media law
(Pataki, 1992b; 1994: 30, 43). This plan, howeverd never been realised during the
Antall government, and the issue of controlling thedia demonstrated how difficult the
birth of this basic condition of democracy wasthe beginning, conflict over controlling
the media was considered only as a matter for ¢lagl$rof broadcast media and the Antall
government. It developed into a serious politisalie when Godncz stepped into the debate.
In effect, his involvement not only brought abowteaies of sharp confrontations with the
Antall government, but also contributed to politigmlarisation. This was evident in a
series of pro-government versus anti-governmentipuemonstrations, with the latter
culminating in the formation of the Democratic Gear’® The following section
examines this historically important event regagdithe issue of media control and

explores the background to this controversy.

In July 1990, with the agreement of six parliamentzarties, two prominent sociologists,
Elemér Hankiss and Csaba Gombar, were chosen asetheheads of the Hungarian
national television and radio (Mézes, 1992: 61;tdM] 2000: 130; Pataki, 1994: 40). It
was intended that these nominees could — untipissage of a new media law — lead the
broadcast media in an impartial manner, free fraitipal interference (Hankiss, 1996:
246; 1999: 276). After six months, however, thestfisign of a breach in this initial

agreement became apparent when the Antall governipegian to put increasing pressure
140



on national radio, in an attempt to place it urttheir control. The former chairman of the
national radio, Gombar, said: 'At the time, theexevno commercial radio stations and this
[the public radio] was the only radio station wedh#n this situation, political parties
naturally wanted to influence the programming afioeand television. | tried to resist this,
to ensure that public radio be neutral and beyamegnment influence' (interview with
Gombar, 1 October 2007). Thus, in the beginningao$truggle for control over the
broadcast media, conflict was primarily centredemsions between these two heads of the
broadcast media and the head of government; padiconfrontations between Antall and

Go6ncz were not yet crystalised in comparable malitiensions.

In the summer of 1991, when Antall submitted newnmzes for the vice-presidencies of
the state media to Goncz, conflict between Preamer President began. The nominations
were aimed at placing pro-government figures inangmt positions, in the expectation
that they might provide a counterbalance to Hankisd Gombar (Sukdsd, 1992, 2000:
154). Objecting to Antall’s suggestion, howevernGd did not sign the submission on the
nominations, reasoning that 'his conscience wouwdt allow him to agree with the
nomination' Magyar Hirlap 13 July 1991;Népszabadsggl3 July 1991). Goncz's
comment prompted Antall to ask him to reconsidserdgcision, arguing that the President
did not have the real right to refuse the PrimeidMar's suggestion. Despite this, Goncz
did not yield, so Antall forwarded the issue of fAeesident’s right of nomination to the
Constitutional Court. On 23 September 1991, therCauled that the President must not
oppose the nomination of state officials proposed tibe government, unless those
appointments endangered the democratic functiomihgtate institutions involvet!*
Despite this decision, Goéncz did not change hisitipas citing that 'the danger of
government control over broadcasting as the redsoriss refusal’ (Oltay, 1992: 42).

In January 1992, having faced an intransigent Beesj Antall again turned to the Court,
asking whether there was a deadline for the Presgdsigning of the nomination of state
officials proposed by the Premier. On 28 Janua§2]1%he Court ruled that the President
should give his signaturi@ due coursgSoélyom and Holl6, 1993: 51). Additionally, the
Court adjudicated that failing to meet a deadlineuld be against the law. Missing a
deadline was considered to be unconstitutionah wie result that after a month, Goncz
signed the nominationMagyar Hirlap 3 March 1992) and the conflict with Antall

appeared to have come to an end.
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In the late spring of 1992, however, their confediain resurfaced over the decision to
dismiss the head of national radio. In May 1992 tallnasked Go6ncz to sign his
endorsement of Gombar’'s dismissal, reasoning tloalgar had failed to fulfil his duties.
However, Goncz did not accept Antall's request ahdtall again turned to the
Constitutional Court. At this time, Antall raisedulr questions (discussed below), which
included asking whether the President could refasndorse the removal of state officials
suggested by the Prime Minister. On 8 June 199 Cthurt replied, concluding that 'the
President should not withhold his signature frore #ppointments and dismissals of
leaders of state institutions requested by the @rivhnister, unless those suggestions
endangered the democratic functioning of the stettutions' (Sélyom and Hollg, 1993:
207-08).

On 22 June 1992, two weeks after the Court’s fialahg, Antall asked Goéncz to agree to
Gombar’'s dismissal, along with that of the heachafional television, Elémer Hankiss.
However, Goncz opposed Antall's request, reasottiag he would delay his signature
until the passage of a new media law. At the enthefyear, a new draft media law was
eventually put to the vote, but the bill was killeff due to the abstention of the AFD
(discussed below). Consequently, by the end of 1882issue of media control was not
resolved, either by the decision of the ConstindloCourt, or by the agreement of the

Members of Parliament.

The following year, on 6 January 1993, Hankiss &@uwmbar, who had been sharply
involved in the media issue, asked Goéncz to rel¢lasem from office, claiming that ‘It
would have been nonsensical and cruel if each of smveral thousand colleagues,
managers, producers, cameramen, editors, secuitylg, cleaning women and others had
been forced to decide day-by-day whom to obey.oughe new men delegated by the
Government'. 'We did not want to involve our innaiceolleagues in this ordeal and we did
not want to get entangled in a hopelessly viciond degrading squabble with the
Government’s men' (Hankiss, 1996: 253-54). Withrthesignation, the protracted media
issue appeared to have ended. The former heac ¢dduhgarian Journalists’ Association,
Istvan Wisinger, remembered the consequence aktheval of the heads of public media
thus: 'Immediately after Hankiss and Gombar’s désaili, a "house-keeping" took place in
the Hungarian state television and radio... 129 eygae were dismissed from the radio
station [alone]. [Luckily] | kept my job but in n&tn, | was silenced’ (interview with
Wisinger, 7 June 2007).
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The dismissal of Hankiss and Gombar, however, didemd the issue of controlling the
media. A petition of journalists for the removaltbe new vice-presidencies submitted to
Goncz Magyar Hirlap 2 November 1993) suggested that he was still position to
assume a proactive role against the Antall goventsienedia policy. Indeed, as the
subsequent issues of the Law of Radio Frequencytramida Stampaaffair demonstrated
(details are discussed in Sections 5.2.6 and 5.h&)question of the control of the public

media continued until the end of the Antall goveemtn

Despite the fact that the issue of media contrad eanatter of contention for the political
elite, it is unclear whether the severity of thésisrwas simply attributable to tension
between Goncz and Antall or whether it was a paitbattle compounded by the vested
interests of various political forces. The pressattion examines possible factors which
may have contributed to the development of the enégBue, and explores the ways in

which this relates to Géncz’s political values.

In effect, the issue of control over the broadoastdia was aggravated by Goéncz's
persistent refusal to comply with Antall's plan oéstructuring the personnel and
programming of public television and radio. Sinte tCourt ruled that Géncz should
conform to the Premier's request, his constantsadficertainly increased the tension
between these two figures and their political campsshould be noted that Goéncz's
intransigence not only incurred sharp criticisnrnirmmembers of the government, but also
became a source of contentious legal dispute awhtether he had overstepped his
constitutional authority. In response to such doast’? Hungarian political scientist,
Andras Kordsényi, explained how he observed thaeisd media control with particular
respect to its effect on the alteration of presidépower:

It was possible to debate what the scope of powas. Whis had to be
[clarified] in the course of the political processUltimately, the Court

curtailed and narrowed down the scope of presideptowers. As a result, in
this constitutional debate, Goncz was defeatedeNBeless, in my opinion, at
the time, it was possible to interpret the Consttuin various ways. Goncz
acted according to his beliefs, but he interpretexl scope of his power too
broadly and went beyond it (Interview with Korésemyl July 2007).

Similarly, but with a different emphasis, a fornt@ounsellor of the Constitutional Court,
Gabor Halmai, stated that:

Solyom [the President of the Constitutional Coattyays thought that Géncz
overstepped his constitutional authority... He dat say this in public, but
once he said something like if one read these id@sisit is clear who was in
possession of the truth, either the Prime Ministethe President... Following
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the ruling, one can clearly see who did not perfoisnconstitutional duty. He
did not say this was Goncz... but he thought Gohed to sign those
appointments (Interview with Halmai, 15 Novembe02p

Therefore, the question arises as to why Goncztaotlg refused to accept Antall’'s
proposal, despite being aware of mounting criticiagrainst him, and the possible
consequences for his political career. One maynassthat personal emotion, such as
animosity between Antall and Goncz, could have beesponsible for Goéncz's
controversial stance. Despite the fact that thens@nal relationship had been gradually
eroded through their clashes in a series of evéntsunlikely that personal hostility was
the principal reason for the severity of the stdhtlt@at developed over the issue of control
of the broadcast media. In response to a televigparter’s question - 'Mr. President, how
would you describe your relationship with the Privaister [Jozsef Antall]?' - Goncz
stated that:

The father of the Prime Minister was [seen] as@mpnent politician by me.
This was at the time [when] | [worked] in the Srhalders’ Party. In 1956, we
[Gbncz and Antall] collaborated closely with oneotrer.. | considered him a
friend.... The current conflict between us is ngbaasonal clash [...] (TV 2
Interview' inMagyar Hirlap Observeron 2 July 1992).
One may interprete this as empty political rhetavidich helped to dissociate Géncz from
any claimed accusations regarding his uneasy oakttip with Antall. However, if, as
Goncz argued, a sense of hostility between hinssedf Antall was not responsible for the
impasse in this media control situation, one masklelsewhere for the origin of their

conflict and the worsening of the crisis.

One possible explanation may lie in the misconogtiof the Hungarian political elite
about the overall role of the media in public amalitigal life. According to Oltay, the
Antall government and the opposition had differipgrceptions of the function of the
media (Oltay, 1993b: 41). Whereas both parties stipg the independence of the media
in principle, in practice they both expected thedrag¢o provide flattering coverage of their
political positions. As far as the governing pangs concerned, they claimed that they
were entitled to have more favourable coverage riogqamming, as their seats in
Parliament represented more constituencies thamwgpesition. Accordingly, the airtime
of programming should be proportionally allocatedading to seats in Parliament (Oltay,
1993b: 41; Sukosd, 1992). In contrast, the oppwsidirgued that one of the key roles of
the media was to present a critique to the audjerften accompanied by commentary or
pre-judged opinions in favour of the oppositiongarling the performance of the

government (Oltay, 1993b: 41).
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Hence, while both sides interpreted the role of mhedia differently, their failure to
understand the concept of independent or objettigadcasting left them struggling for
control over the media. Furthermore, in terms ef plosition of the governing party, since
the majority of the Hungarian press was politicatiglined towards the left (Oltay, 1992:
42; Mézes, 1992: 63)? they were desperate to keep the broadcast medier uheir
control. As media expert, Aron Monori, neatly assgy supervising the broadcast media
became an increasingly important issue to the gavgparty (whose popularity had fallen
dramatically following the taxi-drivers’ strike) fahe propagation of their own political
views (Monori, 2005: 265).

The second explanation may lie in the Pact madedsst the HDF and the AFD. As has
been examined in the Section 4.2.3 of Chapteredntimination procedure of the heads of
public media was agreed in the Pact, and was failyalised as follows

8 (i) By the suggestion of the Prime Minister (aftestening to the open
hearing of the Parliament's Cultural and Press iAdffaCommittee), the
President of the Republic appoints and dismissesPtesidents and Vice-
Presidents of the Hungarian radio and televisisnyeall as the director of the
Hungarian News Agency;

(i) In order to exercise the right specified inofsion (i)l,74the President is

required to have a counter-signature from the PhNfimaster:
Clause (i) defines the role-sharing regarding thgoatment and dismissal of the heads of
broadcast media. The Premier acts an initiator meommends eligible candidates for the
posts of media heads, and the President decidethevhihe heads of media remain in
office or not. According to this procedure, the dtilent isapparently granted some
discretionary power regarding the right of impletigm personnel management. The next
clause, however, confuses the picture. The Pressdeght of decision is significantly
constrained, as he or she cannot exercise thi$ wihout co-signature by the Prime
Minister. According to Clause (ii), the Premier whuotially recommends the potential
candidates for media headships, now has the rigtetide on the matter him- or herself.
This is known as the counter-signatory system, a/tiiee Premier may disagree with the
President by refusing to give his or her signatttewever, the counter-signatory system
could be utilised against the Prime Minister asiwas the President may object to the
Premier’s proposition. This means that the actiofisthe heads of both state and
government will only become effective if they realtonsensus about the appointment

and dismissal of media heads.
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The main problem in this procedure, however, wad thfailed to spell out a concrete
stipulation as to what the President’s appointniigiit meant in practice. According to the
rule above, it is not clear whether the Presidemranted aeal right to refuse to sign the
Premier’'s decision. Should it be an operative powesr far as the right to implement
personnel management is concerned, the Presidgmt tertain jurisdiction and, within its
scope, he or she could act as a part of the Execakbngside the Premier. However, given
Hungary's parliamentarianism, vesting the Presideith certain executive powers is
contradictory to the fundamental form of governménghould be noted that in Hungary’s
history, throughout the period from 1848 until theesent, the Prime Minister, who is
politically accountable to Parliament, has goverttedicountry (B6lony and Hubai, 2004

Szoboszlai, 1996: 122). The Pact also reaffirmeslghinciple as the basis of governance
(the Section 4.2.3 of Chapter 4); thus it is illcaito suggest that the President is placed
outside of the Executive branch, but has jurisdictonly in the appointment of state
officials. If such were the case, there would be explanation for this exception.
Conversely, if the President’s right of appointmenin name only, the President is not
authorised to oppose the Premier's decision. Howetlge appointment procedure
specified in the Pact does not provide such detdiich leaves considerable room for
various interpretations. For example, Laszl6 Salammderstood that the President’s right
of appointment was only titular. Salamon arguedthu

In a parliamentary system, the President doesana b discretionary power to
decide.The right to make a decision is for only a formalitNot only does this

apply to the President’s right of appointment ofeffia heads], but it is also
concerned with the right to make all other appoenis (generals,

ambassadors, university professors and rectorsjiobe not have the right of
deliberation. But, Goncz thought he did have tightr... As a result, in the

'media war', he acted wrongly [...] [Interview wialamon, 24 October 2007,
emphasis mine].

In contrast, Janos Kis, who personally participatedirawing up the Pact asserted that
with the HDF leadership agreeing that the Presidengiven an important role in the

appointment of state officials, this agreementlfitseiggests the imposition of self-

constraint on the Premier’s power. Kis contendexd: th

The aim of role-sharing lay in the securing of mmpartial and neutral public
media serviceClearly, the intention of the legislators was thla¢ President
should play a real rolso that he can help secure the distribution of migda
information. This is [possible] because the Primmidier and the President
must agree with one another [...] [Interview witis K27 September 2007, my
emphasis].
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In short, as Milton notes, the obscure rule of sfgaauthority built into the appointment

procedureégenerates opportunity as much as constraint, ase@gifferent prospects and

options that they can each justify as being withmrule$ (Milton, 2001: 513).

A third key factor which contributed to the staldeavas the ambiguous ruling issued by
the Constitutional Court and its subsequent ingtgtions by Goncz and Antall. As stated
above, during the development of the media issue, Gourt brought in three rulings
regarding the President’s right of appointmenttafesofficials. However, these decisions
were not completely clear and further contributed protracted media issue. For example,
on 25 May 1992 when Antall turned to the Court,as&ed what the President’s right of
appointment and dismissal meant in practice. Thestipns raised can be summarised as
follows:

1. Whether the dismissal of the heads of publicienpdt forward by the Prime
Minister could violate the freedom of the press;

2. Whether the President has a right of acceptingdfusing] a law related to
the appointment and dismissal of [state officials];

3. Whether the President can exericse his delibaraight to dismiss [state
officials];

4. Whether the President needs to justify his dmtig he refuses to dismiss
state officials (what are the grounds on which Bresident can refuse to
dismiss state officials\Magyar DokumentacidJune 1992a).

In essence, Antall wished to know whether Goncz dadnstitutional right to oppose his
decision on the removal of the heads of the brasideeedia, and whether his proposal
would undermine the fundamental democratic priegpbf freedom of expression and
freedom of the press. Upon Antall’'s request, thagiitutional Court made a decision, but
it was far from unequivocal. In its ruling, the Gbreplied that the head of state could only
object to the nominees of the broadcast media stgdey the head of governmeriit,
such nominations endangered the democratic funicigoaf the state institutions involved
(Magyar Dokumentacidune 1992b). The practical meaning of the lasigghwas open to
debate and this ambiguity contributed to furthespdies between Goéncz and Antall (and
even among the judges themselves). For instane&ddissented from the ruling, judge
of the Constitutional Court, Géza Kilényi, held iffatent opinion. He argued that since
the Constitution does not specify the context ef ldgal grounds on which the President
may disagree with the government’s decision, theirCceannot provide its decision.
Kilényi maintained thus: 'In Europe, there is nagé¢ Constitution with a text, [specifying]
the grounds on which the President can refuseve kis signature. If he is not pleased
with [those suggestions], he can refuse to sigraivein question’ (interview with Kilényi,
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9 May 2007). According to Kilényi, the Court appedo have taken too active a role,
because making a new law or clause does not falinwihe Court’s jurisdiction but
belongs in the Legislaturé® In Arato’s terms, ‘the Court itself has acquiredas-
[constitutional] power' by making a new provisiofirgto, 1995: 48), and this activism
leads us to wonder whether the Court in fact oeerstd its constitutional boundary.

According to Kovacs, the Court brought this rulittgdemarcate the boundaries of the
President’s discretionary power (Kovéacs, 2006: 2bjis means that, other than in those
exceptional instances where democracy is graveliglatthe President is not authorised to
make an autonomous decision. In the remaining céisesPresident is obliged to secure
agreement either from Parliament or the governmehis legal requirement, however,

does not mark the boundary of the President’s eligerary powers, but rather leaves
leeway for various interpretations. When the Pesichctivates this right, the only legal

condition that he or she needs to meetivgys considering the situation within the entire
context of democratic institutions involvgats, 2000: 53; Petrétei, 2001: 89). Having said
that, neither the practical meaning of this not tbkdemocracy being in danger' is defined
in the Constitution; this legal lacuna once moreegase to ambiguity. The only clear issue
is that the Court did not entirely remove the rightdeliberation from the President. As

long as the President refers to this provisiont(themocracy is in danger) as a solid
grounding for his decision, in principle he or sla® object to any governmental decision.
As Arato notes, the President’s ability to resistite governmental decision 'would survive
unless the ruling coalition had the necesssaryr@&ority] vote to impeach the President'
(Arato, 1996: 228). Indeed, even after the Coumtling, Goncz refused to countersign

citing that 'the danger of government control obenadcasting as the reasons for his
refusal' (Oltay, 1992: 42).

Thus, it is important to ask why the Constitutior@burt was unable to make an
unequivocal decision regarding jurisdictionablepdigs occuring in political institutions.

While there may be various explanations for tifspne possible account offered by
Halmai and llonszki suggests thatdirect political influences which built into the

procedure of appointing judges were responsiblenforming the decision. Gabor Halmai
explained how political parties appointed Courtiges who were politically close to their
own ideological spectrums:

The HDF [chose] Laszlé Solyom; the Socialist ordrdd party [chose] Péter
Schmidt, Imre Voros, Antal Adam and Géza Kilényi][(Interview with
Halmai, 15 November 2007).
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Similarly but more explicitly, Gabriella llonszkiceounted for the consequence of the
judges’ appointment procedure on their decisiosedmg that:

In principle, the Constitutional Court is the mosilependent organ. But what
is our [real] situation? Parties nominate constnal judges and decide who
will be the judges... If the candidates are ingellit enough to think of their
future, we can imagine that they will [make a pafjtjoining whichever party
will be beneficial to them to get a seat in the @otlihe dominance of parties
[tdlpartosodagis the most serious problem of Hungarian politicghis is the
weakness of Hungarian democracy (Interview withglki, 16 October 2007).

Despite the fact that the independence of the @atishal Court was guaranteed on paper,
in reality, the Court cannot be entirely free frpolitical intervention without changing the
appointment procedure currently in use. This bymeans suggests that all Constitutional
judges related their rulings to their previous tcdil affiliations. It would rather depend on
the matter of judgement whether justices were toutheir judicial oaths or consciences.
Nevertheless, given the political character of @wairt and its highly politicised role, it is
fair to suggest that the Court is another importitision-maker in the political process.
As Andras Kordsényi eloquently asserted:

The Court's broad powers and activism, and the gatdghilosophy of
judgement and their understanding of their roleoeting to which they may
go beyond the text of the Constitution, all showattthe Constitution and
Constitutional review do not involve some form dfjective, neutral systems
of norms that exists above politics, but are indtdeemselves a part of the
political process [...] (Kérosényi, 1999: 272-73).

The final, and perhaps most important, factor teadtto the exacerbation of this crisis was
the absence of new media legislation. Without blaisic legal framework, the 1974 Decree
was still effective which, in practice, meant tiiae Antall government had the legal
authority to interfere in the programming of thatetmedia. Under these circumstances,
the broadcast media was naturally susceptible litigad pressure and influence. It should
be noted that the 1974 Decree was found to be stitational (Lanczi and O’Neil, 1996:
92) and the government was instructed by the Cuourtegislate a new media law
(Népszabadsad) June 1992a). The way in which the passage ofribdia law might
provide a possible solution for the stalemate wasudsed by a great number of media and
legal experts. Among them, commentaries offere®igdsd and Halmai are of particular
relevance. Sukosd asserted that: 'The cause ohéldé war was there is no media law in
Hungary... In my opinion, a [new] media law willvgi a guarantee that [will] reduce the
intensity of the media war' (Monori, 2005: 275)m8arly, Halmai upheld the view that:
‘The media war demonstrated that in the absenclegafl guarantee, it [will] not be

possible to eliminate the problem that politics Wodirectly intervene in the functioning

149



of the electronic press... The adoption of a méahawill not only bring a cease-fire, but

also a sustainable real peace [into politiddpnori, 2005: 275).

Having noted that the media situation of Hungarysved an impasse because of the
absence of a new media law, one must ask why tegaga of a new media law was so
difficult. Was this simply attributable to differemiewpoints of the government and the
opposition in their perceptions of the role of tinedia? Conflicting opinions on media
function may have been one important contributiagtdr to the stalemate, but it is
arguable that this is too simplistic an accounthBgs, a more plausible explanation lies in
the reluctance of the Hungarian political eliterélinquish control over the media. This
attitude was exemplified in December 1992 a fewsdagfore the voting of the draft of a
new media law. The wording of the draft content wsasnewhat amended by the
Parliamentary Constitutional Committee in favoutleé Antall government. Having noted
that the draft had been arbitarily altered, the AFdused to take part in the vote,
obstructing the passage of the new media law (Rat8R3: 19). This one example does
not mean that the Hungarian media was always mkatgzliby political elites. However,
given the situation of the time and the continuangctice evident even after the adoption
of a new media law, it is certain that politicaht@l| over public media remained an issue.
Aron Monori captured this well:

Although the 2002 socialist-liberal democratic goweent’s interventions in

the media and the press reached neither the l¢vali[she period of the

previous media war, nor did the psychosis which ¢tetacterised that period,
this government also showed that after the systemange, political elites in
Hungary were [still] incapable of relinquishing thenfluence over the press
and the media [...] (Monori, 2005: 287).

Thus, it can be argued that the birth of a new mdaliv was indeed hindered by the

negative attitude of the Hungarian political elite.

Having examined the various factors which may hawatributed to this issue, it is
necessary to ascertain why Goéncz persistently fest to his view. Was Goncz’s
persistence primarily related to his political aeltanent to the opposition, especially to the
AFD, as members of the Antall government claimedZthat the issue of media control
was further protracted by the clashes betweendbkted interests of the Antall government
and the opposition, if Goncz was subject to thkuerfce of the opposition, it is likely that
he acted favourably towards them. An article pdiglicsin one of the official dailies of the
HDF, Magyar Forum,highlightes this point, claiming that: 'During theur years of the

HDF government, Goncz, [sought] an anti-democrateinter-balancing role and actions
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against the will of electorate, and in any caseréfgsal to sign [the Premier’s proposal]
represented the [interest] of the AFD' (Varga, 1995 contrast, judging from Goncz’s
own explanation, his political affiliation with th@pposition appears not to have been the
principal reason for his objection to accepting Bremier’'s decision. In an interview with
a weekly political magazine, Goncz argued that &é his own principles for making a
decision independently of party influences. Goraig:sTo be honest, it never occured to
me that party leadership tied me. | am a free naad | am free to] have my own opinions
which are not influenced by party membership. Rathdentify with the party which is
closest to my own [beliefs]' (Radai, 1990). Sinlifarin another interview, Goéncz
reaffirmed the position, arguing that: 'Unless thiesident wants to committ political
suicide, he is not allowed to attach himself toaatyp The President’'s main task is to
ensure that daily political skirmishes do not iefige the decisions [which] may affect the
entire society' (Wisinger and Laszl6 2007: 330).

Perhaps, given the positions of their differenitmal orientations, one can expect that the
governing party and Goéncz would hold opposing standn the normal practice of
politicians, Goncz’s account may be just empty tmal rhetoric. However, the
independent critical thinking which was evidentnamerous documents suggests that a
plausible explanation of Goncz’s controversial rioléhe media issue could be found in his
liberal and democratic political belief§. Géncz made numerous statements on what he
thought about the role of the media in a democittaite, but a letter he wrote to Antall is
of particular relevance. On 6 November 1992, Gamcxte:

Dear Prime Minister,

In March 1994, there will be an election in Hungakynong several things, it

is necessary to [ensure] that radio and televiibipy and genuinely mirror the

opinions of society and impartially give information the events and facts in

the public interest. Public service radio and tesien belongs to neither the

coalition government nor the opposition, but to peeple [...] (Kurtan, Sandor

and Vass, 1993: 200).
This lends weight to the claim that Goncz was & statesman capable of judging the
media situation according to his political beliefdthough Goncz did not state his position
regarding the government’'s media policy, he wasrbleof the view that, without the
guarantee of press freedom, the Hungarian populatauld be incapable of forming their
views and judgements on important matters. Gonaweall stressed that public media
ought to be free from any political interferencedde placed under the control of society.

In an interview with Kossuth Radio, Goncz reaffidhthis position, stating that:
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Television and radio is a commonly-owned, natidnedsure. It belongs to the
nation. As the Hungarian army is a national inibtuy as the Court is a
national institution which must be independent, thate media should be
controlled by society, not by other political foscel'hese institutions must be
protected from daily political skirmishes (Wisingard Laszlo, 1994: 192).

The extract above again highlights the fact that significance of press freedom was
entrenched in the fabric of Goncz’s political biieAs he had emphasised in a letter sent
to Antall, Goncz consistently maintained that under circumstances should the
independence of public media be violated by anytipal influences. This still does not
tell us what precisely the media situation of tineetwas. However, it is clear that Goncz
had his own idea on the role of media that it oughite placed under civilian control to
present the general public of impartial informatidinus, Goncz’s determination to resist
the government’s decision should be interpretegtasmming from his political beliefs, or
conscience rather than his partisan role, as mendfehe Antall government had claimed.
In response to my question - 'In circumstances hickvyou were not certain of whether
your decision was right, on what grounds you dickena decision?' — Goncz reaffirmed
this reasoning, stating that:

Goncz Not only myself, but also everyone in power was in [the difficult
situation] of avoiding advisors. There was the essllwave of advice. Advice
also came from each opposing side...

Kim: If the advice was conflicting, how did you makdexision?

Goncz It may sound very strange to you, but people llge [own] instincts.
Gontér: Goncz often said that he could feel [where] thightwas.

Kim: How? According to his political instinct?

Gontér: Yes, instinct!

Go6ncz This was my political instinct!

Gontér: This instinct came from his 70 years of expergéenthis was his
subconsiousness [developed through his life], oatwie had lived through,
[important moments] which he decided and experiérasel the essence of all
of these [...].

Kim: Was that his instinct and conscience?

Gontér: His conscience and instinct! There was no dohat Géncz always
stood with poor and [socially] disadvantaged peoptea word, he never
sought power$zoéval, soha nem volt hatalmi szempdtjd

(Joint interview with Géncz and Gontér, 10 Januz098).

In terms of the impact Goncz had on Hungarian jgslithis proactive role in this issue was
not always desirable. In a situation of politicatision where the Antall government and
the opposition clashed through a series of tramstiissues — as evidenced by the taxi-
drivers’ strike, the issue of the protection of lganan agriculture from foreign ownership
and the question of settling accounts with the Camist past — the media issue certainly
contributed to the widening of a political polatisa. In this process, Goncz rather than
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remaining the passive figurehead that his cererhcmma nominal role might have
suggested, intervened in the events, stating hsgipo based on his own agenda. As has
been argued in this chapter, Goncz acted accotdihg political beliefs, but the members
of the government considered his presidential conds that of a party politician who had
failed to position himself above party factionalisim who preferred to meddle in the
government’s business. Thus, the leadership ofAhwll government concluded that
Go6ncz was not eligible for the Presidency and gitech to adopt a draft parliamentary
resolution to impeach hinMagyar Hirlap 26 May 1992). Andras Kordsényi captured this
historic process well, particularly with respecttbat long-term impact Goncz’s proactive
presidential role had on the shaping of power i@latin Hungarian politics:

Well, in the light of Goncz’s view, these issuethe laws on compensation and
on justice and the appointment of the heads ofipubdio and television —
were crucial to him. They were the issues whichahd Antall came into
conflict about, and this [further] exacerbated ttesh between the HDF and
the AFD... They were the key events of politicallgpsation... In the
development of Hungarian politics, from the 199@gilunow, these issues
determined the formation of the left-wing and righihg blocs or at least
affected the move in this direction... Goncz plagedignificant role in this
political process (Interview with Kérosényi, 11y@007).

Thus, had Goncz not stepped into the governmensmbss, a different image could have
been formed of Hungary’'s party system and its fpslitPerhaps, the escalation of conflict
and political division between the HDF and the AE@uld have been less severe than it
was. However, this does not necessarily mean thhactshould have remained silent in
these critical transitional issues. As the Constitudictates, in monitoring the democratic
functioning of state institutions involved, the §ident is given another important task to
fulfil. As already discussed above, this was atiegite constitutional right of the President
and the question of activating this power deperatethe President’s understanding of the
existing situation, and whether he or she regaitdasl a sign of threat to democracy. In the
event that Goncz felt obliged to invoke this rightlealing with the issue of controlling the
media, this suggests that Go6ncz in fact committimasélf to his constitutional duties.
Indeed, in a public statement, Goncz indicated thatdecision not to sign Antall’'s
proposal was grounded in his understanding of #i&ieg situation of the media and its
possible consequences on democracy. Goncz statied th

| am pleased to hear that, above all, the Constitat Court stated that the
freedom to express an opinion and, the concept ressp freedom, are
organically intertwined with the independence diormation free from the
state, the government, the parties and any otHdrcpbforces. By taking this
[view], the Court made clear that in the absencéhisf [the independence of
information], democracy is in grave danger whichke anust protect itMy
decisions were led by this awarengss.
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... The [government] attempted to dismiss this @angl [media heads] without
putting equivalent [figures] in place, and [thispwd have endangered the
conditions for providing an entire, balanced anctifal information, andhus
directly would have brought about the serious disien of democratic order
For this reason, | did not dismiss the head ofaddi] [Népszabadsa® June
1992b, my emphasis].

It is therefore arguable that conviction origingtifitom his liberal and democratic views
was the principal reason for Goncz’s objection ¢oepting Antall’s decision concerning
the dismissal of the heads of the broadcast médithe absence of a new media law,
Goncz may have regarded the removal of the heatlediroadcast media as an infraction
of both freedom of information and freedom of thregs, which could in turn jeopardise
Hungary’s transformation into a democracy. It iprapriate to conclude this exploration
of controlling broadcast media and GoOncz’s contreia proactive role with Hankiss’s
views regarding the nature of Hungary’s democraxyits implications:

After 1989 we had to learn that democracy cannoinigorted, it cannot be
bought "off the peg". And, it is not brought abaumid established overnight by
a first and single free election. It may be gerestainly in the course of a long
and tedious learning process in which everybodytbaske part and has to
take up his or her responsibilities... The Mediar Wiay have shown many that
there is no democracy without citizens acting wigsponsibility and, if
necessary, civi[c] courage... The fact that twa@ifeapublic institutions [radio
and television], which could rely only on the letead spirit of the law, were
able to protect their newly-won autonomy againgtearely strong pressures
and attacks coming from the side of the Governraadtthe governing parties,
proves that all the main political actors obseneatdeast until the last act, the
rule of law and accepted the basic rules of theateatic game, including one
of the most important rules or principles thataidemocracy, interests can be
achieved only within the framework of laws and sutkat have been accepted
by the community [...] (Hankiss, 1996: 256-57).

5.2.6. The Law on Radio Frequency ManagemenE(fekvenciagazdalkodgs

The next issue in which Goncz became involved corezkthe 'No. LXII Law of 1993 on
Radio Frequency Management' (hereafter, the LaRagfio Frequency). There was not an
immediately apparent link between the adoptionhi$ taw and the protracted issue of
control over the broadcast media. However, consigethe timing of the passage of the
law — it was adopted a couple of months after #edbs of broadcast media resigned — it is
unlikely that the Antall government enacted the Law Radio Frequency without
considering the stalemate media issue. If a coiorebetween these two issues did exist,
the government’s intransigence over placing thdipubedia in independent hands would
have been displayed in this case, too. Similarlyterms of Goncz's position, he would
have tackled the law in the same way he had the isEcontrol over the broadcast media.

Thus, over time, Goncz would sustain his considibetal and democratic position in so
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far as media freedom was concerned. The presembrse&xamines the key aspects of the
law and asks how it related to Goncz’s politicalues, it is argued that Goncz is indeed
committed to a consistent liberal and democratast which is evident in all his dealings

on issues of media freedom.

On 27 April 1993, the Hungarian Parliament adopteriLaw of Radio Frequency noting
that:

3.8 b) The government’s task is to set the objeaf long-term radio
frequency management and supervise the $gdcq.
c) The government’s task is to harmonise te&idution of [public]
radio frequencies [...].

24. 8 In a state of emergency, under martialdad [in the event] of a
natural disaster, with the authorisatiofPafliament, the Minister
concerned can temporarily limit or suspdrause of radio
[frequencies] for its own [benefit] [.1]

Central to the Law of Radio Frequency was the gouestf whether the extraordinary
situation could be justified as a legitimate reasmnthe temporary restriction of radio
frequencies. 'The management of radio frequensiessitate affair' was the official reason
given by the government; however, G6ncz, who qaestl the constitutionality of the law,
turned to the Constitutional Court (Széretl993; Magyar Nemzet 26 May 1993;
Népszabadsa@6 May 1993), for the following reasons:

The President expressed his concern about thenaelation to [two issues]:
whether the law contains a basic guarantee to |dphioe [principle] of the

freedom of press and opinion; whether it contamst[pulation] to prevent [a
government] monopoly on information [ X

In addition, Goncz asked the Court whether the lawRadio Frequency should be
considered as a 'separate or special law', whighinedd a two-thirds majority vote from
MPs. Referring to Article 19/D of the Constitutiowhich specified that a two-thirds
majority vote of MPs was required to declare aestait emergency, Goncz questioned
whether the law fell within this special categoHa(mai, 2004: 199-200). In response, on
29 July 1993, the Constitutional Court ruled thia¢ tRadio Frequency Law was not

unconstitutionat®°

However, the grounds on which the Court ruled thatlaw was constitutional are open to
guestion. In response to Goncz’s questions, thetGwasented a somewhat ambiguous,
and contraditory ruling. For instance, in respogdio the possibility of violation to the

principle of media freedom, the Court ruled thablpuradio and television frequencies

could be limited because both media preserssegial casen relation to the principles of
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press freedom and freedom of expression (Halm#&42P00). However, this definition as
a special case contradicted the Court's secondmeas which stated that the Law of
Radio Frequency was not a special law, thus itndiirequire a two-thirds majority vote
from MPs!®! In its first legal interpretation, thepecial character or peculiarity
(sajatossayywhich public radio and television may have had e legitimate reason for
the possible limitation of the use of radio freqeies. Thus, it is possible to question the
reason for the Radio Frequency Law, which alsotdeih aspecial situationnot being
approached in the same way. In principle, the saat®nale — of significance or
peculiarity - should have been applied to the LavRadio Frequenc$?

In view of this, it is perhaps not surprising th&oncz had doubts about the
constitutionality of the law. In the absence ofeavrcomprehensive media I&% and more
importantly, on the basis of his political beliéfs may have wished to clarify whether the
adopted legislation could be harmonised with thensfitution. Géncz may not have
objected to the enactment of the law itself, bdbteeits introduction, he preferred to clear
up any doubts about the law. Indeed, in one Huagataily, Goncz stated his opinion that
the law (which could have had a far-reaching impfact other issues) ought to be
thoroughly examined before its implementation. Gomaintained that:

[In terms of] economic, infrastructural developmehtoadcasting, national
defence and security policy, it is an extremely amgnt law. Special
[attention] should be paid to this: during the eoément of the law, such
constitutional anxiety that could be addressed reeits enforcement, should
not be [raised] and, [yet] the law shall take effe€ soon as possiblségyar
Nemzet26 May 1993).

Goncz clearly identified the main problem with thes: according to its current legislative
form, there was not only a legal deficiency bubaks critical time issue. Thus, in the form
of his constitutional veto, Goncz expressed hisvvikat a cautious approach would be
appropriate and, preferable to "shutting the stdbler after the horse has bolted". In fact,
in an interview with Kossuth Radio, Goncz furthestalled his thought on the way in
which radio frequencies could be regulated. Inm@ssehe argued that the law should have
been examined in a framework which took accourthefcountry’s transitional situation,
lest other important issues and democratic priesijple undermined:

After all, due to the absence of a media law, #see of uncertainty occurred...
This law is interconnected with economic, militeaapd human rights. For
instance, the law limits the functioning of [radfoéquencies in circumstances
[under] which the lives of citizens and propertgs#ty are endangered and,
under martial law or in a state of emergency. Thase all delicate legal
regulations which are also connected with otherslaiwvfelt that, before its
introduction, it would be much better to thorougleyamine the law which
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may have had complicated and far reaching [consemsefor other issues]. If
| don’t ask for 'norm[ative] control' [from the Cd}j [I] have accepted the law
which my conscience allows me to sign [...] (Wign@nd Laszlo, 2007: 283-
84).

Thus it can be argued that Goncz’s use of the ttatishal veto on the Radio Frequency
Law was not an act intended to oppose the lawf ibsgt] an attempt to clarify the obscurity
within it. Through the veto, Goncz sought to addrd® question of whether extraordinary
situations could be used as legitimate groundstHer temporary suspension of radio
frequencies. Though Goéncz’s view was not suppobgdhe Court’s ruling, this issue

clearly highlights the consistent point that Gomeade a decision according to his own
democratic principles. Moreover, given the way inietr he dealt with the Law on Radio

Frequency, it is fair to suggest that this issus wat isolated in time, but in fact it was a
continuation of the issue of control over the mediais was not, however, the end of the
issue of control over media, as it resurfaced iturmn 1993 in dealing with the foreign

press, nameliza Stampa

5.2.7. TheLa Stampaaffair
The event took place in November 1993 when Gondd &e informal discussion with
foreign correspondents, from Reuters, the FinanGmales and elsewhere (Wisinger and
Laszlo, 2007: 308). Among them, the Italian newspdp Stampawrote that the public
media in Hungary had been placed in a serioustsityasince the press was again subject
to government censorshipNépszabadsgg22 November 1993tJj Magyarorszag 25
November 1993). In an article entitled - "[Dealwwgh] the media issue, the President asks
for international help!"(Pesti Hirlap 22 November 1993) - Tito Sansa reported that the
freedom of Hungary’s public media was overshadowgdhe right-wing government’s
policies Magyar Hirlap 26 November 1993). The article infuriated the gyowment and,
in refuting the reporter’s allegations, the facibleaders of the governing party called for
an explanation from GéncMagyar Hirlap 23 November 1993). In a written response
Goncz explained that the analysis presented irLgh&tampaarticle was the journalist’'s
interpretation, albeit one partially based on fusmments llagyar Nemzet24 November
1993; Népszabadsad4 November 1993{épszava24 November 1993). As it left room
for various interpretations, Goncz’s explanatiod niot satisfy the conservative wing of the
government members, among whom members of the negtreght wing party the
Hungarian Justice and Life Party (HJLP) attemptedet up an examination committee in
Parliament Népszabadsa@®4 November 1993). The HILP reasoned that tlabkstment
of an examination committee was required, since Rmesident had denigrated the
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country’s image by representing foreign intereblépszabadsa®4 November 1993). On
6 December 1993, voting took place but, the HJpRgposal was rejectetlagyar Hirlap
7 December 1993) with an absolute majority (48 $89,no and 26 abstention).

The keyto comprehension of thea Stampaissue lay in whether G6ncz’'s comments
reflected the true situation of Hungary’s publicdi@e Under the circumstances where the
issue of the control of the broadcast media wasiat pf ongoing contention, publication
of Goncz’'s comments on Hungary's media situatiortha foreign press was seen as
significant. The main problem was, however, thati@aling with the foreign press, Goncz
had once again clashed with the government. Irter]e¢he factional leader of the HDF,
Imre Konya, denounced the comments published.anStampawhich, he claimed,
presented a false and distorted image which digpdradungary’s prestigeMagyar
Hirlap, 23 November 1993). Moreover, having strongly gliead with the subtitle of the
La Stampagiece — "The President is also against the righgwovernment: Europe helps
us!" - Konya asked for an explanation from Gonaz.résponse, Goncz stated that,
although he did not agree with the given title, #récle showed an aspect of the true
situation of Hungary’s public media:

My Dear Friends!

The article inLa Stampawas partial[ly] an interpretation [by] the jourrsl

based on his assessment of the situation andIpafiiased on] my comments.

The newswriter has the right to choose the titl@mfarticle independently of

whether or not | agree with his summarised judgesn].

Cause and effect are not same, but they are itdtrde In my opinion, the

article inLa Stampaand any other similar foreign [publications] dd hart the

interest of the Hungarian government [any] morenttiese political processes

[control over the public media], which have givesen to the opportunity to
write this article [...] Népszava24 November 1993).

Goncz stressed that addressing the issue behincitBeampascandal was more important
than entering into an attempt to clarify whethenot he had ever made such a provocative
statement regarding the country’s media situati@incz’s reply (especially in terms of its
consequence for his relationship with the Antalygmment) certainly would not have
alleviated any of the existing tension between hmd the government. Having disagreed
with the title of article, Goncz could have asked its correction, which in turn would
have helped him dissociate himself from the piew t#hus, to avoid some of his critics’

most pointed accusations and allegations.
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Members of the HILP have argued that Goncz's atexg to the AFD and the HSP was
primarily responsible for his controversial stance this issue Nlagyar Hirlap 7
December 1993). They claimed that, in dealing Wit media issue, G6ncz constantly
represented the interests of the opposition whagdeed with the government’s position
on media freedom and, that this case was not ercebt However, according to a
political commentator, Laszl6 Kéri, thex Stampaissue rather appeared to be a politically
exaggerated scandal, which was not uncommon inothiEne of Hungarian politics at the
time:

In Hungary, the government in power is always warwhat [the international
press] such as Le Monde, the Times and the IntenatHerald Tribune
write... This is a common [phenomenon]... Generalbliticians ask reporters
in advance what the headline will be, and sometiseh comments which
were not made during the interview are highlighfgach as the headline]... |
don’t think Goncz asked the journalist what thedtiea would be. But the
governing party unreasonably overreacted to thigak ridiculous (Interview
with Kéri, 12 June 2007).

Given that the issue of media control was ongoihgay also have spilled over into the
La Stampaaffairs; it is thus probable that the governingtyaeacted disproportionately.

Otherwise, as Kéri proposes, some excerpts of theleawere not derived from the

interview upon which the piece was supposedly haGétcz, however, did not take any
action with regard to requesting clarification fréddansa oL.a Stampaln response to a

reporter’s question — 'On the basis of interviewegito the Italian newspaper, [criticism]
is again mounting against you. What is your opiroarthis matter?' — as Goncz stated:

It would be a lie if | say that | was pleased wjithis scandal]... In the case of
the La Stampaarticle, it's a [matter] of interpretation... Th@urnalist
mention[ed] an event about which he had never spakeut [during our talk].
But, how he interprets my words, this [dependswaindt one’s impression is...
There is nothing more ridiculous than asking fodress, only because
someone has a different impression. If fact is temitincorrectly, it may be
possible to request redress. But, this is not tlaetige of international press
either... Because of [different] impressions andl@ations, asking for redress
is almost inconceivable in the [maintenance] oélinational relations. | kept
the transcript of the talk and the tapes, but lsater that using these would be
entirely useless. This is not my issue, batStampa’yWisinger and LaszI0,
2007: 307-08).

The extract above underscores a consistent asp&iirnez’s political beliefs; that media
should be free from any political and personal rietence. According to Goncz, all
influences should be minimised in the interestr@édom of expression and of the press.
Goncz clearly understood international practice aodns as well as written or unwritten

rules regarding journalism. Following this linetbbught, Goncz certainly made a decision
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based on his own judgement, even if he did noteagrigh the entire reportage. Goncz
stressed that in a democracy, the value of plumali;icluding the rights to express
opinions and to make arguments and counter-argwnenght to be guaranteed, even if
such views could be reflected differently from adividual’'s standpoint. Thus, it is fair to
suggest that Goncz dealt with the Stampaaffair, as he had previously tackled the issues
of the media — the control of the broadcast medi the Law of Radio Frequency. As
Goncz publicly made clear, he may indeed have exudead to keep his presidential oath
as prescribed by the Constitution or stood by e democratic principles. Goncz stated:

Concerning the [role] of the President, the Coustit dictates that the head of
state [shall] express the unity of the nation aafeguard the democratic
functioning of state institutions. This means tlia¢ head of state neither
represents [the interests] of the opposition ndroge] of the coalition
government, but the common interest... Among thyhtsi of freedom, the
freedom of expression is given particular promimgn@s] the Constitution
states that the Republic of Hungary acknowledgelspaotects the freedom of
the press [...].

At present, radio, television and electronic negsreies belong exclusively to
the state; it is extremely important to [ensureittthe Hungarian population is
informed of objective and multi-faceted opiniongdatounter-opinions. It is
important to ensure that people themselves esafdts and different views
and form their own political opinions. Without tHihe freedom of the press],
free elections with different political forces atiee smooth functioning of the
democratic order is inconceivable. Without thisizeins cannot be informed of
contradictory statements and would not have a ahatac discover the
standpoints of various parties, interest groupsandother political [forces] in
state affairs [...]Magyar Nemzet2 July 1992).

In light of this statement, it can be conclusivahgued that when dealing with the issue of
the media, Goncz pursued his democratic and lig@iatiple that freedom of the press

and the freedom of expression must be firmly guaeth independently of political and

personal influence. In Goncz's terms, among thsigential tasks to be fulfilled, he may

have considered that 'freedom of the press to lieeafitmost significanceMagyar Hirlap

2 November 1993). However, the proactive presidéntie he undertook on this issue and
that of dealing with the Communist past was nobtaably received by the government,
and this prompted the occurrence of a major palitstandal on the 36th anniversary of

the 1956 Hungarian Revolution.

5.2.8. Goncz’s interrupted speech

On 23 October 1992, Goncz was to deliver his anmehorial speech at Kossuth Square.
However, Goncz received a frosty reception fromoaeth of young extremists wearing
Hungarian Nazi uniforms and demanding Goncz’s regign (Miszlivetz, 1995: 115), and,

was unexpectedly heckled by a group of the '56ramateand, as a result, Goncz left the
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podium without saying a wordMagyar Nemzet4 August 2000). The group of '56
veterans hissed and booed Goéncz, because theypisad of his decision not to sign
some of the proposed laws dealing with the Comntysaist (Debreczeni, 2003: 30§j.
However, a difference of opinions existed as to tivdethe young extremists had been
brought to the national ceremony in the expectatltat they might stir up a negative
atmosphere. The opposition suspected the incidaatasganised, whereas the government
saw it as a spontaneous event. The Minister ofinkerior, Péter Boross, who was in
charge of security at the time, claimed that Gon@ale a mistake, because if he had
commenced his speech, the heckling might have de@sgpp, 2002; Stefka, 2000). He
also claimed that the police did not intervenehia incident because there were no signs of
a threat to the President’s securBeézéf, 3 July 19931680ra 6 July 1993). In contrast,
the opposition considered the incident as a sergmerity breach (Dornbach, 1992),
questioning whether Boross had received prior warmf the incident. Ultimately, in an
attempt to clarify the confused situation, the appon suggested that a special
examination committee be set up at parliamentargl I@¢agyar Hirlap 29 October 1992;
Népszabadsag26 october 1992). However, the proposal was ehgid by the Antall
government who considered that the case shouldosed off with an amendment of the
criminal law dealing with the symbols of autocrgEpwkes, 1999: 28ylagyar Hirlap 27
October 1992). With no agreement reached, halhefdxamination committee (whose
membership was primarily composed of opposition iadépendent MPs) was established
(1680ra 6 July 1993; Somos, 1994). The Committee’s repoggested that this issue has

not yet been clarified and was unresolved.

In the plenum, the Prime Minister, J6zsef Antathtad that he regretted the occurrence of
the incident, yet he strongly denied any allegaiaf the government’s involvement
(Magyar DokumentéacidOctober 1992Magyar Hirlap 27 October 1992ylagyar Nemzet
26, 27 October 1992). This contradicted the oppsitvho felt that the possibility of the
government’s direct and indirect support for theident could not be excluded. In
response to Antall's comments, the president of AR®, Péter Tdlgyessy, questioned
whether the police and other responsible secugéneies had dealt with the security issue
appropriately. Referring to a previous incidentevhhad occurred to the Prime Minister as
an example — on 15 March 1990, Antall's speech ingexrupted by crowds of young
people, but police acted promptly to remove thehdlgyessy was suspicious of the fact
that similar action had not been taken to proteetRresidentMagyar Hirlap 27 October
1992). For the opposition thaconsistentsecurity approach towards the Prime Minister

and the President may have led them to questiothe@hpolitical pressure had affected the
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case. For the government, however, the matter naag been deemed as one for the

Minister of Interior to resolve.

While both accounts sound convincing, evidence adisted in the Hungarian press
highlights the fact that the police knew about ¢xéremist rally in advance. According to
this information, the police waited for the extretsiwho traveled to Budapest from the
countryside at the Eastern Railway StafithOn arrival, the police confiscated their
weapons and escored them to the head office oAskeciation of the Hungarian Political
Prisoners, and later to Kossuth SquaBesgél, 3 July 1993:1680rg 6 July 1993;
Népszabadsag30 October 1992). However, this does not prow their aim was to
hinder the President's speech. Under police sugieri the extremists could have
marched as they had planned. Since the Law of Aslyemm effect at the time did not
specify any provisions for the exclusion of simo#ay (Kilényi and Lamm, 1990: 60-
62),%° in principle, two different programmes could tgiace together. In view of this,
there seemed to be no direct connection indicatiag the event was organised by the
government. Rather, it is more likely that the d®it was an accident. The report of the
Chief Prosecutor nonetheless suggests that a dommebetween the government's
instruction and the actions of the police cannotubed out entirely:

There was a [scenario] whereby the police wouldl thalck the skinheads who
were arriving at the Eastern Railway Station ufitflom]. But the police did
not find a legitimate reason to detain them... Tdw is that JAnos Bodracska
[the Chief of Budapest Police] ordered that thegeostop the skinheads from
[marching] to Kossuth Square, [but] the executiaf fhis order] was
unsuccessful (Todor, 1997).

According to this report, Bodracska’'s decision appeto have been superseded by an
order which may have come from his superior. Otl@¥wmiscommunication between
police units may be responsible for the incidentc& the full report of the Chief
Prosecutor is not accessible to research (T6d®7)1® a conclusion cannot be drawn. It
is only clear that this incident further escalateusion between Antall and Géncz and their
political camps. As Mécs contended, due to the g#erbd relationship between them, it is
possible that 'the government may have wished dacft] a lesson to the intractable
President’ (Wisinger and Laszl6, 2007: 100) whasedl to play a rubber-stamping role in
dealing with state affairs. On the other hand,oild have been only a simple incident
which was then politically exaggerated. As Laszrikeatly asserted:

| don’t think the event was organised by Borossvds an exaggeration of the
HSP and the AFD claiming that Boross organisedetit@e thing. This is not
true... Perhaps, Boross knew this would becomeiadst but he didn’t want to
prevent it... It wouldn’t be a big problem everthere was a small scandal...
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The Government’s position at the time was Gonczvguwt he deserved. The
opposition’s position was Goncz was a victim of uernment’s conspiracy
[...] (Interview with Kéri, 12 June 2007).

Whether the incident was organised or not, the tquresirises as to why Goncz did not
give his speech. According to the official accoafiéred by the President’s Office, Goncz
was incapable of commencing his speech, due toldhd noise from the crowds
(Népszabadsa@8 October 1992). This, however, does not mean@dncz was placed in
a situation in which he should give up on his speaitogether. As other instances had
shown, in even more hostile circumstances, pditisihad been able to make speeches.
For example, the former President of the Czech Blepuvaclav Havel completed a
speech even faced by an egg-throwing receptiorabipmalist studentdNépszabadsag7
October 1992). Following Havel’'s example, G6nczlddwave begun his speech, although
one cannot assume that they would have behavédu isaime way under the same context.
Therefore, it is necessary to look into other dassexplanatory factors that might have

contributed to G6ncz’s decision not to give a sheec

An article published in one Hungarian daily indezhtthat the psychological effect of
heckling may have been one factor in Goncz’s faiboreven begin his speech. Géncz was
expected to attend an evening programme aftereteity the memorial speech at Kossuth
Square Pesti Hirlap 26 October 1992). For a state ceremony, alondy Wit Prime
Minister and the Speaker of the House, Goncz shioal@ appeared at the National Opera
House. The fact is, however, that despite the rigolethe Prime MinisterResti Hirlap

26 October 1992), Goncz did not attend the eveprogramme, which is indicative of the
fact that the incident that took place at KossutjugBe had affected him. Having
encountered an unsympathetic reception from thevdsohe was somehoemotionally
offended, and this may have led him not to pardit@pin the evening programme. His
feeling of frustration or anger may have been esgwd in the form of protest by his
absence from the Opera House. Gabriella llonszkly apaptured the way in which
Goncz's character had been put on view:

| think this was exemplary, demonstrating Goncaghf in the role of the
President. In my opinion, Goncz was basically @ democrat who did not let
himself drift into the defenceless position thatlitfmal opponents or the
extreme right-wing groups had envisaged, nor dighlag fast and loose with
them. He showed an example of civil courage of hewvould behave towards,
and treat, such people whom he didn’t consideradiiqal partners (Interview
with llonszki, 16 October 2007).
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Goncz may have understood that in a democracyyewnerhas the right to express their
opinion. However, in circumstance where he did aygtrove of the disorderly behaviour
of some extremists, he may have wished to sendsaage about his disturbed feeling. As

conventional wisdom teaches, "silence can spealkves".

The purpose of this chapter has been to examinen#ie characteristics of Goncz’s first
Presidency and, to critically assess the stancg@slaaisions that he undertook during this
period. As a whole, the research presented inctiapter has confirmed the general belief
established in the academic literature that thie styGoncz’s first Presidency was indeed
proactive, controversial and riddled with confligith the Antall government. However,
contrary to the general assessment made by mermab#re Antall government and other
critics, the research presented in this chapter lédsto the conclusion that Goncz’s
activities were neither influenced by the instrontiof particular parties nor his affiliation
with them. Rather, at the core of his decision-mgkiGéncz sought his own democratic,
liberal values and political principles and theyravavell embodied by his Presidency. In
particular, four democratic elements entrenchethénfabric of his political values were
highlighted: a consensus-based democracy, theofukew, the principle of equality, and
the freedom of expression and press freedom. Dépgmah the context, the significance
of these values were variously manifested andsgeby Goncz. However, he stated his
firm position that, in so far as these democrattugs were concerned, he would not
simply act as the passive symbolic figurehead witish ceremonial and nominal role
might have suggested. With this in mind, the follogvchapter further examines the
continuity and discontinuity of Goncz’s democraditd liberal values in evidence during
the second term of his Presidency. The chaptematély asks what Goéncz sought to
achieve during a decade as President and, to exgterimplications of his actions and

outlook for the development of post-Communist Huragapolitics.
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Chapter 6. The second Presidency (1995-2000)

Introduction

This chapter examines the main characteristicstoic@s second Presidency (1995-2000).
In the previous chapter, it was established thatdécisions and actions that Géncz took
during his first Presidency were far from unconéwial, but in fact his presidential style
was proactive and contributed significantly to tbevelopment of Hungary’'s post-
Communist democracy. With this in mind, the presgmpter further assesses Goncz’s
actions and the role he played for the consolidatibpost-Communist democracy during

his second presidential term.

Some of the existing Hungarian literature suggéséé compared to the proactive and
controversial style that Goncz exhibited during fiin&t term of his Presidency, during his
second presidential term he was, in contrast, kangassive and insignificant (analysis is
presented in detail in Section 6.1). Moreover,as lbeen suggested that, one of the main
reasons for this changed presidential style layhan specific political context in which
Goncz and his party - the AFD - were positionedriby Goéncz’s first Presidency, the
AFD was an opposition party and, as such, Gonaalitigal attachment to the party meant
that he fulfilled the role of counter-balance te tAntall government. In contrast, during
Goncz’'s second Presidency, the AFD was a membigreofoalition government; Goncz’s
oppositional role was reduced accordingly. Thisoaot is, however, limited as a
justification for the evident transformation in Gxrs role and influence. As has been
argued in the previous chapter, Goncz’s proactresigential role was not an outcome
which had been shaped according to adherence aotiaydar party’s influence but rather
lay in Goncz’s pursuit of liberal and democratidifcal beliefs. Furthermore, as will be
discussed in Section 6.1 of the chapter, Gonczlgigad affiliation does not explain his
passive presidential style as evidenced durinditia two years of his Presidency. This
was the time when the conservative Orban governmastin power and the AFD was in
opposition. Had Gdncz sought to give expressiomg@artisanship, he should have taken

a position which counter-balanced the Orban govemntrand their political agenda.

This chapter therefore addresses a gap in thatliser on Goncz's political style and
motivations by exploring the other factors whiclionmed his political evolution. It is
posited that the deterioration of Goncz’s mental physical strength, the changing role of

the Constitutional Court and the nature of Hungargemocracy are all contributory
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factors which must duly be considered if the lasarg of Goncz’'s Presidency are to be

understood fully.

The first section of the chapter presents an oeenaf the main features and style of each
encumbent government along with their relationshifh Go6ncz. This lays the essential
foundation for understanding the President’s retethip with the government of the time.
The next section examines a set of issues and swerwhich Géncz became involved
during his second presidential term. This sectiolh question whether Géncz sought to
pursue his liberal principled line, independentiyovernmental change.

The remainder of the chapter is devoted to an exation of the factors which contributed
to Goncz's diminished political activities. Thisllavs Goncz's own views, thoughts
regarding and reflections on his experience of isgnas the first post-Communist

President of Hungary and concludes the chapter.
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6.1. Government in transition: The Horn and Orban gvernments

The parliamentary elections of 1994 and 1998 reduinh the establishment of two
ideologically contrasting governments: the sodali@giSP) led by Gyula Horn, and the
conservatives (AYD) led by Viktor Orban. In 1994ethISP secured a large majority in
Parliament (209/386 seats, 54.1%) and could haredd its own government. Despite
this advantage, it has been suggested that thalistxipreferred to introduce ‘consensual
elements' into the decision-making processes (&§ifilc: 480). This was evidenced,
above all, by the formation of a coalition govermmneith the former anti-Communist
party, the AFD (Morlang, 2003: 75). During negabas, a rift within the AFD’s party
leadership led to the departure of the party’s farchairman, Péter Tolgyessy (Romsics,
2007: 436) however, the power-sharing scheme eabiytcame to fruition®® Similarly,
the Horn government widened channels through wtihiehopposition could participate in
the decision-making process. In the compositionaofiraft of new Constitution, for
example, a two-thirds majority vote which the HSPEAcoalition government secured
was sufficient to pass it. But the coalition goveent voluntarily increased the quorum
from a two-thirds to a four-fifths majority (Halm&l998: 195), which is highly indicative
of the fact that there was an attempt to createctimelitions in which a wider consensus
among the opposition parties could be reached. thddilly, and perhaps more
importantly, the socialist leadership made a caatoty or consensus-seeking gesture
towards the President. As has been examined int@h&p the President’s relationship
with the Antall government was characterised by fleda. In this hostile political
atmosphere, consensus-based decision making bettneerPrime Minister and the
President was hardly sought, not to mention th&drmnal meetings which might have
helped to alleviate these tension never took pltitdn contrast, during the Horn
government, Monday breakfast meetings were arramged regular basis between the
Speaker of the House and the Prime Minister andPthsident (Babus, 2000gpszava29
June 2010). Thus, there was a substantial chantje istyle of governance. Endre Babus
recalled that:

The socialist-liberal government was committed e tdea of a consensus-
based democracy. They commanded a 71 % majoritggafs] in Parliament.

They could have adopted the new Constitution bymdedves. But, they

voluntarily constrained their power. They made &eg@t a promise that they
would adopt a new Constitution with at least a fpagty consensus out of six
parliamentary parties (Interview with Babus, 19 N2&Q7).

Thus, had the socialist-liberal government sougimaximise their majoritarian rule in the
decision-making proces&’ this could have led to a so-called 'constituticdiatatorship’

(Arato, 1994: 7). However, the actual style of gonamce that they chose demonstrated
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that, at least, they made a consensus-seekingrgetiward the opposition and the

President.

In contrast, the Orban government establishedomgér, power-concentrated institutional
structure. At the centre, the Office of Prime Miars(OPM) became the key institution,
which not only operated as an assistant body td’tirae Minister, but also had a strong
decision-making function. For instance, during Argall and Horn governments, cabinet
meetings were convened as a forum where ministers able to express their opinions
and offer solutions to various matters. The calsrailitical significance was diminished,
since these meetings became a forum for the fosatadn of decisions which had already
been taken in the OPM (K6rosényi, 2006: 30). In ssaspects, the opposition’s exclusion
from the decision-making process is hardly surpgsia simple majority was primarily
sought for the passage of new legislatihindeed, according to Fricz, the government
preferred to 'limit negotiatijons] with oppositioparties [on] questions in need of
consensus' (Fricz, 2001: 543), even though sonescasjuired a two-thirds majority. This
tendency was evident in the passage of the Law rgar@ed Crime, the so-called 'Anti-
Mafia Package' (will be discussed in Section 6.2r&), more strikingly, in the introduction
of new rules for the House (Bozoki, 2008: 215).hdito, a plenum had been held on a
weekly basis. According to the new rules introdu@ed=ebruary 1999, the plenum in
Parliament was to be held once every three weeksh@ and Kéri, 1998). As Kdrosényi
and Kiss have noted, the plenum was a forum fonapiicism of government policy by
the opposition, and a chance for non-governingigsario offer their own alternatives
(Koroésényi, 1999: 236; Kiss, 2002: 746); a reduttio the frequency of plenary sessions
demonstrates the manner in which the Orban governapproached the opposition at the
time. Indeed, having grown discontent with this raggh, the opposition turned to the
Constitutional Court, asking whether the changedanto the Rule of the House
contravened the Constitution (East European Comisital Review, 1999, hereafter
EECR). In response, the Court ruled that the Roldke House 'did not provide adequate
guidance for the planning of regular parliamentegsions' (EECR, 1999 Summer), since
the legislature had failed to include relevant tagons in the guideline. Thus, the Court
instructed Parliament to pass new rules no laten ttb December 1999 but, the Orban
government proceeded as planned, claiming thanéwe rule of plenum 'had not been
changed but simply re-interpreted' (Agh, 2001a:)103

Thus, as Agh contended, the structure of power emnation embedded in the decision-

making process and 'exclusive' approach towardeppesition and other political forces
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adopted by the Orban government established a Hiangatyle of ‘quasi-majoritarian
democracy' (Agh, 2001a: 105; 2001b: 170-73) orkkginning of 'Presidentialisation’ of

Hungary’s parliamentarianism (K6résényi, 2006: $1).

In terms of both governments’ relationship with tReesident, the different styles of
governance pursued by Horn and Orban raise thewly questions: how did these
specific governing styles affect the character 6h€&’s second Presidency? Is there any
causal relationship between the change of governharah of Goncz’s presidential style?
During the first term of his Presidency, Goncz'sidce for democratic, consensus-based
decision making was clearly evidenced in his apghmotowards the question of the
Communist past and the taxi-drivers’ strike. Whistin mind, one would expect the Horn
government, with its desire for consensus-basedideemaking, to find a natural ally in
Goncz. In contrast, the governing style of the @rgavernment might have been expected
to come into conflict with Goncz’s political belgefThus, one might expect that Géncz’s
presidential style would be marked by an adaptivdhamonious relationship with the
Horn government, and conflict with its successodeled, having noted the difference in
Goncz’s approach towards these successive govetsn@iiics argued that there was a
link between governmental change and Géncz’'s peesiil style. The political editor of
the Hungarian political weekl§let és IrodalomEszter Radai noted:

It is true that during the first term of his Premidy, Goncz took an
oppositional role [to] the Antall government. [lordrast], during his second
presidential term, Goncz visibly adapted himseltie Horn government. He
did not do anything which went against the goveminje.] (Interview with
Radai, 11 October 2007).

Similarly, Szilvia Varr6 stated that:

In the beginning, [perhaps] from the taxi-drivestfike onwards, G6ncz was
full of character. During the Antall government, Wwas very active... But in
my memory, there was no single issue on which bedsagainst Gyula Horn.
At least, it looked like this in public. Goncz li&eédorn and he tended towards
the left liberal [camp] during his second Presidefloterview with Varro, 15
August 2007).

Both commentators emphasised that there was aeahffe between Goncz’s presidential
style in the first and second terms of his Presigiem contrast to his first Presidency,
Goncz’s generated a less active - or more passiye sduring the latter term, and his
leniency towards the Horn government was very aggamMoreover, according to these
opinions, the main reason for this change of pesgidl style lay in Goncz’s political

attachment to the socialist-liberal camp. Otheevaht academic literature explaining

Goncz’s presidential style has been cross-checkiil these commentators’ accounts.
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According to quantitative evidence and qualitagsessments presented by some political
scientists (Koérosényi, Téth and Torok), when coregao his first five years in office, the

activities that Goncz undertook and style that refgored during his second presidential

term were more passive or weaker than those wiahacterised his first term.
Table 3: Goncz’s political activities between 138@ 2000

1990-1994 1994-1998 1998-2000
Governments in power| [Conservative [Socialist- *[Conservative
coalition liberal coalition coalition
government led | government led government led
Gobncz's activities by Antall] by Horn] by Orbéan]
Speeches in parliament 22 4 2
Representing Hungary abroad (the 49 (215) 79 (273) 35 (119)
number of state visits, days spent abroad)
Concluding international [treaties] 1 - -
Initiating referenda - - -
Proposing independent legislation 5 - -
Initiating an extraordinary parliamentary - - -
session
Participating in parliamentary sessions 71 15 12
Veto of legislation on constitutional 7 - 1
grounds
Veto of legislation on political grounds - 2 -

*Note: The Orban government lasted from 1998 ta2®{bwever, since GOncz's presidential term
came to an end in August 2000, the table has bdmpted to his presidential term. Adapted from:
(Korésenyi, Toth and Torok, 2003: 569).

The above table illustrates that the amount oftigali activity Gbncz undertook during the

governments which followed the Antall governmerdueed considerably. Foreign policy

was the only exception to this pattern, where G@nizpresentative and ceremonial role
increased. Generally, however, his activities om dlomestic political stance diminished
noticeably. It might also suggest that Goéncz’s idmxy can be largely divided into two

contrasting presidential terms: a proactive anatiraly strong Presidency during the
Antall government; and a less active, acquiescedtveeaker Presidency during the other
governments. Indeed, in their qualitative assesgnk@irdsényi, Toth and Térok came to

this conclusion with regard to G6ncz’s presidergisle.

Table 4: Government in transition and Goncz’s prdltrole

1990-1994 1994-1998 1998-2000
[The Antall [The Horn [The Orban
government] government] government]
Parliamentary parties which voted AFD (HDF) HSP, AFD HSP, AFD
for the President
The political orientation of the Right-wing Left-wing Right-wing
parliamentary majority (HDF-ISP-CDPP) (HSP-AFD) (AYD-ISP-HDF)
The relationship between the
President and the parliamentary]  Oppositional or Harmonious Oppositional or
majority [in terms of] political contrasting contrasting
orientation
The President’s perception of his  Counter-balance Symbolic or Symbolic
role supportive
Political conflicts between the Frequent Minimal Rare
President and government
The President’s political activities
his intervention in day to day Significant Diminished Diminished
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politics

The political weight of the Presidentintermediate-stron Weak Weak

Adapted from (Korosényi, Toth and Torok, 2003: 571)

Inferring from the table above, if one can dividén@z's presidential style according to
two contrasting sets of criteria — proactive amdrgj versus passive and weak presidencies
— what explains Goncz’s changed perception of tesigential role? In their conclusion,
Korésényi, Toth and Torok suggest that one of tley kactors of Goncz's altered
presidential style could be found in the particutelitical structure, from which the
President originated. Given Go6ncz’s political angjifrom within the AFD - the largest
opposition party during the Antall government -ytlaggued that his political affiliation to
the party led him to undertake an oppositional chleng his first Presidency (Kérésényi,
T6th and Torok, 2003: 565). In contrast, during tteen government where his party was
a coalition member, Goncz would not and did noteutake a counter-balancing role. This
account, however, has limited justification. Givéat during the Orban government, the
AFD was once again positioned on the oppositioe,siil principle, Goéncz should have
undertaken a counter-weight role. Yet, as Tableeshahstrates, Goncz did not seek an
oppositional role to the Orban government, andebw$t maintained a symbolic and

conflict-averse presidential style.

Indeed, opinions offered by my interviewees highiighe fact that Goncz did not come
into confrontation with the Orban government. LésZ(éri characterised Goncz's
relationship with the Orban government thus:

Orban knew where the threshold of constitutionalgrowas. He always went
to the boundary, but he did not do things whichld¢dave offered Géncz any
opportunity to protest.... He left Goncz in peace ditnot seek to enter into
conflicts with him [...](Interview with Kéri, 12 June 2007).

With a different focus, but a similar view, a fomaglvisor to Orban and the Minister
of the OPM, Istvan Stumpf held the opinion that:

Orban did not come into conflict with Goncz. | dotrremember concrete
examples which could have aggravated their relatigm Politically, they had

different priorities [with regard] to representatioGéncz was a popular and
liberal figurehead who preferred to bring his Riesicy close to the people. He
wanted to speak to people directly with opennesha® had a different

perception of the roles of the President and tlenid&r, [a perception] which

was much closer to a traditional concept. The headtate should not

condescend to people but show a vision of the éuéund the direction of the
country... Orban had a different vision of what thhedtdent should be... But

Go6ncz was not in conflict with him (Interview wigtumpf, 3 July 2007).
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In view of these statements, it is certain that &&npolitical attachment to the AFD alone
does not sufficiently explain the evident transfation in his presidential style. Moreover,
it can be fairly suggested that there were othgromant factors responsible for Géncz’s
changed conception of the presidential role. Dedaidnalysis of this is presented in
Section 6.3 of the chapter but before embarkinghetask, the following section of the
chapter examines a set of events and issues irhvéiticz became involved during the
second term of his Presidency. The section willstjoa the consistency of Goncz’s
actions with reference to understandings of Gondeimocratic and liberal views that have
been set out in the framework of this thesis.
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6.2. The pursuit of democratic values: the principg of equality and consensus-based
decision making

The Hungarian Constitution does not specify anys#afor the President’s role with
regard to economic policy. More precisely, econorpilicy does not fall within
presidential competences. Despite the absencasotanstitutional right, members of the
opposition to the Horn goverment - the AYD, CDPPd adADF — urged Goéncz's
intervention on economic issues. Their request,dvaw was rejected and, subsequently,
Goncz's acquiescence on the matter became a pbktb@andal. This issue is not directly
related to that of Goncz’s liberal and democrat&ais. Nevertheless, it is worth examining
as it demonstrates well how Goncz’'s sense of s@cakciousness was reflected in his

presidential activities.

6.2.1. Dealing with the economic stabilisation pragmme
A month after the adoption of the economic stadiis programme, Goncz stated his
position:

Let’s put an end to misery and create social sgced that everyone knows

what is going to happen tomorrow. [People] in tbardry wish to live without

shock Magyar Nemzet3 April 1995).
On 12 March 1995, the Horn government made a suddanuncement that they would
adopt an economic austerity programme, the soecdlekros Package' (named after the
Minister of Finance, Lajos Bokros) (Bak, 1998¢pszabadsagl3 March 1995). Horn
argued that, without such drastic action, the aytsmiteconomy would soon become
unmanageableMagyar Nemzetl3 March 1995), the government claimed this pgeka
was the only way to resolve Hungary’s economicier{gndor, 1998). Horn said: 'This
country faces state bankruptcy with a $20 billiorefgn debt. It needs foreign resources to
pay its debts, boost growth and catch up. Thesadiorresources can be obtained if our
affairs are put in order' (Fowkes, 1999: 156).

Aiming to restore financial equilibrium to the pegng situation and to the state budget
(Adam, 1999: 61-64; Morlang, 2003: 78), specifipaaches were formulated within this
stringent programme. Among these, the most contslemeasure directly affecting the
general public was the radical retrenchment ofestatpenditure on social support and
welfare benefits (EECR, 1995 Spring). In accordanith this package, for example, the
government’s budgetary outlay for child-care anohifg benefits was to be suspended
(Népszabadsagl3 March 1995), along with the introduction oftitn fees in higher
education lagyar Hirlap,13 March 1995)
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Not surprisingly, this drastic action prompted anmediate reaction from not only
parliamentary parties, but also the general pudoiid, Goncz himself. The general public,
infuriated by the government’s announcement, tamkhie street to protest against the
austerity programme and Lajos Bokrddagyar Hirlap 23 March 1995Népszaval4
June 1995). Having faced such strong resistandmteeover the implementation of the
programme continued in Parliament; among the ofipasmembers, the AYD and the
HDF asked Gdncz not to commit his signature topiteggramme Magyar Hirlap 1 June
1995; Magyar Nemzet3 June 1995Népszava3 June 1995). However, on 13 June 1995,
Goncz signed the Bokros package into I&agyar Hirlap 14 June 1995), reasoning that
'the question of economic policy did not belonghis competences' (Varro, 2000).
Frustrated, the dissenting members of ParliameAlYDb, the HDF and other social
organisations - turned to the Constitutional CéMagyar Nemzetl4 June 1995a), asking
for a ruling on whether the package violated thenxs@itution. The Court ruled that in
several areas the package was unconstitutionalarayld have to be amended
accordingly'®® Despite the constitutional amendment which resmiche programme’s
scope, public discontent grew. In the face of seweiticism, Lajos Bokros resigned in the
early spring of 1996 and was replaced by Péter Mesky (Adam, 1999: 63). The new
Finance Minister, however, continued the implemioraof the stabilisation programme,
and from the second half of 1996, the financiaédislibrium of Hungary’'s economy was

turned around and an economic recovery began (Bo2083: 428; Marer, 1999: 185).

The opposition’s main criticism of Goncz’s role dealing with the Bokros package was
that he put his own self-interest above importacicseconomic issuedMagyar Nemzetl
June 1995). Reasoning that Goéncz’s re-electiondiwinas due at the end of June in the
the same year) would depend on the votes of thmlstdiberal coalition government,
which comprised an absolute majority in Parliamanthe time (71%), the opposition
claimed that Goncz’s signing of the Bokros packege directly related to his hope for
victory in the presidential electidii* For example, in response to Géncz’s signing the
package, an MP of the AYD, Lajos Kosa, claimed:aldifficult situation, Géncz had to
decide [whether he would sign the package or netjabse, the next Monday, the
presidential election was to be held in Parliam&mce the coalition government has an
absolute majority, obviously Géncz had to weighttlwp pros and consvigagyar Nemzet

14 June 1995b). However, if re-election was the season for Goncz’s signature on the
package, it is unreasonable to suggest that Gavioaz had pledged his commitment to the
protection of people in need) was willing to acceypth harsh economic measures without

any hesitation whatever. In his inauguration spe€cincz pledged that:
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| have had the good fortune to share in the reakliof workers, peasants and
of the free intelligentsia. | am therefore not than to hammer away at narrow
class interests. If | want to serve a particularugr; it must be those who are
not served by anyone: the unprotected, the defessel and those unable to
compete in a competitive society, those who lack theans to protect

themselves and who are therefore most in needotégtion (T6th, 1999: 21).

As has been examined in Chapter 1, Goncz hadhinsti experience working as a skilled
manual labourer which, in turn, contributed to #m&ichment of his understanding of
ordinary people’s lives. Goncz recounted that: 'flly experience] [brought about] a
schooling [effect] on my Presidency. If | had natokvn the lives of industrial workers,
prison life and the internal structure of Communisithin the prison, agriculture in which
one third of the population was engaged, | couldhave performed my presidential duty
(Papp, 2002). Hence, it can be argued that, had£éppreciated the concerns and needs
that Hungarian population had to tackle on a dadlgis, the austerity package would have
disturbed his sense of social consciousness. Bheifack of presidential competences in
economic policy put him in a position where he wa$iged to sign the package, Goncz
might perhaps find an alternative way to help teedy. Indeed, according to Godncz’s
former social policy advisor, Sara Elias, he wasamy conscious of social problems, but
also tried to tackle thenmformally. This informal help was offered through various
channels and in different ways, such'fasancing poor families, and feeding the children
in need (interview with Elias, 6 December 2007); the miogportant task Géncz and his
wife committed themselves to was the establishnaénthe Special Care Foundation
(Fogyatékos AlapitvanyT.his was founded in 1993 by a mutual initiativecofil society
alongside the First Lady, Zsuzsanna Gontér and ddhee Special Education of Childern
with Learning Disabilities. According to Gontér, rthg state visits to foreign countries,
she and Goncz raised this issue with their couatésp and managed to establish
partnerships. Gontér recalled:

We established the Foundation with 2000 ForintdeAthat George Soros
donated 3 million Forints and when we visited fgrestates, we also managed
to get some financial support. For instance, it edrom the Great Nobles’
Party of Luxemburg and the wife of the Dutch PriMaister... They were
also interested in [the provision] of Special Cai¢e received a series of
donations from the Dutch government and civil ofgations. For 3 or 4 years,
we cooperated with the leading Dutch Special Carg grganisations. We
launched a movement of building houses for childehno need special care...
Across the country, we built 35 houses for childerth disabilities [...] (Joint
interview with Goncz and Gontér, 10 January 2008).

In consideration of this activity, it is unfair suggest that Géncz’s pledge to represent the

under-represented remained scant political rhetortbat he put his self-interest before his
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commitment to the presidential oath. On the cogirrese actions substantiate the claim
that Goncz possessed a well developed social aorswss. Moreover, it is highly

probable that the harsh economic measures calted tbe Bokros package would conflict

with GoOncz’s social awareness. Therefore, the dmamcy between Goncz’'s social

consciousness and his decision not to challengeatiséerity programme suggests that
there were other important contributory factorsdieg him to sign the stabilisation

programme. One of the contributory factors candamd in his appreciation of the general
consensus — the introduction of the austerity @wgne was necessary for stabilising
Hungary’'s economy — that was shared by Hungarihl@ctuals at the time.

There was some disagreement over the necessithdointroduction of the packad®,
and some criticism of the way in which the governtrieandled the crisis. For example, a
former president of the Hungarian National Bankpéléter Bod, contended that had the
Horn government taken more timely action, the idtiction of radical economic actions
could have been prevented:

On 8 May 1994, there was a general election... Sd®alist party won the
election by a big margin... The Bokros package agapted in March 1995...
So there was a period, almost one year in whichgthernment did nothing,
but [instead] just let the country’s economy drifEor me, the package was not
a problem, but the eight [wasted] months; this riaied me (Interview with
Bod, 8 November 2007).

Despite this dissenting opinion, a great numbeHohgarian academics suggested that,
given the country’'s poor economic performance, thesterity programme was an
indispensable part of the process necessary tie $éihgary’'s financial crisis at the time
(interviews with Agh, Csaba, Hegd&s] llonszki, Kéri and Lengyel). The former
government economic policy advisor, Laszl6 Csabseided that:

The Bokros package was a necessary measure takeiate.. The country
struggled with a [budgetary deficit] which cannet $ustained especially after
the crisis in Mexico.*?® [There was a] 10 percent shortage in the balafice o
payments from the 1994 state budget... NeitheEtlrepean Union nor the US
were willing to intervene in this crisis... We hamdo something. We had to

act promptly (Interview with Csaba, 5 July 2007).

Similarly, Laszl6 Kéri expressed the view that:

From the outside, it was possible to know sometmngt be done, because
financial collapse [could have occurred] within twmnths... | was in London
in February 1995. | spoke to Miklés Németh, the é/Rresident of the
European Development and Investment Bank. He todd that bankers in

London saidthe Hungarian economy would collapse by the enday'. And,
'no one would finance Hungarfinterview with Kéri, 12 June 2007).
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It can be seen that the Horn government had sedmagn put in a situation, where it
were no longer possible to rely on external soyroeto balance the state budget. In these
circumstances, tightening the budgetary outlay weshaps the only viable option. It
should be noted that the maintenance of the wetfaentated economic system that was
dependent on foreign capital and borrowing as heshlestablished by the Kadar regime
was only discontinuedfter the introduction of the Bokros package (Kornai, @9®46-49),
which is highly indicative of the fact that macroe@omic reform and fundamental

restructuring of Hungary’s economy was long overdue

Goncz also seemed to be aware of the seriousnetise afituation, primarily through
regular consultation with the president of Hungaridational Bank, Gyodrgy Suranyi.
According to Suranyi, when the stabilisation prognee was almost ready for
implementation, Goncz neither supported nor oppdsed

... Goncz always asked me when poor and outcagigamuld be able to live

in more humane and acceptable lives in this saciely February 1995...

although the package programme was not yet enfimelyared, | outlined it to

Goncz [as to] how painful the measure looked fréva tountry’s [point of

view]. The President neither accepted the packagelbjected to it. He took

the necessity [of the measure] into account, butetstandably his social

conscience was disturbed... G6ncz always judgeid-®@onomic questions in

light of his plebianmentality plebejus szellembgn On countless occasions,

he said that 'his task was to represent the [istgf®f the neediest and the

poorest, because the others can stand on their towon feet'... Goncz

consistently showed an interest in economic polcy,government [members]

and the Prime Ministers hardly knew about thi$ (Suranyi, 2000: 112-18).
The extract above underscores the fact that aceefite stabilisation programme would
have been irreconcilable with Goncz's social comsoe, but he showed an appreciation
for, and understanding of, the prevailing situatidx@wcording to Suranyi’s testimony,
Goncz’s silence does not mean he was indifferamaitds these economic issues and the
possible consequences of the austerity programimRagher, it suggests that Goncz
unwillingly accepted the package as the situatiosms veuch that stringent economic
measures were required. Indeed, in an intervievih &itHungarian dailyNépszavain

response to the reporter’'s questioWMhy did you not say a word when the Bokros
package brought about unendurable burdens to thelgie- Goncz explained the reason
behind his silence, stating that:

| know that the Bokros package had a significanvieaske impact on the poor,

but [this] was the only way to prevent economidaqme [...] (Bird, 2000).
This substantiates the view that Goncz was indeedeaof the possible consequences of
the retrenchment action, especially for destitue®pgbe. Having expected the negative
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effects of the measures, he could have opposed;thmwever, it was Go6ncz’s
appreciation of the urgent need to solve the cgis&iconomic predicament. According to
Goncz’s account, he reluctantly acceded to ragicahomic action, and perhaps may have
wished that the subsequent consequences woulderiohfy lasting. Indeed, in 1997 when
the first signs of economic recovery became appaf@dncz was quick to emphase that
the most difficult period of readjustment had pdsse

Twenty months ago, the government was faced thextdthreat of economic
collapse... The prevention of the crisis requirectéful [and] crude actions.
Above all, those people who live on benefits andspmners paid the price for...
We got over the crisis. We cut out the roots of [besis], although the
defenceless people still do not feel it at this reatn. We can say that the first
period of transformation has end€d.
In light of these comments, it can be argued th&d@'s acquiescence did not mean that
socio-economic issues were outside of the realmiinterests or that he supported the

government’s economic policy in order to secureréislection to the Presidency.

6.2.2. The Law of Incompatibility (Osszeférhetetlenségi torvény

On 17 December 1996 the Hungarian Parliament adoptev No. V of 1997 on the
Amendment of the Legal Status of Members of Pasiaim (hereafter, the Law on
Incompatibility)*® The law was aimed at preventing MPs from exergisireir political
interests on the process of privatisation, the nmgatibility Law was to provide a basic
legal framework for the separation of the econoroynfthe political spher€? According

to the law, MPs could not, for example, assumeitgpgbositions in public economic
associations, while simultaneously acting as pasiatarians. The amendment process,
however, was far from smooth and, the legislatioocess was hampered by political
divisions between the socialists and the right womgposition, as well as within the
socialist-liberal coalition. In general, all agretbat the Incompatibility Law was necessary
for the creation of a transparent public spacep@t€1997). However, consensus diverged
on the matter of deciding the time of the law’saoément and deliniating the limits of the
legality. The socialist leadership claimed that ldne should only apply to those MPs who
could secure their seats in the next Parliamerdsoming that the application of a
retroactive rule contravened the principle of legdurity Magyar Nemzetl7 June 1996).

In contrast, the AFD and the opposition, especiaMD and the ISP insisted that sitting
parliamentarians also be included as subjectsaimgiplication of the lanMagyar Nemzet

17 June 1996; Gyorgy, 1997). The result was a comize within the socialist-liberal
coalition in which it was agreed that MPs couldkéleeir dual positions, if their post in

business was acquiree@forethey were elected to Parliament (EECR, 1997 Wjnter
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Two weeks later, however, Goncz, who once suppatttedincompatibility legislation
enactment refused to sign the law, instead retgritino Parliament for reconsideration
(Népszabadsg@ January 1997)j Magyarorszag 3 January 1997). Goncz gave specific
reasons for his refusal (discussed below), but idiate reactions followed from
parliamentary parties. As a whole, the oppositi@camed Goncz’s decision, whereas the
socialist-liberal coalition expressed surpridda@yar Nemzet3 January 1997). While
debates over the Incompatibility Law continued arlRment, the Speaker of the House
Zoltan G&l made an important announcement — he dvoot call for the holding of an
extraordinary parliamentary sessidviagyar Hirlap 7 January 199agyar Nemzet7
January 1997\épszabadsgg January 1997) — which, in practice, meant tihatrevision

of the original legislation would not be consider¢dépszava 9 January 1997).
Subsequently, on 25 February 1997, Parliament ogterGoncz’s decision by re-adopting
the law in its original form Magyar Nemzet26 February 1997Népszabadsgg26
February 1997a).

Goncz raised ten points of contention regardingLitn® on Incompatibility, of which the
following three were the most important elemertg principle of equality, the guarantee

of free economic competition, and the protectiop@fsonal data and privacy.

Firstly, Goncz questioned whether the Law of Incatiiplity contravened the principle of
equality Magyar Hirlap 7 January 199Magyar Nemzet7 January 199N épszabadsag

3 January 1997¢Jj Magyarorszag 7 January 1997). In particular, the distinctiohiai
depended on the timing of the acquisition of séat®arliament was seen as a major
problem, given that this clause decided whether Miege permitted to retain a dual
position. According to the amended incompatibiléyv, if a post in business had been
obtained before MPs were elected to Parliameny there allowed to take on a dual
position. In a situation where a post in busineas wbtained after one had been elected to
Parliament, the parliamentarian had to choose latwmsitions (staying as an MP or
becoming a businessman). For instance, it couldgbabout the following contradictory

situation:

Case A: In April, Akos became an MP in the Parliatme
In June, Akos joined the board of directors inadesbwned firm.
(Incompatible or not permissable)

Case B: In April, Akos was the director of a firm.
In June, Akos became an MP in the Parliament, tidutuss the firm.
(Compatible or permissable)

Note: The name Akos does not refer to a real memiigye Hungarian Parliament.
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This contradiction not only undermined the prineipff equality, but could also have far-
reaching consequences. Since the party illustiatéthse B was still allowed to assume a
dual position, if this firm was due to be privatiseEom state-ownership, it is very probable
that Akos could exercise his political interesthie privatisation process. Géncz may have
recognised this legal drawback. It should be ndtedl 52 MPs who shared Goncz'’s view
turned to the Constitutional Court, asking whethleis distinction contravened the

Constitution (the Court ruled that it was agaihst principle of equalityj®°

Secondly, Goncz suspected that the distinction nhatl@een public and private business
violated the principles of free economic competitand of equality (Kéri and Zsoldos,
1997; Magyar Nemzet7 January 1997tJj Magyarorszag 7 January 1997). The law
prevented MPs from engaging in public business,red® seeking private business was
permitted. The reason for the latter regulation Wes some leeway should remain for
MPs to enact private business, because they mag aeeadditional income source.
However, even if this flexibility was necessarye tliscriminatory measure itself was seen
as a problem. Referring to Article 9 prescribedhe Constitution - Hungary has a market
economy in which public and private property arergégeive equal consideration and
protection under the law — Goncz wondered why priaciple was not applied to the
Incompatibility Law.

The final issue raised by G6ncz was whether the bawcompatibility guaranteed the
protection of personal data and privddjagyar Hirlap 7 January 199Magyar Nemzet

7 January 1997)j Magyarorszag7 January 1997). The Incompatibility Law obligdés

to declare the status of their property holdingthatbeginning and end of their mandates,
stating that: 'Upon the acquisition and terminattdrmandates, within 30 days, MPs shall
be obliged to declare the [status] of their propen the Speaker of Parliamefit.
However, Goncz questioned whether this requireméotated Article 59 of the
Constitution which prescribed the protection ofqoeral details and secrets (EECR, 1997
Winter).

On the whole, Goncz interpreted the Law of Incontyilayy through the lens of his liberal
democratic views. Above all, he asked for Parliainieriegislate for a more effective and
judicious law which was in harmony with the Congiin (Népszabadsag7 January
1997). Goncz stressed that ill-conceived clausebinwihe law be redefined prior to its
enforcement. In terms of Goncz’s objections, howgetreere was a question mark over his

decision to employ his political veto. Should Gortave found a legal deficiency, he
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could, in principle, have sent the legislationtie Constitutional Court for judicial review.
According to my interviewees and the Hungarianrditere, three factors are primarily

responsible for Goncz’s decision to use his palitieto.

The first, official explanation offered by Goncz®pokesman, Andras Faragd, was that
Goncz did not refer the law to the Constitutionalu@, because ‘it was only concerned
with MPs' (Gyorgy, 1997Népszabadsggr January 1997). As the official title of the
Incompatibility Law — The Legal Status of MPs —igated, Goncz may have thought that
problems concerning MPs should be tackled at thisgretion. According to this account,
Goncz appears to have given some leeway to MPsrréthn calling on a third party to
address the legal deficiency within the law. Thiplanation, however, is too simplistic

and Faragd’s comment on the Law of Incompatibilgs far from sufficient.

Secondly, it has been argued that there was alpedsik between Goncz’s political veto
and the concept of a new Constitution (interviewwhwBabus, 19 May 2007). Over the
course of the Horn government, there was an attdm@dopt the new Constitution.
Despite the fact that this new Constitution wasnévally defeated, Babus argued that the
concept of a new Constitution which would have Itesuin the weakening of the
President’s position had an impact on Goncz's dati$Babus, 1996a; 1996b; 1996c;
1997). Reasoning that the passage of the new @Qamti could have further curtailed the
President’s authority, Babus questioned whetherc@érdiscontent or, his understanding
of the existing situation, was expressed in hisaigbe political veto. For example, among
the President’'s competences affected by the corufepinew Constitution, Babus argued
that the following presidential powers could alVadeen eliminated:

It appeared that there was a draft Constitutioraatesk in Parliament, from
which the President’s powers were to be signifigaotirtailed. The rights of
the Commander-in-Chief, to propose bills and itgtinational referenda could
have been removed [...] (Interview with Babus, 1&M\2007).

According to Babus, Goncz's apparent resistandbeaamew amendment of the Hungarian
Constitution (particularly with respect to the retian of presidential powers) was
expressed in the form of the use of his politicztov

However, counter-opinions offered by a great nundfdegal experts and politicians who
actually participated in the enactment of a draéin§itution (interviews with Hack,
Kilényi, Kis and Somogyvari) suggest that a conimecbetween these two factors does not
exist. Kis stated:
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| don't remember why Goéncz returned the Law on mpatibility to
Parliament. But, concerning the [scope] of the iHezd’s [power], the status
quo remained in essence... There was nothing to[puekidential power] [...]
(Interview with Kis, 27 September 2007).

Similarly, Somogyvéari held the view that:

No! It was not true... There were ideas to stremgithe President’s position...

For instance, the law professor, Tamas Sarktzyesigd that the President

have some executive powers... So, it was not abwitcurtailment of the

President’s rights, but the increase... But this wat realised [...] (Interview

with Somogyvari, 22 May 2007).
Both agreed that the proposed amendments to thg@dfian Constitution did not result
ultimately in a change of presidential competenegsn though there were some disputes
over the reshaping of the President’s power. Gitshcounter-evidence, the reliability of
Babus’ argument is questionable. Having noteddkanatory deficit in the literature, the
actual contents of a new draft Constitution weranexied. In particular, the relevant areas
of presidential power that were to be subject tange were investigated. According to
Babus, the rights associated with the role of Condrain Chief and presidential power to
initiate national referenda should have been dedaHowever, the results of my analysis
suggest that the President's competences essegntatiiained intact, but for a slight
modification in proposition rightsMagyar Hirlap 2 June 1995Y°% Thus, it is unfair to
suggest that Goncz’s political vetoing of the Ingatibility Law was an act of protest
against the curtailment of presidential powers wwithe new conceptual framework of the

Constitution.

Finally, it was claimed that Goncz’s veto of thew_,an Incompatibility may have been
connected to the maintenance of his own populéBgbus, 1997). Public confidence in
the Horn government remained consistently low, fohieowing to government
involvement in corruption scand&¥. Géncz would also have been wary of the erosion of
his own popularity, he may have used the issubetiaw on Incompatibility to dissociate
himself from the Horn government. According to thrglysis of the situation, self-interest
was the principal reason behind the usage of h& ¥owever, this seems to be limited as
a justification. If Goncz sought primarily to pratehis own interests, this suggests that he
was thinking and acting as a professional partytipiain. Yet the significance of Gdncz’s
professional political attitude was ultimately setide, even by those critics who once
proposed that a connection between Goéncz’s pdlitialzulation and his veto might have
existed. In response to my questf8h,Babus altered the position that he had outlined in

his previous statement:
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| am not saying that G6ncz could have been drivehib self-interests... At
the time, | did not find such a contradiction ire ttiraft law which could have
explained his vetoing the law... For this reasonegdn to find other motives
in the background [of the constitutional situatierhich had arisen] [...]
(Interview with Babus, 19 May 2007).
Moreover, in an interview with Kossuth Radio, Gonkimself refuted the general
assumption that he acted as a professional paliticiam, asserting that:

| have never been a politician. It was true thattén fulfilled political roles in
the course of my previous political activities. Taaivities undertaken during
the resistance movement, during the '56 Revoluioa after the collapse of
the old system they were all quintessentially prlt However, by nature, |
did not behave in a way that people [might havgleexed from a politician.
Political careerism and ambition were absent inagage... | entered politics
from the outside [...] (Wisinger and L&szl6, 2007384

This stance could be interpreted as mere politteetioric or gesture. In the routine of daily
politics, as politicians normally deal with the gseand public inquiry in a way that evades
the point in question or justifies their actiongirGz could have made this comment in an
attempt to ward off criticism regarding his presitial role or style. However, even if this
was the case, GOncz'’s political calculation was iiaeemed, the principal reason for his
refusal to sign the Incompatibility Law. As has beagued in the previous chapter, over
the course of his Presidency, Goncz had consigtaothght to express his liberal and
democratic values. For example, the main reasoitorcz’s veto of the Law of Arable
Land lay in his concern over potential discriminatiagainst those wishing to purchase
land (see Section 5.2.4 of Chapter 5); dealing with Incompatibility Law, G6ncz once
again raised the principle issue of equality as dheunds for his refusal to sign the
legislation. It is then unfair to suggest that GOpeait his self-interest before democratic

principles which he held to be important.

Thus, there are various analyses which go sometavayplain G6ncz’s decision to veto
the Incompatibilty Law, but none of these furniskisswith a finite explicit explanation. It
can be clearly seen that Goncz called on Parliarteeneconsider the law due to his
reservations about the legal deficiencies evidatttimvits formulation. As these concerns
were legally grounded, the reason why Géncz diduset his constitutional veto is still
unclear; perhaps, the truth lay in the official kexmation as it was presented by his
Spokesman. Alternatively, as the political commemtaOrsolya Szomszéd contended, this
issue was exaggerated by those people who assumedstncz would sign the law

without any hesitation. Szomszed explained theexdnstating that:
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Perhaps, this was so disputed [among analystsgludimg the author you
mentioned [Babus] spelled out his assumption reggr&oncz’s decision —
because Goncz had not used his veto for a long[g8mee 1993]. Goncz was
not in conflict with the Horn government, so thssue attracted a lot of interest.
The President’s action came as a surprise and ¢ausd a debate (Interview
with Szomszéd, 14 June 2007).

The day following Goncz’s exercise of the veto ba tncompatibility Law, controversy
over his veto once again arose when he challengedavised version of the Law on

Privatisation.

6.2.3. The Law on Privatisation

On 19 December 1996, the Horn government passedrttended draft of the Law on
Privatisation. This amendment was made based omréngous legal framework (‘Law
XXXIX of 1995 on the Sale of State-Owned Entreprera Assets', hereafter the Law on
Privatisation) with the aim of accelerating thevptisation process. The legislative process
was, however, far from smooth and controversy fasad between parliamentary parties.
In particular, MPs disagreed as to whether locakegaments and co-operatives should be
given preferential treatment in the course of thivgtisation process. The point of
disagreement was as follows: In extraordinary enstance, would the State Privatisation
and Property Management Corporation (SPPMC) beoaa#d to transfer state properties
to local governments and cooperatives without iegin (Népszabadsag2l, 30
December 1996; Szily, 1997

Members of the socialist leadership reasoned #irate local government and agricultural
cooperatives were assigned important social tasksetform for the common good, the
free handover of state property ought to be supdofPogany, 1997). Laszl6 Csaba
explained the context and actual manner in whiategtroperties were transferred to local
governments in the early stage of the economistoamation:

The time of free transfer of state property wasrapmately 1989-1992. This
was the first period of transformation and the treesfer of state property was
lawful at this time... Our constitution [states tha# give an important role to
the local government. Property must be given te lical government because
without it, local government cannot perform its dtian... [The solution] was
basically allowing property to be transferred tocfl governments] free of
charge (Interview with Csaba, 5 July 206%).

It is not clear whether by the amendment of thed®isation Law the socialists intended to

extend the previous business practice to the dase-aperatives. However, the coalition’s

junior partner (the AFD) and the right wing oppumsit parties (AYD, HDF and ISP)

opposed the adoption of the law, reasoning thatdbmplimentary transfer of state
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property to local authorities and co-operatives Moresult in a corruption problem
because this would favour those associations globeked to the governing party
(Népszabadsag30 December 1996). Given that no agreement wasilge, on 19
December 1996, the socialists passed the revisedidnout the support of their coalition
partner and the oppositioMagyar Nemzet4 January 1997).

Two weeks later, however, Goncz challenged the Asmwvith the Law on Incompatibility,
Goncz returned the Privatisation Law to ParlianfenteconsiderationMagyar Nemze#
January 1997 Népszabadsag4 January 1997). His actions were met with a nohixe
response from parliamentary parties. The opposiieltomed Goéncz’s decision, whereas
the socialist governing party took the same pasitivat they had occupied during the
dispute over the Law on Incompatibility; as the iabsts viewed it, an extraordinary
parliamentary session would not be necessavagyar Hirlap, 7 January 1997;
Népszabadsag January 1997). While parliamentary debates thedlaw continued, the
coalition government and the opposition reached agneement. The result was a
compromise, whereby local governments but not aljtical cooperatives would benefit
from the free transfer of state propemjagyar Nemzet26 February 199N épszabadsig
26 February 1997h).

The Hungarian socialist dailjNépszabadsagoutlined Géncz’s main reservations about
the law lay:

According to the head of state, the law makes argtless distinction between
[various] economic organisations [...].
The head of state also agreed with the concerrasddhby] six parliamentary
parties; that the amended law violates equalitpmdortunity in the form of
ownership and, in the sphere of [economic] comipetitand, makes a
groundless distinction among the |[cited] economigaaisations. Co-
operatives [are] not subject to any [special] cbads for the free transfer of
[state] property [to take placdl€pszabadsag, January 1997).
Goncz questioned whether co-operatives should lidrah positive discrimination in the
course of privatisation. According to Goncz, disgriatory measures within the legislation
contravened the principle of equality across ecanamits. For this reason, he called on
the Parliament to reconsider the point in questmmether co-operatives should be
regarded as a special case in relation to the tigateon process. Although Goéncz did not
directly mention that the relevant clauses withia Constitution should be consulted in the
enactment of the legislative process, it is clelaat tthe legislation adopted was

irreconcilable with the egalitarian principle Gorlezld to be of great importance. In fact,
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an article published iMagyar Nemzethighlights the fact that Goncz further detailes h
thoughts regarding what issues should be considerte establishment of the law:

The President suggested that, before the final, tbte Speaker of the House
[should bring] the law to Parliament for reconsatem. [This rethink] should
take paragraphs 9 (1) and 12 of the Constitutioto iaccount in the
composition of the lawm\Mlagyar Nemzet7 January 1997).

Article 9 (1) of the Constitution defines the piiple of equality under conditions of
economic transformation, dictating that 'Hungaryaisnarket economy, in which public
and private property shall receive equal treatrff€htn pinpointing this stipulation - in
the same way that he had dealt with the Laws oonhpatibility and Arable Land - Géncz
questioned whether discrimination was ever necgdsarthe course of the privatisation
process. As stated above, the significance of parfay social tasks for the common good
was the official reason given by the socialists tfuir support of the Privatisation Law,
and they attempted to authorise the SPPMC to wansfrtain state properties to co-
operatives without restriction. Goncz understoodwéver, that this allowance might
contravene Clause 9 (1) of the Constitution andjedrMPs to consider this in the
legislative process. Similarly, G6ncz sought taitfathe circumstances around the issue
of what support the state was obliged to offerha tase of co-operatives. This question
was raised with reference to Clause 12 of the @okisnh, which dictated the state’s duty
to support co-operatives: 'The State shall suppoo-operative based on voluntary
association and shall recognise the autonomy dif suco-operativeé®® Thus, the main
reason for Goncz's quarrel with the adopted legmbalay in an unclarified stipulation
within the proposed law, where he highlighted thatprinciple of equality should be duly
considered in the enactment of the Privatisation.La

In terms of the usage of his political veto, howevkere was an element of ambiguity.
Just as with the Law on Incompatibility, the maioim raised by Goncz was one of
legality, he could have turned to the Constitutidbaurt and requested a judicial review.
According to the official explanation offered by @i's Spokesman Andras Farago,
Goncz returned the Privatisation Law to Parliamdmecause of the simplicity of the
anomalies in the law' (EECR, 1997 Winter). The pcat meaning of this was not detailed
in the literature; | asked Faragd to address thjs g

According to Farago, the President’s questions welaged to technical problems within
the Privatisation Law, and G6ncz used a politiegbvo address them (emails with Farago,
21 and 25 August 2008). Faragd explained that thentcy had long awaited a new
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privatisation programme, and the amended Law ovaRsation was expected to meet this
need”® Above all, a prompt promulgation of the law wasjuieed, but the existing
problem — whether co-operatives should be congidasea beneficiary for the free transfer
of state property — had to be resolved. The isser kay in choosing between the political
and constitutional veto and, how to proceed to firfidch was more advantageous to save
time and resolve the problem. According to Farag@ractice, the former required less
time than the latter. Had Goncz used his constibali veto to deal with the Law on
Privatisation, the promulgation of the law couldvéabeen further delayed and,
comparably, any possible delay brought about byudege of his political veto would be
significantly less lengthy. The causal relationshiptween veto type and potential

legislative delay can be thus summarised:

Scenario ) Constitutional veto

Bill passed Constitutional Returns bill to Rediscussion Law adopted
Review Parliament | Or annulled

A 4

The President refers it to
the Constitutional Court

Scenario 1) Political veto

Bill passed Parliament Law adopted as it was o
rediscusses the bill changed in content

A 4
A 4

A 4

The President refers it to)
Parliament

It can be seen that in Scenatrio Il the legal praceds relatively more streamlined and less
complex than in Scenario |, requiring less time tfug passage of law. In this respect, if
"technicality” was the point at issue, the politiseto would be advantageous when
compared to the constitutional veto. It should b#ed that in Hungary, any individuals

and groups have the right to initiate constitutioreview proceedings; arguably this is

indicative of the fact that the Constitutional Citaircaseload must be considered as a
factor which may prevent the speedy resolutionaibwequests®® Legal expert Herman

Schwartz noted: 'one very great problem that thexgduan court faces is caseload.
Because anyone can go to the court with a challemge enactment, it has been swamped
with petitions' (Schwartz, 1993: 31). In contradiscussing a bill returned to Parliament
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would require relatively less time, as the Spealtehe House adds it to the agenda for a

regular or extraordinary parliamentary session.

Furthermore, in terms of Goncz’s desire to pronumtesensus-based decision making — a
key principle of democracy in his view — the pal#i veto might be seen as the reasonable
solution for him to help MPs address the existingbfem by themselves. Upon the
submission of the Law on Privatisation, there wascimdisagreement both, within the
governing party and the opposition as well as betwthe Parliamentary Constitutional
Committee (PCC) and the government (Pogany, 199FAg PCC proposed that the
controversial aspects of the legislation (authdwsaof the SPPMC to transfer state
property to co-operatives without restriction) leeansidered (Szilyl997), as they found
the legislation to be seriously flawed. Howeveg tfoverning party voted this proposal
down and this unilateral decision resulted in thdufe to reach consensus over the
existing legal problem. Judit Csiha — the MinistérPrivatisation without portfolio —
stated:'[It was] regrettable to see that insufficient tiwas given over to helping two
[political] camps reach a consensus or seek a aommpe. For this reason, the President

returned the law to Parliament' (Pogany, 1997).

As Csiha asserted, had Goncz decided that thedfacknsensus between MPs and legal
experts had been prompted by insufficient discusefdhe law, his attempts to resolve the
obstruction would be more effectively served byemaention on the platform of the
political veto rather than the constitutional. Asadissed in the Section 4.3 of Chapter 4,
once the President invokes the political veto, MRsobliged to discuss a bill which has
been returned to Parliament. Until such time, the is to, all intents and purposes,
suspended (thus, the political veto is also knowntl@e suspensory veto) in such
circumstances the President acts as a facilitatathe re-ignition of parliamentary debates
concerning the law in question. The available doentation does not allow confirmation
of whether Gbncz’s decision to veto the Privatmatiaw was grounded in his desire to
forge a consensus among MPs. However, given tmafisance of consensus for Goncz’s
political beliefs, such a factor cannot be easilycdunted when assessing his decision-
making capacity.

Thus, whether Goncz’'s decision to return the Pisatibn Law was driven by his

understanding of its technicality or his committringna consensus-based decision making,

his actions in this case lead to the conclusiot, thaso far as his liberal and democratic

views are concerned, there is an element of cemggt the pursuit of the principle of
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equality. Although legislation was dealt with by 1@&a at different times, he constantly
emphasised that this basic democratic principlehbty be considered in the legislative
process. Above all, he urged Parliament to perwanhich conformed to the principle of

equality. The significance of this basic but fundetal democratic principle arose once
more in connection with the issue of the grantingaedon, in the so-called of Péter Kunos

case.

6.3.4. Dealing with the case of Péter Kunos
In an interview with Wisinger, Goncz stated his ipoa with regard to the issuing of
presidential pardons:

In general, a pardon is about making a decisiom isituation of dilemma;

where cold reason and warm heart clash (WisinggLaszI6, 2007: 174).
In the Hungarian legal context, issuing an indialdpardon falls within the counter-
signatory system, which in practice means thatRhesident is required to have the co-
signature of a responsible minister or, the Primeidter (see the section 4.3 of Chapter 4).
The following case demonstrates the way in whiehRhesident and the Minister of Justice
approached this obligation differently in the mattencerning the release of an imprisoned

former banking manager.

In November 1994, the chairman of the AgricultuBaink, Péter Kunos, was arrested by
police (Csak, Daniel and Zsubori, 2007). Initialhe was accused of financial corruption
in banking, but in the first trial, heard at thed&pest District Court in July 1997, he was
found innocent and acquitteNdpi Magyarorszagl0 November 1998). On 30 April 1998,
however, in a second trial resulting from appeacpedings held at the request of the
prosecutor, the Supreme Court overruled the prevaercision, sentencing Kunos to two
years’ imprisonmentMagyar Tavirat Iroda 26 September 2001). The court convicted him
of financial corruption, reasoning that his misdeédd compromised the transparency of
Hungary’s economic society and public confidencestate officials (Csak, Daniel and
Zsubori, 2007;Hetek 24 April 1999). Having been denied the right peal (Fahidi,
1999; Halmai, 1999), Kunos was due to begin hidotlial sentence. However, citing
health problems (claims supported by his doctognds petitioned for the provisional
suspension of the sentence; a request that waptadclépszavalO0 November 1998).

Meanwhile, he also pleaded for a presidential pardo

On 6 October 1998, once Kunos' medical report haenbconsidered, the Deputy

Secretary of State in the Ministry of Justice (M@gproved a temporary suspension of the
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prison sentenceMagyar Narancs 19 November 1998). However, two days later, the
decision was overruled by the Minister of Justitmlya David, who reasoned that the
banker had not attached a proper medical repodliet his ill health to the suspension
request lépszavalO November 1998). Additionally, David statedttblae did not wish to
overrule the decision of the Supreme Court by sigi{unos’ releaseNépszabadsagdl1
November 1998).

The petition was refused and, on 29 October 1998np0K began his imprisonment
(Magyar Nemzet10 November 1998). Surprisingly, however, on Svéber 1998,
Goncz issued a presidential parddfagyar Nemzetl0 November 1998\¥épszabadsag
10 November 1998) and public attention was focusedvhether the Justice Minister
would sign Kunos'’s release papers and it was tanfcertain that the Minister’'s signature
would be forthcoming. Indeed, on the following d#y Minister refused Kunos’ release,
on the grounds that a medical report provided leyatthorities - a MOJ doctor - proved
that Kunos’s ill health was not serious enough teritrhis releaseNépszabadsagll
November 1998).

David explained that as Kunos’ appeal on poor hegibunds was not convincing, the
grounds on which Goéncz wished to acquit him by pardvere unclear. Was it simply
attributable to a difference of opinion regardihg imedical report of the banker’s health
status? Or was it a jurisdictional dispute betwdenPresident and the Justice Minister?
According to articles uncovered in the Hungariaterditure and my interviewees’
testimonies, three explanations were potentiallgpoasible for the conflict between

Minister and President.

Firstly, differing interpretations of the informati given in Kunos’ medical reports may
account for the divergent conclusions reached degarKunos’ eligibility for release.
Goncz issued a pardon Kunos on compassionate ggoHiagting been informed of Kunos’
ill health (Népszabadsagll November 1998), Goncz granted a pardon toesuaspis
imprisonment for three yeardN#&pi Magyarorszdg10 November 1998Népszava 10
November 1998). David, however, questioned the emiitity of the report prepared by
Kunos’ doctor, and referring to the opinion offereg the authorities, refused to release
Kunos. With hindsight, there was another factorlugficing David’s and Goncz’s
decisions. Given that David's party, the HDF, wasaalition partner of the Orban

government which objected to Kunos’ release, Dawidild have to represent the position
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of the government. Laszl6 Salamon explained thatigall context in which David’s
decision may have been made:

The AYD’s stance was the same as David’s. IbolygidD&vas a member of the
government led by Viktor Orban. She was the Mimigié Justice and the
chairman of the HDF [...] (Interview with Salam@a, October 2007).
Similarly, Istvan Stumpf - who personally partidipd in the governmental meeting at
which the issue was debated - reaffirmed the vieat: t

Orban [was] opposed to the pardon. His standpoat the same as David'’s.
This issue was raised [during the meeting] of thbimet. | don’t remember
precisely when and in what circumstances this issas raised, but the
government unanimously supported the Justice Minigt.] (Interview with
Stumpf, 3 July 2007).

Thus, political circumstances influenced David’'side®n not to release Kunos. Having
considered the political context from the MinistéiJustice’s viewpoint, the circumstances
surrounding Goncz’s decision making process wese ekamined. According to Stumpf,
Goncz’s decision to release Kunos seemed to haareibéormed by the AFD, which had a
close link to the Agricultural Bank (AB) at the tm Stumpf claimed: 'The President
represented the interests of the liberal intell@lstult appeared that it was not the
President’s idea to release Kunos but [the residiltpbbying [activities] of the AB. They
[the AFD] received a great deal of money and supjpom the AB, and felt that, at least,
they needed to try to persuade the President oisshe of a pardon for Kunos' (interview
with Stumpf, 3 July 2007). This account is convngcup to a point as Stumpf may have
had an opportunity to observe the situation closdtjle he worked as a Minister in the
OPM. However, hard evidence in the form of docuragom to substantiate the claim has
remained either inaccessible or, is non-existenusT it is implausible to say that Goncz's
decision to pardon Kunos was an act which resdiitad party instructions. In response to
my questiorf™! Gabriella llonszki confirmed this: ‘I cannot chettie truth. Only those
who had full access to the decision-making processd know about it. It would not be
possible to find any hard evidence. This remaink/ @ speculation' (interview with
llonszki, 16 October 2007).

Another possible reason for the conflict betweesskient and Justice Minister lies in their
different understandings of the general public’ecpption of justice at the time. It was not
absolutely clear what the public felt about the &siissue. However, it is possible to say
with some certainty that the majority thought Kuisbsuld remain in jailgudapestsunl9
November 1998). Ferenc Horkay-Hoércher observednddrian public opinion always

[held the view] that the small fish are convictadhereas the big fish and the leaders are
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always released... People always want to see lead®uld be also called to accdunt
(interview with Horkay-Horcher, 16 November 200Mad David released Kunos, it would
have infuriated the general public, and, could halsmaged her political future
significantly. Istvan Stumpf believed that Davicdokoadvantage of the existing situation
for her own future political career thus:

In this conflict, her popularity significantly ineased... She thought she could
muster 'political capital' [by] engaging in a [cbet| with the President... The
public atmosphere — which David sensed — was fhhts convicted criminal
was released, it would send the wrong message dietgoJustice does not
extend to people of high positioaKinek ilyen magas pozicioja van, arra az
igazsag kardja nem sujt pe In taking the attitude that she did, David
accurately reflected public opinion... and profited [her choice to do so]
(Interview with Stumpf, 3 July 2007).

In the eyes of the Hungarian population, David dcag seen as the Justice Minister who
stood by the strict application of the rule of law,return for which her political position

would be consolidated.

Goncz was also aware of the public’s sense ofgeidiut according to his own explanation,
Goncz viewed it differently from David. In essen@jncz thought that issuing a pardon
and public opinion were separate matters. Goncalest

| was not surprised... | was certain that in havdg] situation, for political
reasons, [David] would not sign [the pardon]. A¢ time, it would appear that
the lopsided prejudice [of the] public['s] opinidrad [meant that] her hands
were tied... If the court had convicted - for exdenp Stadler, a banker, to nine
years’ [imprisonment] and released him from prispapple would wonder
why he was released. People would think this engfe. [David] explicitly told
me that she would not sign it and | told her | veblul.] (Wisinger and Laszl6,
2007: 334).

Thus it can be argued that Goncz appreciated ithalhe minds of the general public, no
deed deserving of punishment should remain unpadisirom this viewpoint, Goncz’s
approval of Kunos’ release would run counter totbecept of justice that the Hungarian
population had. However, Géncz implied that desfhieepossible social consequences that
his decision might have contributed to, there wagtleer important reason to deal with
public opinion differently from David’s position.l#hough the quote above does not tell us
why Goéncz thought the public’'s sense of justice viiaisconcilable with his own
understanding of the situation, it is certain thatdissociated his decision making from
public opinion. It is therefore necessary to lotdewhere in order to understand what led
him to tackle the Kunos issue in a different martnghe Justice Minister.
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The final and most plausible explanation for Gosczhosen course of action lies with
legal deficiencies within the Criminal Law, partiady with respect to the right of legal
redress. In order to understand better why thidlpro affected Géncz’s decision to
pardon Kunos, it is worth briefly examining Hungaryjudicial system. In essence,
Hungary's justice system consists of four levetsal courts; the county courts and the
Municipal Court of Budapest; the Courts of Appead the Supreme Codft Local
courts - which deal primarily with civil lawsuitsare placed at the bottom of this structure,
whereas it is the Supreme Court which gives a fueatlict. The Courts of Appeal which
deal exclusively with cases of appeal were intredua 1997 to lessen caseloads lodged at
the county courts and the Supreme Courts (EECR3 E28l). This is the fundamental
institutional basis on which Hungary’s judicial ®&® currently operate$® and
individual citizens are entitled to take legal predings with the right of appeals against

rulings previously made.

The main problem, however, was that the implemanmtadf the 1998 Criminal Code
(which had replaced the 1978 Criminal Code adopgtathg the Communist regime) was
delayed until 2002 by a decision of the Orban gowemt?** This deferment had far-
reaching consequences for the right of legal redodshe Hungarian population. Given
that Act No. IV of 1978 the Criminal Code contained clause for the right of legal
remedy?® deferring the enforcement of the 1998 Criminal Lplaced the Hungarian
population in a situation whereby they were ststricted by the inadequacies of the
outdated 1978 Criminal Code. It is thus hardly ssipg that Kunos was not granted the
right to legal redress. Gabor Halmai detailed tlagy vm which the absence of legal redress
could have affected Goncz's decision:

At the first trial, Kunos was [found innocent] aadquitted. At the second trial,
he was convicted and received two and a half yeanprisonment. The
problem was if a person was found guilty at a sddoial, he or she did not
have the right to appeal... There was no such &nuee] in Hungarian
Criminal Law. After this case, the relevant rule swanserted into [the
legislation]... Kunos could never have enjoyed [tight] to legal redress... |
think this was against the Constitution (Interviewth Halmai, 15 November
2007).

Having recognised this legal lacuna within the Gnish Code, Goncz may have decided to
issue a pardon. He may have thought that Kunosamastim of the existing faulty legal

system. It should be noted that when Kunos’ lawy@ught the case to the Strasbourg
European Court of Human Rightddtek 24 April 1999), he referred to the reasoning that

Halmai had raised: The absence of the right to $eg#l redress contravenes the basic
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principle of universal human rights and the Consitn. This explanation is persuasive,
and in terms of Goncz's position, the issue of edpa could be seen as a reasonable
solution to the impasse, as Go6ncz could have asellegshe existing problems
simultaneously; that of compensating the victint, Without altering the legitimate ruling
made by the CourLaszlé Salamon explained what a pardon meantdatige within the
Hungarian legal context:

If one is granted a pardon, this does not mean tra is rehabilitated into
society.There was once a famous archbishop Jozsef Mintsaem{ungary.
He was imprisoned and in 1956 released. But, wherSbviet army crushed
the Revolution, he sought asylum in the US Embalsigylived there for 15
years... This issue was unpleasant to everyonelufimg] the Kadar regime
and the US government... An idea came that he dhoeilsent abroad. If he
[was willing to] go, they [the K&dar authoritiespuld not arrest him. To this
end, the Kadar regime figured out a legal [solJtiand [promised] to pardon
him. But Mindszenty refused to request a pardonabgse he was not guilty. |
am saying this, becausgyardon does not mean the absolution of the guilt bu
rather the right of asylum given to the criminélsterview with Salamon, 24
October 2007).

In light of this statement, it is fair to suggelsat the pardon Goéncz issued to Kunos was
not in fact aimed at overruling the Supreme Court’siglen. Rather it should be
interpreted as an act undertaken in order to susla@nenforcement on a provisional basis.
Goncz could have considered Kunos' ill health @ #fvsence of the right to appeal in his
decision making. However, this account still does enable us to clarify and reconstruct
the precise context in which Goncz’'s decision waached. In order to address this
explanatory deficit, further evidence demonstratBiincz’'s own explanation was probed.
While very little documentary evidence is found tine Hungarian literature, some
conclusions can be drawn from an interview Gonazda Kossuth Radio. This interview
suggests that Goncz’s decision to release Kunosl#lye lack of consensus among legal
experts at the time. Goncz stated:

At the Ministry [of Justice], there is a divisiomdaling with] petitions...
Opinions and proposals are offered here and ierg vare [to see] that [these]
differ from the President’s opinidi® If | did not agree with [those proposals],
I made my own comment. In this case, it was in&l#dhat | would [express
my disagreementhecause the rulings of the court differed and, &sneously,
my perception of the legality [of the situation tdied] that prevailing public
opinion should not influence the [case]. | agredthwDavid that each of us
would decide according to [our] conscience and woubt regret our
conclusions [...] (Wisinger and Laszl6, 2007: 335).

This underscores the fact that in his decision-mgkG6ncz had indeed considered legal
disagreements among jurists. Géncz was clearhyhefview that, among legal experts,

there was a discrepancy in opinions over the Kumea$ and the general public was
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following the case. While this still does not sugfgenat the absence of the right to appeal
was the main reason for Goncz’s pardon, it is getteat Goncz considered the separation
of public opinion from his decision-making to begrsficant. In contrast, the Justice
Minister and the Orban government failed to disstecithe public opinion from their
decision-making processdsszter Radai detailed the political context in whibe Orban
government’s decision was originated:

After all, this was a show trial... The Orban goveamhwanted to use this
case to prove that they are different [in terms tadjhsparency, saying that
'while they are in the government, they would deéhwhis kind of matter

[suspicious corruption in banking business] in thiesy... But this was a very
strange affair. Kunos just sought to protect thektminterests... He wanted to
secure a guarantee from his clients to reimburseemfor the loan he gaveé’
This was an absolutely rational decision... but teegbe did not really know
about what this trial was about, and the public csphere was against the
banker (Interview with R&dai, 11 October 2007).

This one opinion does not represent the view ofgreeral public on the way in which the
Orban government dealt with the case. Accordin@R&olai, however, it is clear that the
Orban government capitalised on the Kunos issysrdmote their vested interests. In so
doing, the government and the Justice Minister inigive benefited from this political
tactic to increase the public confidence in therd #meir popularity. Géncz, however,
clearly displayed his position that public opinieves a separate matter. Given this
differentiated approach, it is fair to suggest fBancz’s mention of his conscience was not
a mere political gesture, but a metaphor for hisggpled decision making.

In terms of the political beliefs that were imparttdo Goncz (the pursuit of a consensus-
based democracy), there is a question mark ovelduision: A convicted individual was
considered to be more important than the genenaliayp of Hungarian society. As has
been examined in the previous and the presentehdpbncz’s desire for consensus-based
decision making was consistently evidenced thraugbries of issues and events: the taxi-
drivers’ strike, dealing with the Communist pastl @he Law of Privatisation. Having said
that, had Goncz also sought to pursue a consemsgsHalecision making on this issue, in
principle he should have upheld the position of fgemeral public. Gabriella llonszki
discussed the contradiction of that was demonstiatéhis case:

llonszki: | think this was a contradictory decision... [Whéme protection of
democratic values and sympathy for an individuatenm conflict, Goncz
decided to stand by the individual... Is a persamtlvmore than democracy?
For him, a person was more important than [demmmg¢rptinciples. Possibly,
[this] was his own value-system and he made higsidecaccordingly.
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Kim: Are you saying that Goéncz issued a pardon to Kumoeshumane
grounds?

llonszki: This again touches on our earlier discussion. @dmas a civic-
minded [statesman]. In his mind, a person was muorgortant than the
presidential post (Interview with llonszki, 16 Oty 2007).

This suggests that in the situation of a dilemmamGoncz was unable to reconcile his
political beliefs with his personal value-systera,dpted for the latter. In light of G6ncz’s
commitment to civic values, he may have decidestand by Kunos. However, this does
not mean that if one has a civic mind or attituslee tends to judge the situation in favour
of the person in trouble. It would be a gross awepfication to say that the term - civic
minded - was necessarily associated with sympatards the individual, especially
those in trouble. Nevertheless, considering Gondoen-to-earth attitude towards the
Hungarian population (Korésényi, Toth and Torok020570; Szasz, 2010) and their
sympathy towards hirfi this factor cannot be easily discounted when agsg&o6ncz’s
decision making capacity. Indeed, in an intervieithwiegedis, G6ncz commented that,
in the circumstance under which he had to choosather uphold his political beliefs or
his personal value system, he would opt for thedaGoncz stated thus:

Perhaps, it sounds strange and contradictory, Imatvé my moral principles

which | consider it to be more important than myitpal beliefs [...] (Hegeds,

1985).
In consideration of this, it can be argued thatidgawith the Kunos case, Goncz pursued a
liberal line guided by his own principles which emagised that every citizen, including

wrongdoers, ought to be treated equally befordatve

6.2.5. The Law on Organised Crime

The final issue which Goéncz became involved in wlas Law on Organised Crime.
Aiming to tackle organised crime more efficientthe Orban government adopted 'Act
LXXV of 1999 on the Combat Against Organised Criamal the Related Phenomena and
the Amendment of Related Acts of Parliament' (Héeeahe Anti-Mafia Packagé)?
Goncz, however, returned the Anti-Mafia Packagethte Constitutional Court. The
controversy which followed was not as significastthat which occurred after the Kunos

case, but this issue clearly demonstrated where@political values lay.

In its electoral manifesto, the AYD stated theinegoitment to the enhancement of public
security and their intention to tackle crimes meffectively (Kurtan, Sdndor and Vass,
1999: 867-68). Having noted that the Horn governnhew not dealt sufficiently well with

crime, public safety was an issue which neededet@addressed (Fricz, 2001: 527), the
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AYD pledged that they would take these issues msermusly. Subsequently, the Orban
government took office and, the parliamentary dtutgtnal committee prepared a draft
law, which was submitted to Parliament in NovemhE®98 for consideration
(Népszabadsad 0 November 1998). In effect, the Orban goverrtrtightened the law by
making a major amendment, which altered more th@d dlauses in the penal code
(Népszabadsadlo November 1998) and other related AétsAccording to the modified
law, for example, crimes concerned with illegal p@@s’ trades, prostitution, human
trafficking, border control, money laundering, chibnd drug abuse and others were
subject to heavy punishment.

The main problem was that, in order to implemeind tbughened law, the government
would have to rely on the support of the opposijtgimen that the amendment of Acts for
the regulation of the Police, Aliens and Asylum keze belonged in the category of
legislation which required a two-thirds majorityte6®* Despite this legal requirement
having to be met, on 21 December 1998, the Orb&ergment decided that the Anti-
Mafia Package could be amended with by a simpleontgj(Magyar Dokumentacio
December 1998Népszabadsag22 December 1998). The government reasoned that a
simple majority rule could be applied to alterihg fpenal code, as long as it did not affect
the fundamentals of the laviNépi Magyarorszag28 December 1998\épszabadsad
January 1999). In contrast, the opposition memhkeesHSP and the AFD, argued that the
law which required a 'qualified majority’ and coudt be amended with a simple majority
(Népszabadsa® January 1999).

Given that no agreement was possible, Prime Minkiletor Orban asked Goncz to refer

the law to the Constitutional Court. Upon Orbarégiuest, on 8 January 1999, Goncz
called on the CourtMagyar Nemzet9 January 1999), asking whether the law in goesti

could be amended with a simple majority. On 23 &abr 1999, the Court ruled that the
Acts previously passed by a qualified majority cbabt be altered with a simple majority
(Sereg, 1999).

Central to the division of opinions on the Anti-MaPackage was the question of how the
gualified majority rule should be applied to théeetion of laws. More specifically, the
decision-making rule should have succinctly defiveldether the following Acts - the
Police, Alien and Asylum — could be modified byiagle majority, if amendment did not
affect the fundamentals of those laws. Surprisingigwever, the Constitution did not

provide a clear path of action and this gap withmbasic law contributed to legal disputes
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among MPs. For example, the Constitution dictatext the adoption of the Police Act
required a two-thirds majority voté® This legal statement, however, does not provide th
relevant guidelines as to which a decision-making applied to the amendment of the
Police Act: A two-thirds majority vote or simple jodty vote. Thus, this legal lacuna left
considerable leeway for various interpretations.r Fxample, should the Orban
government consider that strengthening the policaiainal monitoring powers belonged
in the sub-category of the Police Act, they coultead the law with a simple majority. In
contrast, should the opposition regard that algetive surveillance rights of the police was
a fundamental change affecting the entire Policg Aw®y would insist on keeping the
qualified majority rule. Therefore, without clarifyg the decision-making rule regarding
the amendment of legislation, legal disputes ambiiRs would be likely to occur. It
should be noted that in 1999, even when the palitiow over the amendment of anti-
mafia package was ended by the Court’s ruling,gkee of interpretation was still raised
by a judge of the Constitutional Court, LAbady Tamia his dissenting view, Tamas
argued that the Court should have 'examined eaaVigmwn of the Anti-Mafia Package
separately to determine which articles requiredsapgs by qualified majority’ (EECR,
1999 Summer).

Goncz, in using his constitutional veto, seems doehbeen influenced by the desire to
pursue a consensusal decision making process wRhiament. This preference has
clearly been evident throughout Goncz's Presidemdych has encompassed three
different governments (as exemplified by his adtionthe event of the taxi-drivers’ strike,
the issue of dealing with the Communist past aedPthvatisation Law). Having noted this,
the way in which the Orban government dealt with &nti-Mafia Package - the Orban
government’s preference for the expression of nitajein rule - would have conflicted

with Goncz’s political beliefs. The question is,eth how Goéncz would express his
discontent with the government’s approach and sanebusly help to end this political

row? Goncz seems to have opted for a constitutisolaition, given that the cause of the
disagreement lay in MPs’ differing legal interpteias of the law. It is possible to ask for
what reason the opposition did not bring the issu¢he Court’s attention themselves.
However, according to a rule adopted in 1998, &ferfinal voting on any legislation,

only the President can ask for a preliminary juaiceview (Halmai, 2002: 25; Petrétei,

2001: 148):; without his involvement, the row coalat have been resolvétf

One may argue that Goncz simply initiated the ctutginal review proceedings at

Orban’s request. Even if this was the case, Gomtxdt have to comply if he did not
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agree with the necessity for the referral. Inde@dncz’'s comments on the Law on
Organised Crime (particularly with reference to texision-making rule) highlights the
fact that he had an opinion on how to resolve #isee of the Anti-Mafia Package. On 29
December 1998 when Goéncz wrote a letter to the @otisnal Court, he made the
following statement:

The President of the Republic initiated the revieiwSections 12-24, 36-37,

Sections 46-49, 50 and 54 of the Act on Organiseth€in respect of whether

they have been adopted in a constitutional procaldway, with the required

proportion of votestaking into account Article 40/A paras (1) angl, @rticle

58 para. (3) and Article 65 para. (2) of the Cangtn*** [my emphasis].
The relevant clauses within the Constitution pinped by Goncz were about the duty of
the police and armed forces, fundamental humansrighd the detailed regulations of the
size of majority over the passage of Asylum Actcérling to these specific comments,
Goncz clearly had his conception regarding the iwayhich the Court should examine the
law in question during the judicial review proceBer example, according to the selected
clauses, Goncz seemed not only have sought to sltlre question of a decision-making
rule, but also regarded other issues on whichatenhight potentially have had an impact.
This possibility was evidenced through Goncz's camta on whether the amendment of
the Law on Organised Crime could be harmonised thighbasic principle of human rights
guaranteed by the Constitution. As discussed abake, strengthening of police
survellience power was one of the amendments madleei Anti-Mafia Package. Goncz,
however, guestioned whether this toughened rulédcoaontravene clause 58(3) of the
Constitution which guaranteed the right of freedofmrmovement and residence. Given
these specific points and details spelled out bypd2git is unreasonable to suggest that
Goncz simply acted in favour of the Orban governt'sestecision. On the contrary, it can
be argued that Goncz’s veto of the Anti-Mafia Pgekavas an act guided by the important

political principles and values he upheld.

In terms of Gbncz’s desire to pursue consensusasida-making within the Parliament,
however, there is still a question mark over hisrgie on the issue of the new rules of the
House. In Section 6.1 of this Chapter, it was disfadbd that the Orban government had
unilaterally decided to reduce the frequency ohptas in Parliament. This move would
have been irreconcilable with Goncz’s politicaliefs, and arguably, it can be seen as an
anti-democratic action. However, Goncz did notmve@e in this issue chosing instead to
remain silent. Korésényi observed that:

On the issue of the new rules of the House, Gémuzldvand perhaps should
have stated his position. Even if this [rule] dmt contravene the Constitution,
it at least damaged the spirit of parliamentarianiBut to my memory, Goncz
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did not state his position. This indicates that [m@s in the process of]
withdrawing from politics... At the end of his terrhe was very passive
(Interview with Kérésényi, 11 July 2007).

According to Kérosényi, Goncz’'s inactivity was ratly evident with regard to the issue
of the new parliamentary rule, but it also infornted latter presidential term. In fact, as
has already been examined in Section 6.1 of thptehathis diminished political activism

was the general characteristic of Goncz's secoerditRncy and is well-documented in the
literature. What, then, explains his changed pesgidl style? The following section of the
chapter probes and addresses this important goebiioexamining three explanatory

factors.
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6.3. Explanation for Goncz’s diminished political actvism

According to articles discovered in the Hungarigerdture and accounts offered by my
interviewees, there are three primary factors nesibbe for Goncz’s diminished political
activities. Firstly, the decline of Goncz’s mendald physical strengths and capacities may
have contributed to the reduction of his activitibespite the fact that Goncz was in good
general health, former Chief Secretary of the pietial office, Maria Toth, noted: 'It is
possible to assume that Géncz felt more tired dutive second term of his Presidency...
albeit he had no serious illness [at any time] myithe term of his Presidency' (interview
with Téth, 4 September 2007). Toth would have hadogportunity to observe the
President’s physical condition on an almost daisib. However, even if one gives
credence to her account, its objectivity is perhapsstionable given her position within
the presidential office. It is the normal practafepolitics for presidential staff to assess a
President’s decision-making capacity (including $bgl status) more favourably than
non-staff members might; it is possible that Todssessment is somewhat biased towards

GoOncz.

Indeed, according to articles published in the Huiay press, there were signs that Goncz
had health problems. In December 1997 Goncz wapitabised for two weeks for the
treatment of dyspenea and a duodenal uldép$zabadsag0 December 1997; Dobszay,
1998). Since this sick leave did not last long, tbgues associated with presidential
incapacity were not seriously debated by politelgtles at the time. However, given that
Goncz had no similar health problem at any timendpthe first term of his President¥,

it highlights the fact that there was a changeisnphysical condition. Géncz’s ailing status
could be attributed to his hard working lifestyiewas noted in the Hungarian press that:
'‘Goncz works very hard from 8 am to 5 pm everyddg.reads almost all the available
newspapers. He always writes speeches for himlaf.[advisors] complain that they
could not dissuade him from personally exchangietiets with Hungarian citizens'
(Somos, 1997). Considering his advanced age (/@8 old during the second term of
his Presidency), the performance of official anaftioial presidential tasks would not
have been easy for him. A great number of Hungar@temics have pointed to this issue
(interviews with Kordsényi, Lanczi, Lengyel, Raindomogyvari and Stumpf), but the
following accounts are of particular relevance.o¥aRainer stated that:

With the passage of time, one’s activity diminishek is not possible that
Goncz became suddenly exhausted. This was a pritwdsstarted earlier, and
something contributed to the development of thecess [...] (Interview with

Rainer, 22 August 2007).
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Similarly but more explicitly, L4szl6 Lengyel hellde view that:

During the Orban government, many questioned whiyd@dlid not exhibit his
proactive balancing role against this governmenthimk one of the most
important [factors] indeed lay in his tirednesshe seven years of
presiden[cy] made this old man feel extremely tirdduring the first
presidential term, he was terribly stressed owgc@lnse of] political conflicts.
This was an awful life (Interview with Lengyel, B2ptember 2007).
Thus, age or ill health could have been a factoickvizontributed to Goncz's reduced
political activism. However, it is possible thatsthvas not the primary factor and there are

other elements to be taken into account.

A second, and perhaps more important, cause of £&doninished political activities lies
in the clarification of the President’s constitu# competence. The essence of this
argument is that the Constitutional Court playedegy role in curtailing presidential
powers (Oltay, 1992: 19-20; Paczolay, 1993: 398&taki and Schiemann, 1991: 5-9;
Schwartz, 2000: 83-85), and this contributed to ¢hange in G6ncz’s perception of the
President’s role. In order to better understand wgyCourt’s ruling was significant here,
we need to step back and revisit the main pointh@fprevious chapter. In Chapter 5, it
was noted that during the first presidential tefBdncz undertook a proactive counter-
balancing role to the Antall government. Far froeing the symbolic figurehead that his
ceremonial and nominal role might have suggestéwc® became involved in a series of
issues and events, and made clear that he hadvhisgenda to fulfil. This was expressed
in his public statements, speeches, and througheolyang various legislation passed in
Parliament. As has been argued, this activism wismed by Goncz’'s desire to pursue
his liberal and democratic beliefs that develogedughout his life.

However, his proactive presidential style becanigesi to controversy and sharp criticism
with centred on whether Goncz had ever overstepipeaonstitutional boundaries of his
role. In particular, two issues — who controls Hhengarian army and who has a right to
appoint and dismiss state officials — were heagligputed among political elites and legal
experts alike. In both cases the Court concludat ttiese areas of interest fell under the
jurisdiction of the Prime Minister or responsiblénmaters. With these decisions, the scope
of presidential power was clarified and Goncz hadnanoeuvre within newly delineated
constitutional boundaries. Indeed, if one examir@S8ncz’'s understanding of the
President’s role by comparing his view of it befared after the Court’s ruling, it becomes
clear that the range and type of his subsequeitigablactivism was influenced by the

Court’s decision.
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In an interview with Hegdis conducted on 14 July 1990, for example, Gondedthais
initial position regarding who had the right to nie the Hungarian army:

Hegedis. Does the Commander-in-Chief belong to your judsdn or
Parliament?

Goncz: It lies under the jurisdiction of the President.

Hegedis: Does the parliamentary committee supervise thegduan army?
Goncz Yes. | think the Prime Minister is also respofesitor the supervision
of Hungarian army (Hegéd, 1990).

Considering the timing of the given interview, & hardly surprising that Goncz,
intervened in the taxi-drivers’ strike (which topkace in autumn 1990) with reference to
the military mobilisation right. The Court, howeyeurtailed this power, stating that the
President cannot rule on his own actions which iespthat this responsibility is only
nominal (see Section 5.2.1 in Chapter 5). Similarggarding the President’s right to
appoint and dismiss the heads of public mediatuigins, Goncz adhered to the position
that it fell within his constitutional competenceai least he thought that consensus-based
decision-making was required. Before the Court ghbuts decision over the President’s
right to implement personnel management, Gonczghiothat:

Regarding the appointment of national media [in8bhs’ heads] or the right
of being the Commander-in-Chief, [a decision] canrbached only through
consensus between the President and the Premierg@eni, 2003: 304).

This once again highlights the fact that G6ncz ewleonsidered the President’s right of
appointment to be operative. According to Gonczsdarstanding, the Law on
Appointment — at the suggestion of the Prime Maearistthe President appoints and
dismisses the heads of public media — was a shaneg thus the President could
legitimately participate in decisions regarding thkstribution of frontline media
appointments. However, the Court again curtailes power, reasoning that 'the President
should not withhold his signature from the appoiertiis and dismissals of leaders of state
institutions requested by the Prime Minister, usldébose suggestions endanger the
democratic functioning of the state institutionsalved' (see Section 5.2.5 in Chapter 5).
With these decisions, the vaguities associated with President’s constitutional
competency and the overlaps with other politicahypls were clarified and, this
contributed to the change of Géncz’s initial pasiton the President’s role. In response to
my questiorf?® political scientist Attila Agh reaffirmed the camttion, stating:

Let’'s look at history. Géncz was the first [postr@aunist] President. There
was no established constitutional rule regardirgRhesident’s role. There was
a general rule in the Constitution but it was nariied regarding the [extent
of the] President’s powers.... For example, acegqydo the Constitution, the
President is the Commander-in-Chief. But the goastvas what this meant in

203



practice? The Court decided that the Presidenptipalitically responsible for
his action, so he cannot make a "real" decisiés .far as the right to appoint
the heads of public radio and television goes,Gbart once again decided in
favour of the government’s [position]. Or the [cepy of a passive Presidency
was born... The Court ruled that in Hungary thera istrong government but
no dual executive. The President is not part ofkecutive. This is almost a
symbolic President. After this ruling, very few piglal conflicts arose because
the President’s competence had been clarifiedth ¥is clarification, Goncz
said, it is all right. I understood my roleand moved within his constitutional
boundarieg(Interview with Agh, 3 October 2007, my emphasis).

As Agh contended, if the scope of presidential powas clarified by the Court’s ruling,
Goncz would move within narrowly defined constituial boundaries. Moreover, this
newly regulated and comparatively weak presidemtiatiel would remain in his political
consciousness. GOncz’'s own view was put acroshienHungarian press and, indeed,
supports the argument that the Court’s decisioteseal GOncz’s perception on the role of
the Presider?’ In an interview with1680ra, Géncz stated his position regarding what
the Court’s rulings meant for him:

The Constitutional Court narrowed down [the scagahy jurisdiction... | was
only allowed to make my decision with the countigratures of Ministers...
With the passage of time, it became clear to methieaPresiderttas no power
but only a voice [sz{]...] [Mester, 2000, my emphasis].

Similarly but more explicitly, in response to a oejer's question - 'How have you
enjoyed your role as President of the Republi€@bncz upheld the position, stating

that:

In my opinion, the President has no powerlf the role [comes with any
power] then that is a reflection of the existing\yer] relations [between other
political actors]... There were two occasions [ofigdictional disputes] in
which | confronted the government. One concernedgthestion of being the
Commander-in-Chief. This was clarified by the Cwuftuling]. Another was
the Right of Appointment and this was also forwarde the Court. But who
would expect that this kind of fierce dispute couldve occurred as a
consequence of the taxi blockade and the issuppdiatment of public media
bosses... In any caseithin the first four years the Court [clearly] dentated
the scope of presidential manoeuyre] [Wisinger and Laszl6, 2007: 327-28,
my emphasis].

Thus, it can be concluded that the change in G8rmmception of the President’s role and

power was informed by the Court’s decisions.

The final element contributing to the alterationGiincz’s presidential role can be found in
the nature of Hungarian democracy. More precigélincz’s earlier proactive role was a
function of Hungary’s inexperience vis-a-vis denamy. To better comprehend why this
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factor influenced Goncz’s thinking on the presidentole, it is worth briefly looking into
the country’s prior democratic history. TraditiolgaHungary had little experience of the
presidential governance (Kukorelli, 1995: 210; Swabai, 1996: 122; Sikosd, 1996: 347).
The first presidential model came to being on 1uday 1919 with the election of Count
Mihaly Kéroly (Feitl and Kende, 2007: 197). KarayRepublic, however, was short-lived,
owing to the subsequent establishment of the S&apublic under Béla Kun (which itself
lasted only 100 days). Thereafter, Admiral Miklo®rtthy ruled as regent along with
numerous Prime Ministers until the end of the Sdd&orld War. With the end of the War,
the so-called Little Constitution — formalised astA of 1946 — was adopted as a
fundamental form of the Presidency (Kovacs, 20@2; Bukosd, 1996: 347). According to
this Act, the President was to be elected by Radia for four years. The ISP chairman,
Zoltan Tildy filled the position and was succeded & Social Democrat leader, Arpad
Szakasits (Feitl and Kende, 2007: 198-201). Thessi@encies, however, only lasted for
three years until 1949, as the Little Constitutwas superceded by the first codified
Constitution - the Communist Constitution. Thusnfir1919 until 1989, the conception of
the President’s role and power was not entrencheatid minds of political elites or the
Hungarian population. Instead, as Taras notes,sftitceession of undistinguished prime
ministers may have, if anything, moulded Hungapatitical culture into a less leadership-

conscious system than elsewhere in the regionaéTd©93: 165).

In this circumstance, Goncz, who was elected afitepost-Communist President had no
prior example to follow. Despite the fact that Hteended Constitution of Act XX of 1949
provided a set of general rules and stipulatioganding presidential powers on paper, the
practical meaning of these remained unclear. Thia msaue was, however, that defining
or interpreting the Constitutional texts was profd¢ic, as the first generation of post-
Communist elites themselves had no prior experi@moestablished norms of practice to
follow. Consequently, during the initial stage dfetso-called ‘democratic institution-
building' process (Agh, 1998: 84-96, 2001a: 90%83);onflicts among political players
would be more likely to occur. Political scienti3avid Olson neatly observed the inherent
characteristics of Eastern European democracies:

In the new democracies... nothing is settled: eeittne powers of offices
within the regime, nor the relationship among thenaspecially among the
major offices and institutions of president, parlent, and prime minister...
The executive office is a temporary arrangementftegptaon a residual
constitution of the Communist era. The powers dof tiffice are largely
undefined, and the options available to it are n@ofenction of contemporary
exigencies than established practice [...] (Ol4&94: 36).
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Thus,'in a consolidated democracy, the rules of politiase been fixed and, debate over

constitutional change mostly relates to fine-tuhigidgenderson and Robinson, 1997: 175),
whereas in post-Communist states, 'this stage badoybe reached' (Henderson and
Robinson, 1997: 175). In this respect, it is hasdlyprising that Géncz became involved in
conflicts and confrontations with other politicattars. According to Olson, political
skirmishes and jurisdictional disputes among paaitelites would continuously occur until
routinised political practice or the code of paliti behaviour came to be fairly established
in the political culture. Within the Hungarian cert, by a process of trial and error under
the first term of Goncz’s Presidency, such a stgs wiore or less completed. As has
already been discussed, during this period, thestiational Court played a key role in
settling jurisdictional disputes among politicalapérs which, in turn, led to the
clarification of constitutional competences. Suhsadly, Goéncz, who had also identified
and located his own role and position within thevngemocratic constitutional order,
became less involved in political frictions. Istv@omogyvari aptly captured the way in
which the issue of "newness" - or the country’klat democratic experience - developed
into conflicts among political actors when they igasly interpreted the Constitution.
Somogyvari noted:

All institutions tried to find their roles... When |itecal institutions began to
operate, Parliament, the Constitutional Court dmal President tried to find
their roles and boundaries through interpretatibthe Constitution... When
the President interpreted the Constitution to mith he had a real right to
oppose the Premier's decisions, the text of thes@mion provided such a
basis which could develop into a jurisdictional deh It was not clear what the
roles of the Prime Minister and the President meBm¢ President judged that
he had a real right to veto the Premier’s decisi@us the Court ruled that it is
not so... It is natural to see that the Prime MarisGovernment, Parliament,
the Court and the President tried to find theiesolA new constitutional order
had to be put into operation and through this mecehe increase [in the
number] of conflicts was natural, [because] thé f@action of each institution
was shaped through conflict$®®> | am saying this because in a new
democracy, this was not at all surprisifigterview with Somogyvari, 22 May
2007, my emphasis].

Thus, having completed the initiation period thamniary’s transitional democracy had to

face, Goncz - along with other political playeigradually became familiar with their roles,

functions and limitations of power which, in tugntributed to the establishing patterns

of political practice and behaviour. In fact, Goradgo pointed to the "newness" issue as a
fundamental question that Hungary’s nascent derogdrad to address at the time. Géncz
recounted that:

The Constitution in use today - the modified vensmf the old one - was
created by three parties, those who sat down @dtumd Table Negotiation...

206



It was not possible to know who would win the [fdimg general] election.

But it was to their credit that they succeeded reating such a Constitution
which was correct and served as guarantees agaiusssive power which
might give an opportunity to upset the establishelttical balance arbitrarily...

[But] there is no perfect Constitution. It was rmssible to think of every
condition, and to [presuppose] all [possible] dituzs to determine every
necessary precise regulation about the complicgtedters]... In particular,

this was the case [with regard to] the presidemadt which up to that point
had no established tradition, [in terms of] whapassible, not possible and
what is allowed and not allowed. Also, what conergtoblems this situation
might raise? [...] (Wisinger and Laszlo, 2007: 28j)-

It is clear that the country’s lack of democratiperience remained as a question in
Goncz’s political consciousness. On the one harithc@ took the view that in the course
of the political transformation to democracy, Hungananaged to formulate basic law
which was not overtly weighted towards one particydolitical force. On the other hand,
he considered that such a balanced constitutiomahgement contained inconsistencies
regarding the delineation of presidential compeaten@ccording to Goncz, the locus of
the existing problem lay in the country’s inexpade vis-a-vis presidential governance.
Goncz did not directly mention that the issue ofvmess arising from the country’s
inexperienced democracy was an inherent weaknedschallenge that needed to be
overcome. However, it is fair to suggest that tlmst ftransitional period of post-
Communist democracy carried an importance, as itldvpave the way for establishing a
fundamental framework and blue-print for the neameration of political elites to follow.
In fact, in an interview wittMagyar Hirlap Goncz stressed how significant the first four
years of the post-Communist democratic experierarew

Goncz Previously, Hungary was not a Republic, so thess no tradition of
the Presidency and no example of the Presidemtls][or [what] power the
President [possessed]. The Constitution circumedrthe President’'s powers
very [tightly] and left him [certain room for] maaavre in order to make
decisions and [take] action. [But] these were agauntailed by the
Constitutional Court during the Antall governmen{ |

Newspaper interviewer In legal terms, this is a weak Presidency.

Goncz Yes. By the end of the Antall governmefgpliticians] eventually
learned by experience and understood the scopmémoeuvre [available to
them]... It became clear that the only [effective] instrurhef power that
remained available to the President was his voicg [Bzéale, 2003, my
emphasis].

Thus, if 'a nation’s politics is tamed or [consolidated] onihen broad support for
democratic procedures and institutions, as wellaashared acceptance of norms of
accommodation and cooperation, develop among gallitlites (Higley, Kullberg and

Pakulski, 1996: 133), the first four years’ trammsial period was the rite of passage that
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post-Communist Hungary’s politics had to underghisTbasic but essential experience
ultimately contributed to the refining of a set méw rules, roles and ideas that post-
Communist elites conceived differently at the aditstage of democratic transformation.
Taking all these into account, it can be conclutted all three factors discussed above -
the issues of ill health, of the country’s demacratexperience and the clarification of

constitutional competences refined by the Couresiglons - were altogether behind
Goncz’s diminished political activism or his weategidential role. G6ncz’s own views

and thoughts regarding his experience as the heatate, delivered in his retirement

speech, are appropriate for concluding this exptmmaof Goncz’'s post-Communist

Presidency:

... Ten years ago, Parliament [elected] me to tfieeOof the President of the
Republic — the first servant of the Hungarian pagiah... The Constitution
precisely defined the character of the Office asktof the Office-holder. The
President represents the unity of the nation aridgesards the democratic
functioning of state institutions above party po#it [The right] to represent
and safeguard - is not the [same as the exercikepmier. Even the
Constitution obliges the President to [have] a steris counter-signature [for
the exercise] of [issuing] a pardon. [When] thesktent has reservations about
the constitutionality of laws, he can only [exprésis] [through] sending it to
Parliament [for reconsideration] or the ConstitnébCourt. The Constitution
vests the President with real power only in extla@ry circumstances or [in
the event of the outbreak] of war [...].

His [voice] — the convicing power of the truth -ughonly supports confidence
in the [presidential] service. This voice expresgesdesires and anxieties of
the Hungarian population, the majority of whom #re rich and poor and the
literate and illiterate alike. If he does [thishet President is the living
conscience of the country, and possibly becomediatte of the people. He is
responsible for the people in terms of moral aspegt

... The only instrument to me was [my] voice. It psssible that | made
mistakes more than once. It is possible that | egmK in [a situation] in which

| should not have done so. It is possible thataimed silent when | had to say.
But, silence sometimes speaks louder than wordis [..

| worked with four governments altogether. | did agree with any of them in
every regard. But there is no reason or right tabtldheir goodwill... I am
indebted to the achievement the four governments heade. | am indebted to
the country for its resolute [attitude] towards foeure. And | am grateful for
the citizens who living beyond our border, my Humga brothers for their
[respect] and love.

Finally let me say one sentence. With the helghef&od, in the last day of my
ten years’ working day, | can say this:

Thank you Hungary{Népszava4 August 2000).
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Conclusion

In reminiscing about his life, G6ncz came to thiéofeing conclusion:

| was often asked later why an agronomist had rie¢debe a welder, why

welding called for a law degree. These questiong wéen coming up. | was a

loner throughout my life. | went everywhesgthout the groundingbutalways

by outside compulsign..] [T6th, 2009, my emphasis].
It appears from Goncz’'s statement that he wishesligmest that the life course he chose
was forged as a result of the external pressuexperienced and the circumstances which
surrounded him, as he merely drifted into the sibmahe now occupies. Perhaps, to some
extent, this was true as Goncz’s life has been etaldy the many twists and turns of his
career; by his mid thirties, he had already experd the life of a student in the resistance
movement, a junior politician, a steelworker, ami@dturalist and a 1956 revolutionary
(Chapters 1 and 2). For this varied career, theakand political circumstances such as the
outbreak of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution wereately an important factor which
influenced his subsequent life course (imprisonnmaerd the pursuit of a literary career

thereatfter).

The important decisions that Goncz made, howevere weither coincidental nor simply a
result of a nebulous external pressure. As anléutelal, he had his own principles and
beliefs and there was always room for Géncz to nfakeown decisions. In fact, when
analysing Goncz’s life particularly in terms of thalues he committed to consistently, it
becomes apparent that he strove after his idealsughout his life. The practical
application of these ideals resulted in his attemiptaddress different social issues of the
age (as discussed in Chapters 1, 2 and 3), Gonghsto realise his ideals by finding, and
applying himself to, specific roles in the key sdand political movements. In order to
understand why Goéncz struggled for democracy asdiatues, this chapter revisits the
main arguments of preceeding chapters and assteese<ritically in order to draw them
together as a conclusion. Ultimately, the chapterbes the significance of Godncz’s
political experiences and their implications fore thunderstanding of contemporary
Hungarian politics and its democratic developme&ntthis end, | will begin the conclusion

by addressing the main research questions raisie iimtroduction of the thesis.

Goncz's political developments before his electioi the post-Communist Presidency
The following questions have been identified andew in this thesis: Firstly, from where
did Goncz’s political ideals originate and whatrfodid they take? Secondly, in which

ways did Goncz seek to translate his political isléato practice? Lastly, with regard to
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Hungary's transformation to democracy, what did &bseek to achieve and what did he

actually accomplish as the first post-Communissigient of the Republic of Hungary?

In contrast to Jozsef Antall whose intellectual guditical foundation originated in and
was significantly informed by his privileged familsadition, especially from his father’s
success as a politician (Debreczeni, 2003: 15)gémesis of Goncz’s political beliefs was
not in his family but the circle, clubs and socravement in which he participated and his
first hand experiences of the struggle againstatltecratic rule of the age. Interestingly,
the first important activity in which Géncz engagiating the formative period and which
had a crucial impact on the shape of his social political outlook was his scouting
experience. Fostering a constructive social bassedl rounded and responsible citizens
was the main goal and founding percept of the Socmuwement when it was established in
the United Kingdom (discussed in Section 1.1 of @@&al). The Hungarian version of
scouting in which Gdncz participated, however, fadlifferent significance for him

especially in terms of the development of his damasciousness.

Born in Budapest, Goncz had not had an opportuitpbserve the situation of rural
society and discover the living conditions and abmillieu in which the vast majority of
the Hungarian population (landless peasants) Iohaihg the inter-war period. Goncz’s
scouting experience in rural areas and more impthytahis access to the literature of
populist writers had a crucial impact on him insthégard. The peasant populist literature
Goncz accessed suggested that the structure ofardangsociety was largely semi-feudal
in character and rural area particularly fell odésihe scope of modernisation. By virtue of
wealth and superior education, the aristocracylanded nobility held important posts in
the state administration and possessed the signiffgortion of arable land. In contrast, the
peasants had no land to cultivate and no accegedd and social benefits; in effect, their
interests had been unjustly denied in the exiggogjal order (The Horthy Regency March
1920- November 1944). 'The land of three milliorgdprs' (T6th, 1999: 145) was well
representative of the unbearable living conditiaisthe pauperised peasantry and the
indifference of ruling elite towards the issue. Abaall, Goncz realised that there was a
moral imperative for radical social change anddlaeform was seen as the key to
resolving pressing social need. As concluded inp@al, the impact of the ideas of
peasant populism on Goncz’s political views remaiaeduringly significant, leading him
to pursue peasant populist ideas thereafter. Gérat®ndance at the PTWG social debate
forum, his decision to become a member of the H&Pagricultural study and his career as

an agronomist and, more importantly, his emphagsighe importance of education for
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peasants as well as his critique regarding theeipaacy of Soviet farming model in
Hungary which delivered a speech in etfi Circle, all testify to Géncz’s attachment to

the significance of peasant populism during eaglgrg of his life.

Concerning the origin of Goncz’s liberal valuess first hand experiences of the struggle
against Nazism during the inter-war period andHli@garian variant of Communism has
been discussed in depth. As a whole, the analgsiducted in Part One of the thesis led to
the conclusion that Goncz’s resistance to theseemet forms of political ideology
contributed to the shaping of his liberal democré&keliefs. Moreover, it became evident
that Goncz’s liberal political beliefs did not fieatly into a particular political ideology or
clear-cut platform; something that was expressealtih his preference for the free market
rather than the state’s interventionist economidicpo Goncz’'s conception of liberal
values was universal which, from the perspectiveodfiy, is representative of civic or
human rights. The common values which were evidéraoed highlighted by Goéncz’'s
actions in the anti-Nazis students’ movement asddie following the suppression of the
1956 Revolution lay in his commitment to the reatiisn of an independent, democratic
and socially responsible society. As concludedart Pne of the thesis, Goncz’s desire to
pursue liberal values in these resistance activitemained of the utmost significance,
while his earlier political preference for the ideaf peasant populism receded into the
background. In turn, the process of the shift ia political orientation towards liberal

values was very visible.

Thus, by the late 1980s, Goncz was able to drawwis conclusion that, for him, peasant
populism had lost its contemporary relevance, alghohis emotional attachment to its
ideals remained in his political beliefs (as evicksh by his participation in the founding of
the re-constructed ISP at the Pilvax Coffee Houssjead, Goncz’s preference for liberal
values over peasant populism was marked and this elearly expressed by his
participation in the founding of the NFI (an all@nof civic groups and associations) and
his statement on liberal democracy. According to&z? liberal democracy referred to an
institutional system in which different politicaisions and varied values could co-exist
(discussed in Section 3.2 of Chapter 3). At theecof his conception of democracy,
pluralism based on mutual understanding and toberasf varied values appreciated by
members of society was thus deeply entrenchedmithGoncz expressed this conviction
when he took the initiative for the founding of tN&I, where he stressed the importance

of the promotion of political plurality in the widélungarian society.
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From the analysis of Goncz’s political beliefshécame apparent that the populist-liberal
elements were entrenched in his political beligfd &is desire to pursue its ideals was
expressed through his actions. But then what dwesd-existence of these values mean in

practice in understanding Goncz’s contribution tmblarian politics?

When analysing the main features of Goncz's palitiseliefs, what distinguishes him
from any other Hungarian politicians is that themation of his democratic ideals was
neither informed by a particular political ideologgr took a specific form that might have
fitted into Hungarian political tradition. Certaynlhis attachment to the ideas of peasant
populism and those of liberal democracy were ey his actions, decisions and
proactive role undertaken during his life. G6ndganing towards the 'populist-liberal’ or
rural-urban values, however, is interesting in litses these two values have been
considered as oppositional or anti-thetical in abter in Hungarian intellectual and
political culture. In fact, according to the litewee pertaining to Hungary’s political system,
this division has been considered as one of thimidgfpolitical cleavages established in
Hungarian politics (Elster, Offe and Preuss, 198®t-136; Kordsényi, Téth and Torok,
2003: 135-146; Szarvas, 1994: 121-25).

The populists who saw themselves as a successbe tpopulist movement in the 1930s
largely constituted 'self-educated provincial ilgefuals' of peasant origins kés, 1996:
176). At the core of their values, Hungarian triaditbased in the virtue of agriculture,
peasants and 'of rural and village life' was deeplirenched; politically they were of a
‘nationalist and anti-capitalist' outlook (Falk,030 431). Their primary concern was the
fate of the Hungarian minority who lived beyond mgighbouring border. For the
representation of their interests and values, thmulist founded the HDF at Lakitelek in
1987 (discussed in Section 3.1 of Chapter 3). mrast, the liberals broadly 'drawing on
the bourgeois urbanist tradition of political thatigand literature’ (Romsics, 1999: 415)
were 'disproportionally Jewish' (Falk, 2003: 126) golitically they were of a liberal and
cosmopolitan outlook. The guarantee of human righttuding press freedom and the
freedom of speech was placed at the core of tladireg and, the Hungarian minority issue
was dealt with as a matter of universal human sigts discussed in Section 3.1 of
Chapter 3, in reaction to the founding of the HEHeg liberals founded their own political
platform through the NFI and later transformed itite AFD. In brief, given their different
political orientations and varied values establisimetheir political and intellectual culture,

the populist-liberal combination is inherently imepatible or irreconcilable.

212



In the fabric of Goncz’s political beliefs, howeyéhese two oppositional elements had
been deeply entrenched and consistently remainetefasing features for him and his
beliefs. Of course, as noted above, Gbncz’'s attaohno the ideas of peasant populism
was overtaken by his pursuit of liberal democrgmpiinently so after his involvement in
the resistance of 1956 and dissident movementseo1$80s). Despite this, it is important
to remember that along with his evident politicakfprence for liberal values, the
significance of peasant populism remained condistevithin his political beliefs. Andras
Korosényi noted the peculiarity of Goncz’s politicaientation:

Go6ncz was a person who had a link to the populidtlioeral camp. He had
the link to the sub-culture of the populist intetigals and that of the liberal
intellectuals. It is true the populists founded tHBF, whereas the urbanist
founded the AFD. But there were people who did ewtirely fit into each
camp, rather an 'odd mixture'... Indeed, Géncz thasfigure who could fall
within both camps [...] (Interview with Kérosényil July 2007).

Similarly, Andras Lanczi held the view that:

Goncz brought the populist element to the AFD. Witihhe AFD, it had never
been nurtured naturally. In its platform, the pagtuline is not visible. But
Goncz had the capability to made a link to thiection and indeed it was
gleaned through him... The populist-liberal is @otusual concept. It is a
unusual combination... and it is 'Goncz’s phenoméio.] (Interview with
Lanczi, 12 July 2007).

In practice, this means that the co-existence ptipst-liberal values gave rise to an image
of Goncz the image of himot as the figure who represented the narrow intesasparty

or its programme, but who might act as mediatowbeh the two oppositional camps.
Indeed, as discussed in Section 4.2.3 of Chaptirigiperceived image of Goncz was one
of the most important contributory factors that ledhis election as President of the
Republic. According to the result of the first paisinsitional parliamentary election, the
HDF could have elected their presidential candidaéndor Csoori (the leading figurehead
of the populist writers). Yet, Antall consideredatithe presidential post chaired by Csoori
could be misused to challenge his authority, astead found an alternative figure. Given
Goncz’s previously populist leaning (in view of Géifs working experience as a junior
politician at the ISP) and their joint actions ahgrithe resistance of 1956 (in the matter of
the collection of signatories to support Bibd’s DRaroposal), Antall had good reason to
assume that Goncz’s position in the AFD could beeptable. Thus, even if G6ncz’s
proactive role in the founding of the AFD (the HBFival) was somehow acknowledged
by Antall and his camp, G6ncz was accepted as tbsidentAntall expected Goncz to
play a symbolic presidential role, while leavin@ tleal affairs of state to his government.

However, as we have seen in Chapter 5, Géncz dichtespret the role of the President in
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the manner that Antall expected. On the contrai§ndez clearly demonstrated his liberal
political principles and, that he had his own agermahd issues and would not simply
undertake a ceremonial presidential role. The ncharacteristics of Goncz’s Presidency
including his interpretation of the presidentialerand responsibility and the significance
of his values are re-assessed in terms of his ibatibn to Hungary’s democratic

development in the conclusion of the thesis. Betben, having examined the nature of
Goncz’s political beliefs and its practical meaning is necessary to explore the

significance of the way in which he sought to ealkis political beliefs.

In terms of Gdncz’s pursuit of liberal and demoicrablitical beliefs, prior to his election
to the post-Communist Presidency, Goncz had twaoads to translate his ideals into
practice. One was through his participation indh&-Nazis students’ resistance movement
and another was in resistance that followed theadedf the 1956 Revolution. On both
occasions, his ideals were defeated but his resisto the inquity of the established order

highlights the values that he upheld.

First, as concluded in Section 1.3 of Chapter Inda& involvement in the student armed
resistance movement served as a catalyst whichrilcor®d to the development of his
liberal and democratic beliefs. Near the end of 8erond World War, during the
Hungarian fascist Szalasi regime, Goncz was cqutectiinto the Hungarian army. He
served in the 25th Infantry Battalion, but uponliséiag that this was not a war he wished
to commit to he soon deserted his military postingtead, he found his role in the civil
resistance movement which consisted of a few huhdrdividuals hailing from a wide
range of political and social backgrounds. Diffeargroups conceived differing strategies
to fight against the German troops and their vayypolitical affiliations were barely
subjugated to their anti-Nazi sentiment. Accorditty Goncz, however, a common
denominator which bound them together existed; Was their desire to create a free,
independent and humane society. Having apprecthtsk goals and shared the sense of
responsibility, Goncz decided to commit himselthe resistance movement.

Similarly and more importantly, in autumn 1956 whbe Hungarian population posed a
revolutionary challenge to the ruling Communistimegg Go6ncz once again clearly
demonstrated the stance he stood with and the geat®ught to achieve. Initially Géncz
was uncertain about whether the events of 1956 senang the interests of a particular
group or a national upsurge that arose from th@agms of the Hungarian population.

Upon realising that the Revolution was the genunamifestation of popular will (the will
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of which sought to construct an independent, deatmcand socially responsible society),
Goncz decided to commit himself to the resistamzg followed the suppression of the
Revolution. Beginning with conveying Istvan Bib@saft Proposal to the Indian Embassy,
continuing with the smuggling of Imre Nagy’'s mamuscout to the West to the launch of
the secret donation movement for the families aksied revolutionaries, all these
proactive roles highlight the fact that Goncz’sice$o pursue the ideals of the Revolution
was indeed expressed by his actions. The resuhliesie actions was not successful as it
neither changed the Soviet leadership’s intentifmmsHungary, nor attracted practical
support and assistance from the West. As Goncaadagethereal politik which followed
the suppression of the Revolution was well repriegme of ‘the ruthless logic of the
balance of power' (Rainer, Békés and Byrne, 200%) »and the Cold War contested
between the West and the Soviet Union.

Despite this, Gbncz’s resistance to the establistrelér of the Kadar regime clearly
demonstrated his stance and the values he uphsldsdugh notes, Kadar was able to
consolidate his power only after brutal reprisajaiast those who struggled for freedom
(2006: 250) and the condemnation of their cruskledls(Lendvai, 2008: 242) as well as
the forcing 'national amnesia’ (the de-politicisatbf social life) concerning the memory
of 1956. In contrast, those with whom Géncz strmvbring together during the resistance
movement proved to be vigorous debating partners pteserved their defeated but
victorious ideals. Even during imprisonment Goradong with the '56-ers, defended their
revolution retrospectively through their rumination the events and significance of the
Revolution. They kept their faith and envisaged fiitere of Hungary and waited for the

appropriate time and circumstances in which theydcealise their crushed ideals.

Having established this, Chapter 3 further examitedway in which Géncz sought to
realise his political ideals by exploring the sigrance of Goncz's participation in the
dissident movement of the late 1980s. The analysasented in the chapter once more
highlights the contention that Goncz's desire taspa his liberal ideas was clearly
expressed by his actions in the founding of the &t the CHJ. As noted in Section 3.1 of
Chapter 3, the second half of the 1980s in Hungeag a time in which internal and
external circumstances moved favourably towards adeatic change. Gorbachev's
accession to the Soviet leadership, the growinigentce of reform Communists’ position
within the hierarchy of the Hungarian Communistdeship and the emergence of
democratic forces and their outspoken demandsaftical economic and political change,

all contributed to the erosion of the Kadar regane his removal thereafter. Goncz along
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with his friends sensed this atmosphere and toekldéhd in the process of reviving the
dissident movement through taking initiatives relyag the formation of grass-root social
organisations. Goncz’s proactive role in the dngftof the NFI founding statement and his
participation in its social debate forum (wheredhared his opinion and experience with
younger generation) was exemplary in this regaisl;prsuit of liberal political beliefs
was more prominently evidenced by his action in finending of the CHJ. As clearly
stated in its founding statement, the main objecti¥the CHJ lay in dealing with the past.
Having realised that the truth about the eventsramthories of the 1956 Revolution had
been concealed for three decades during the Kédéme, Goncz along with '56 veterans
appealed to Hungarian society regarding the inyqoit the system. Redressing past
wrongs was the main issue to be addressed anahthractice meant the reburial of Nagy
and his associates as well as their subsequertiligdteon which needed to be dealt with
as a matter of urgency. To this end, on 5 June ,1#83CHJ was founded and during this
process Goncz, as a Vice-President of the orgamisatindertook a proactive role in
mediation between the regime and society. AboveGiincz stressed the regime’s open
approach towards its past as a potential path tisvarprocess of societal reconciliation.
As noted in Section 3.3 of Chapter 3, this intamtiwsas well evidenced by the CHJ
founding statement (which emphasised the openingre¥iously sealed legal cases and
secret files), and more prominently by the lettém& wrote to the General Secretary of
the HSWP, Karoly Grész. In the letter, Goncz emjseak that the regime’s dishonest
attitude towards its past resulted in disharmonywben Hungarian society and the
government, and proposed that a dialogue with sobie started. This endeavour was not
successful as the proposition was rejected, but6odune 1989 - the 32nd anniversary of
Nagy’s execution - the long cherished desire shaye@6ncz and the '56 veterans came to
fruition. As Rainer notes, '16 June 1989 the daiNady and his associates’ reburial in no
way constituted the end of the reworking of thetdmg of the Soviet system in Hungary,
especially with respect to the Kadar era' (Raigé09: 195Y>° Nevertheless, as history
tells us it was this very day that marked the beigig of the end of Communism and
catalysed Hungary’s transition to democracy; itfag to suggest that, while he was
reacting to historical events and external for€&$ncz made an important contribution to

Hungary’s democratic transformation and its moweatals that direction.

Goncz's political achievements as the first post-Gomunist President
Having noted the importance of Goncz’'s contributtonHungary’'s transformation to
democracy, the remaining chapters (Part Two) wewidd to examining the significance

of his political achievements as the first post-@mmist President of Hungary. As a whole,
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the analysis of GoOncz's Presidency presented it Pao of the thesis led to the
conclusion that Goéncz contributed to the consaliabf democracy in two ways. Firstly,
he advanced the establishment of the Office offtessidency and secondly he advocated
the promotion of liberal and democratic valuesha political as well as social sphere of
Hungarian society.

In terms of the democratic institution-building pess, Goéncz played a key role in shaping
the role of the Presidency. As noted in Sectiono®.Ghapter 6, in its history, Hungary did
not have a well established tradition of presiddrgovernance or template for the role of
the President. The Presidencies held by three hafastaite during the inter-war period —
Mihaly Karoly, Zoltan Tildy and Arpad Szakasitsasted only four years in total. After
the political transformation of 1989, Goncz’s yeassPresident were thus a time (at least
at first) of hopeful creativity. Goncz had his owonception regarding the Presidency and
the newly amended Constitution provided an insthdl basis and guideline. Some
stipulations within the Constitution were, howevarconsistent and vaguely defined
(discussed in Section 4.3 of Chapter 4); eachipaliactor who had different ideas about
the President’s role and responsibility came intesglictional dispute both with Goncz and
one another. These disagreements concerned, forpdxathe President’s right to lead the
Hungarian army, that of international representafind the right to appoint and dismiss
state officials (Chapter 5). These issues all achggng Goncz’s first presidential term
where the first democratically elected Antall goveent was in power. Goncz interpreted
these issues as ones that fell under the jurisdicf the President or, at least, he believed
that they gave rise to decisions that ought tohaeexl by President and Prime Minister. In
contrast, Antall and his cabinet members understbatl the President’s constitutional
powers were titular, thus Goéncz did not have atrigictlaim such interests. In effect, this
jurisdictional dispute caused constitutional detmteng political elites and legal experts
over the scope of presidential powers and the pokter’s role and responsibility. As
noted in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.5 of Chapter 5induthis jurisdictional dispute, the
Constitutional Court played a central role in déling presidential powers. In effect, the
Court concluded that the President is not held aa@ble for his political actions, thus he
did not have powers to exercise. As a result, nafcthe vision and motivation that had
initially inspired Goncz to act as a proactive Rtest was dissipated. This perception
ultimately contributed to the change of Goncz'ssptential style, in which a less active
and conflict-averse presidential approach was peavaduring his second Presidency
(Section 6.3 in Chapter 6). There was a partiakption to this pattern — the question of

presidential pardon — but, in his retirement speeslGoncz made clear, this issue once
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again contributed to reinforcing his convictionttgeanting a pardon did not fall within the
presidential competences. Thus, in terms of thega® of political institution building and
its subsequent routinised practice in Hungariartipal culture, it is possible to say that,
while he was constrained by external forces beyosdontrol, Géncz played a key role in
the shaping of the basic attributes of PresideRcym today’s perspective, there is little
doubt as to what is the main role of the Presideithin Hungary’'s constitutional

framework: the central task lies in the performaotteeremonial and symbolic duties.

Secondly, Goncz contributed to the rooting of lddeand democratic values in Hungary’s
political culture. As stated above, Goncz’s poditipreference for these values derived
from his first hand experience in fighting agairise autocratic rule of the age. The
common values that Goncz embraced in these ae8vittere his commitment to the
realisation of a free, democratic and socially oesible society. Having said that,

Chapters 5 and 6 probed whether Goncz successkjisesented and embodied such
values when he became the President of Hungargh®©whole, the analysis presented in
these chapters led to the conclusion that Gonczimdeed committed to his principled

liberal and democratic beliefs throughout his Rtescy. In particular, the following

democratic elements underpinned in the fabric ofn@@& political beliefs were

highlighted: consensus-based democracy, the plenoipequality, the rule of law and the
freedom of expression and press freedom. Thereavetifference of emphasis in his value
system (media freedom was the most significaninguhis first Presidency, whereas it was
the principle of equality that was highlighted chgyihis second Presidency), but the four

democratic values were well embodied by his Presige

First, Goncz’s desire for a consensus-based demyueras explored within the framework
provided by the following events and issues: tixedaivers’ strike, dealing with the Laws
of Privatisation and of Organised Crime. While thesvents took place under three
different governments, Goncz consistently stresded consensus-based decision be
sought in order to address the point in questiaming the taxi blockade, G6ncz took on a
mediation role, negotiating between strikers arelgbvernment and, he emphasised that
the strike be settled through mutual agreementhigevent, Goncz’s desire for seeking a
peaceful and non-coercive solution was ultimataghlighted by his public statement.
Similarly, dealing with the Law of Privatisation dirthe Anti-Mafia Package, Goéncz
stressed that the disagreement be resolved by msuseln the former situation, Géncz
returned the law to Parliament to provide an oppoty for MPs to settle the existing legal

dispute themselves. In the latter, Goncz forwarthedpackage to the Constitutional Court
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to help clarify the point of contention between governing party and the opposition. The
letter Goncz sent to the Court clearly underscahedfact that the lack of clarity of the

decision-making rule — whether the law which reedia two-thirds majority vote could be

amended with a simple majority was differently rpteted by the governing party and the
opposition —was G6ncz’s main reservation aboutisgythe law.

Second, and more prominently, the significancehefdgalitarian principle was evidenced
by Goncz’s actions in dealing with the followingugs: the question of the Communist
past, the granting of a pardon in the Kunos casd,the Laws of Arable Land and of
Incompatibility. These issues were once again daiseler three successive governments,
but regardless of this regime change, Goncz stlebssv important the principle of
equality was. Dealing with the Law of Compensati@ncz made clear that the
distinction between land and other forms of propést claiming monetary compensation
from the state ought to be resolved before its reefoent. Similarly, dealing with anti-
Communist legislation, Goncz constantly emphasibatithe perpetrator who should have
been duly punished for past crimes under the ngwneealso be equally treated before the
law. Any retroactive justice which undermined thgal@arian principles of the new
Hungarian Republic was inadmissable to Goncz; tessed that past injustice ought to be
corrected strictly within the framework of a sthtélt upon the principle of the rule of law.
The equal treatment of criminals before the law again highlighted in the Kunos trial. In
this issue, Goncz consistently underscored theeviddat the convicted banker ought to be
treated equally before the law. The majority opnimf Hungarian society was against
Kunos’ release. In his decision-making capacityvéner, Goncz displayed his firm belief
that the wrongdoer who had not been granted a t@kegal redress ought to be treated
fairly. The same stance was again expressed byZ3antealing with the Law of Arable
Land and of Incompatibility. In the former case,n@8D stressed that domestic and foreign
investors alike be granted the right of land owhigrsin the latter, Goncz urged that
discriminatory measures within the law (initiallplg dependent on the length of time that
MPs had held their parliamentary seats) be recersitin the legislative process.

Finally, the significance of the principle of prefssedom and the freedom of expression
was the highlighted in the issue pertaining to mdnbver the broadcast media, tha
Stampaaffairs and the Law of Radio Frequency. All thesations arose during the
Antall government; a government which attemptegblace the public media under their
control. G6ncz, however, stated his firm positibattunder no circumstances should the

freedom of expression and media freedom be violbyegolitical and personal influence.
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His liberal political conviction was most stronglgmonstrated in this issue, the extent to
which some members of the conservative leaderdtepnpted to impeach Goncz for his

controversial stance and interpretation of his eold responsibilities. Despite this, Géncz
made clear that in so far as the press freedonhenfiieedom of expression are concerned,

he would not concede his position to the governfael@mands.

However, this is not to suggest that Goncz’s pursiiliberal and democratic values
always had a positive effect on Hungarian politids. noted in Chapter 5, the political
division that existed between the conservative thediberals came to be widened further
by Goncz’'s involvement and, subsequently, this widg gap developed into the
polarisation of politics. In effect on the sidetbge liberal camp, Gdncz was seen by his
camp as a symbol of democracy (as epitomised byfdhmeation of the Democratic
Charter). In contrast, among the conservativesydsethought of as a partisan and divisive
figurehead who failed to represent the unity of tiaion. However, even if G6ncz’s
political role could not be assessed favourablglimspects, it should be noted that four
democratic elements underpinning his political éfslwere important valugser se Goncz
was not the father of this value system but itsghian and a symbol of its continuity; the

picture of Hungary’s democracy would have beeredgiit without him.

Two decades have passed since Hungary’s transttideamocracy and Goncz’s election to
the Presidency. Ferenc Madl (formerly a law prafesd.aszlé S6lyom (an ex-President of
the Constitutional Court) and currently Pal Schrgatformer Olympic fencing champion),
who came from distinctive backgrounds have succédldlde Presidency and pursued their
political goals and agendas. It is perhaps too/eartliscuss and evaluate G6ncz’s political
legacy in regard to how his successors view Gondzhés political achievements as a role
model for approaching the presidential post howetles is a potential topic and avenue
for future research® Yet, it is fair to suggest that the political aim and the
presidential activity that Goncz undertook durihgs tpivotal transitional period is already
an important integral part of Hungary’s history.ribig this process, Goncz firmly stood by
his liberal principles and democratic values anddenghem the central tenets of his
Presidency. As Pridham notes, if the path to deatmcconsolidation 'requires the gradual
removal of uncertainties that wusually surround gidon and then the full
institutionalisation of a new democracy, the in&tisation of its rules and the
dissemination of democratic values' (Pridham, 2@0); Goncz at least brought the virtue
of liberal values into Hungarian politics. He didthand was not able to, harmonise the

three pluralistic values which he espoused, buyaulahis part in the consolidation of
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Hungary’'s democracy. In an essay on the role afipiains and intellectuals, Goncz stated
his opinion that:

... The three kinds of values, let us call themseowative, liberal and socialist
for simplicity’s sake, are not isolated but are wdi@neously present in
everybody, much like chips of glass of differentocws in a kaleidoscope. As
it turns, so the pattern changes. It is not us listory that turns the
kaleidoscope... We can count on the fact that, m#ipg on how the
kaleidoscope turns, the colours are rearranged ®rendividuals, creating a
conservative, liberal or socialist pattern. The sasrtrue for societies [...].
Democratic institutions built from the grassroofs social autonomy, would
properly ensure that the individual’s, that is gbedy’'s natural need for
equality and justice was satisfied, since thattssviery purpose: ensuring
everybody freedom of thought and an institutiomahfework for the equality
of all citizens.

Is all that a dream? If the growth of our infantmieracy continues
uninterrupted, this will perhaps become establistrath after two or three
parliaments... This can of course only happen ifseovatives and socialists
accept freedom as a legitimate need, if liberats sotialists do not doubt the
legitimacy of faith and tradition, and liberals armhservatives accept equality
and solidarity as legitimate needs as well. Anthé three kinds of values are
present in every man, and in every party, albeiifferent proportions. The
only open question is whether the [three] values @ways supportive of
progress, all of them, and always. This is wheeerésponsibility of politicians
come in, and that of the intellectuals, artist oitev who moves on the fringe
of politics [...] (Gbncz, 1994: 9-10).

Through conducting in-depth interviews with Gonazd ahose elites who directly or
indirectly became involved in politics, this resgardaid the groundwork of a political
biography of Goncz. The analysis of accounts basedhterviewing was instrumental in
understanding Goncz’s political beliefs, his vasystem and his own interpretation on the
key events and issues of the age. Given his agimgsical status, Géncz would not and
could not have engaged in political and public Bratt Goncz stated: 'l have received
numerous invitations but my physical condition donesallow me to meet these [requests].
| would attend the events which are the most ingmarto me but my priority is spending
time with my family' (Gréczy, 2006)2 In this regard, the thesis makes a valuable
contribution to the body of literature concernedthwiGoncz’'s own views on, and
experiences of, post-Communist transitional presiges. Goncz was certainly a strong
advocate of liberal democracy and played an impbgart in the process of delineation of
powers in an ever-evolving context provided by finecess of political transformation.
The opening of archives and the disclosure of G8ngarsonal documents to research in
the future, however, may suggest differing perspest and assessments regarding
Goncz's political philosophy and his achievemetitss political biography is not — and
cannot be — finite. Nevertheless, as Francis Batserved, "it is the true office of history
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to represent the events themselves, together with dounsels, and to leave the
observations and conclusions thereupon to the tyiband faculty of every man’s
judgement?®*® Thus | do hope that this first English languagéotarly biography
provides some insights into and answers to, questiaised in this thesis, and contributes
to the wealth of knowledge of contemporary Hungahjistory.
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1 As a consequence of Hungary's defeat in the Mifstld War, this treaty dismembered the territory of
Austro-Hungary Empire.

12 'The Association of Hungarian Boy Scouts'hitp://www.cserkesz.hpuaccessed on 9 July 2010.

13 'Boy Scouts' irhttp://www.britannica.co.ukaccessed on 10 July 2010.

14 K éziiratoK (Manuscripts) in HU OSA 302-0-5, Fonds 302: SatatZ°ublication of Gabor Demszky.

!> piarists is the name of Catholic educational orleund by Saint Joseph Calasanctius, the Pianisged
free education for poor childern. In Hungary, tharBts were introduced by the Polish Duke, Szédisz
Lubomirski in 1674, and were officially founded 1721 by electing their own first Head of Fatherénérd
Zajkani. For fuller details, see: 'A Magyar Piaistendtartomany térténete' (The history of the Hiag
Piarist Province), ifttp://www.piarista.hu/kivagyunk/piaristakccessed on 10 July 2010.

®For details, see: 'the NEKOSZ Legendhitp://ww.rev.hu, accessed on 10 July 2010.

1" 'Magyar Ertelmiség!' (Hungarian Intellectualsiegented by the National Archive of Hungary.

18 A Teleki Pal Munkakoz6sség, a magyar értelmisémakratikus szervezetének munkaterve (The Pal
Teleki Work Group, the work plan of the democratiganisation of Hungarian intellectual), preserigdhe
National Archive of Hungary.

19 'Teleki P4l Munkakoz6sség, Magyar Ertelmiség Demaikus Szervezetének kilpolitikai tanfolyama' (P4l
Teleki Work Group, the coursework of foreign poliof the Democratic Organisation of Hungarian
Intellectuals), presented by the National Archigésliungary.

% For a biographical file of Tibor Ham, se@he New York Time8 July 1990).

2L For biographical data, see: (Fekete, 2000) latiyut//mek.niif.hu/00300/00355/html/index.htmaccessed
on 11 July 2010.

2 For instance, there were forced dissolution of3beial Democrats and the Smallholders.

% The Gybrffy College operated between 1940 and 1pédarily for the peasant children.

24 '|_evente-mozgalonflevente-movement), inttp://mek.niif.hy accessed on 11 July 2010.

% In terms of domestic and foreign policy towards tRazis, the Lakatos government sought policies
different from those of his predecessors. In esseibhstopped anti-Jewish policy and attemptedatactude
an armistice with the Soviet Union (Izsak and Pké5s2003: 129).

%6 The Rakosi Hill is located near the Ferihegy In&tional Airport in Budapest.

2 K éziiratoK (Manuscripts) in HU OSA 302-0-5, Fonds 302: SatatZ°ublication of Gabor Demszky.

%8 The populist writers could be largely divided irttwee groups: one was that of those individual® wh
sympathised with the idea of a third road betwemriaism and capitalism (Laszlé6 Németh); anothes wa
that the bourgeois democrats or centrists (Imred€evand Istvan Bibd), and finally there were thaalists
(Géza Feja, Gyula lllyés and Ferenc Erdei) (Kon22802: 359, Romsics, 1999: 172).

%9 A series of sociological monographs - the Discpwafr Hungary Magyarorszag felfedezéseis a good
example (Romsics, 1999: 172).

%0 Most of arable lands belonged to the aristocraxythe Catholic Church (Molnar, 2001:271-72).
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3 http://www.rev.hu/sulinet56/online/szerviz/kisleidgraf/goncz.htmaccessed on 12 July 2010.

2 Treaty of Peace with Hungary (194The American Journal of International Lawpl. 42, No.4.
% 'The 1949 XX Law of the Hungarian Peoples’ Repulif Constitution’, inhttp://www.complex.hy
accessed on 12 July 2010.
% Http://www.rev.hu, accessed on 12 July 2010.
% Http://www.rev.hu, accessed on 12 July 2010.
% During the 1956 Revolution, Kovacs assumed theé pbState Secretary of the Imre Nagy government.
With the defeat of the Revolution, he undertook iaoh between the Revolutionary Workers’ Councitla
the Kadar regime but his arbitration failed andNiovember 1958, he died from heart attack (Pal&k2;
Vida, 2002-03).
37 K éziiratoK (Manuscripts) in HU OSA 302-0-5, Fonds 302: SatatZublication of GAbor Demszky.
% n his Oral History and in his interview colleati®, Géncz stated that his visit to Romania was e
with the matters of peace, but no detailed inforomategarding this matter was given.
Chapter 2
%9 Goncz did not mention the title of book, but colesing the time of interview given, the relevanbko
authored by Lomax would be "Hungary 1956" publishedi976.
“%'In an interview with Kossuth radio, Géncz mentidribat in his life, he met Nagy three times (onrtra
and in Parliament). But this is far from clear hioevwas able to work at Parliament at the time (Wgisi and
Laszlo 2007: 34).

! *Mi a bérténben négy évig ggtesnek éreztik magunkat' (In the prison for foearg, we considered
ourselves as victors), inttp://www.bibotarsasag.haccessed on 22 July 2010.

2 It functioned as an alternative education provjutémarily for peasants’ children.
43 Khrushchev's Secret Speech is generally considasethe beginning of the de-Stalinisation process;
'thaw' in rigid political climates which had domted during the Stalin era and the opening of a wedg
'different national paths to Communism' (Kontledp2: 425). For the full text of speech, see: ‘Kimalgev’s
Secret Speech’ ihttp://www.soviethistory.org accessed on 22 July 2010.

4 http://www.mult-kor.hy accessed on 22 July 2010.
®In Géncz's Oral History, there was an indicatibattGoncz came to know about the Circle through his
friends, but he was unable to reconstruct the mistances of his initial introduction clearly.
® '‘Extensive and intensive farming',hittp://www.britannica.com accessed on 22 July 2010.
“" For the list of 16 points, see: (L4szl6, 2006:-887.
“8 The chronology of the Revolution was reconstruciedording to Litvan’s books (1991, 1996) and a
documentary film directed by Kothy and Topits (2R06
9 For the details of the Yugoslavian reactions sRevolution and Nagy's matter, see: (Swain, 2022-
29
%0 )For the full content of the Proclamation, seeskzand Nagy, 2004: 243-44).
L K.P S. Menon is not the same figure as an ambasaémhgalil Krishnan Krishna Menon (VKK Menon).
VKK Menon led the Indian delegations in UN and taterved as a Minister of Defence to Nehru.
2 The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) is the principle wfich stresses India’s independence from any
major power blocs’ influence. The following fiveipeiples served as a basis for the NAM: Mutual ezsp
for each other’s territorial integrity and soverglyy mutual non-aggression, mutual non-interfereirce
domestic affairs, equality and mutual benefit aadqeful co-existence.
%3 Upon the rejection of the Indian leadership’s raédn in the Hungarian question, Nehru increasingly
became embittered with the Soviet leadership’saigigence. In numerous speeches, interviews and
international conferences, Nehru consistently dtdiis position against the Soviet Union’s aggressiad
their military occupation in Hungary as well as #isbsequent reprisals taken by the Kadar regime. Th
Hungarian issue ultimately contributed to reinfagciNehru's political beliefs that the right of self
determination and national independence be guadmteany countries. For details, see: (Hafansad and
Damodaran 2005; 2006a, 2006b; 2006c¢; 2007).

4 Goncz explained that the Draft Proposal was harmlest to Molotov, but according to documentary
ewdence it was actually delivered to Bulganire:S&enedi, 1996: 142).

For the details of the programme and their analysee: (Békés, Byrne and Rainer, 2002: 4-8).

® Founded in 1955, the Nagy Group was constitutethfthose Communists who supported Nagy’s New
Course. The main goal they sought to achieve wengyN reinstatement and the facilitation of the
implementation of reform programmes (Litvan, 19891). The key figures of the group were Mikl6s Géme
|V|Ik|OS Vasarhelyi, Losonczy Géza, Sandor Szilaayydl Sandor HarasztNgpszabadsad 6 June 1989).

Linfhrs (Cj))ral History, there is an indication thatli957, Goncz met Kardos at Julia So6s’s flat (@odogist
and frien
%8 'Kéziiratok (Manuscripts) in HU OSA 302-0-5, Fonds 302: SatatzPublication of Gabor Demszky
E)resented by the Open Society Archive.

Also, see: '1956 Revolution’, Initp://hungaria.org/1956accessed on 25 July 2010.
60 They were, for example, Sandor Kelemen, IstvarhQHilia Sods, Judit Gyenes (Pal Maléter's wife),
Domokos Varga’s wife, Istvan Kemény's wife, IstvRibd's wife and Goncz's wife.
o1 Th|s place is in Gyorskow Street, a few blookrayafrom Battanyi Square.

2 'Kéziiratok (Manuscripts) in HU OSA 302-0-5, Fonds 302: SatatzPublication of Gabor Demszky
presented by the Open Society Archive.
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% They were Menon’s diaries (Menon, 1963, 1967) himfyraphies, autobiographies and Nehru's works
written or edited by (Brown, 2003; Gopal, 1989;i5td969; Hasan, Prasad and Damodaran, 2006a, 2006b
2006c¢, 2007; Nehru, 1942).

® According to official data, 418 people were comeit in summary proceedings for their direct
involvement in the Revolution and before Septenit#$8, the number of convicted for political reasons
reached 16, 798 (Congdon and Kiraly, 2002: 534-B&it. above all, the most extreme acts of violence
perpetrated against innocent people were the volleyunshots at Eger, Miskolc, Salg6tarjan and Hatga
gSzakoIczai, 2002: 171).

® This place is located in Kozma street, nearbp#tya on the Pest side.

% The testimony of Sandor Kopéacsi (the former Chief 8udapest Police), in http:/
eletfogytiglan.nolblog.hu/archives/2009/06, accdsse 26 July 2010.

®7 For the list of the prisoners, see: (Litvan andgea 1995: 470-72).

% 'Mi a bortonben négy évig ggtesnek éreztilk magunkat' (In the prison for foearg, we considered
ourselves as victors), mtp://www.bibotarsasag.haccessed on 22 July 2010.

% This is an ironic expression referring to the gmisvhere the prisoners who received heavy penalties
served their sentences.

0 'Kéziiratok (Manuscripts) in HU OSA 302-0-5, Fonds 302: SatatzPublication of Gabor Demszky
g)resented by the Open Society Archive.

! According to Istvan Téth (the former Chairman b tWorkers’ Council of Gir-Sopron County),
Marianosztra was so rigorous that seeing any vis#énd receiving letters and packages were bammtha
beating of prisoners often occurred (Nagy, 1990).

2 Fekete Sandor was a leading journalist who pubtisind distributed the underground publicationhef t
'56 Revolution under the pseudonym of Hungarice®: 81956 Enciklopédiaja’ (Encyclopedia of 195@), C

Rom.

3 In reaction to the intervention of Soviet forces Hungary, the UN adopted numerous resolutions
condemning the Soviet aggression, and urged theetiate withdrawal of troops and the admittance WNf U
observers in Hungary. However, the Kadar regimekédcby Khrushchev refused to comply with the
resolutions; in response, the UN set the Hungagisstion as an agenda year after year until themaubf

1962 (Lendvai, 2008: 193).

4 Hungary’s membership in the UN was suspended &Y Iwing to Kadar’s refusal to accept the entry of
the UN special committee for the investigationhd# situation (Kontler, 2002: 437).
> The precise date of their release is not knowntteigeneral amnesty took effect on 21 March 1968 a
Bibo was released thereafter.

% In an essay Goncz wrote, he remembered betweehadr@51956, the country was not full of poverty but
full of lies regarding its own tradition and hisgorGoncz asserted that this moral indignation owber
derogated image of the country was an importaribfdn leading people to take to the streets in6l $bore

so than people’'s demands for economic improven@an¢z, 1991: 273).

" In Laszl6 Regéczy-Nagy's Oral History, Géncz i9tgal as saying that socialism could be combinet wit
'‘democratic civic rights and a formal social arrmgnt’. Considering the time this comment was made,
Goncz thought in this way after Imre Nagy’s speesdarding the New Course was delivered. Moreover, i
his Oral History, Gdncz said that 'if it had bearsgible, he would have joined the Nagy-led HSWR/e
this, it seems to me that in Goncz’s political ide¢he idea of reform socialism or democratic aliein was
embodied. You have known Géncz for a long timecsald you tell me whether the idea of democratic
socialism had a place in Goncz's political ideals?

Chapter 3

'8 For an empirical data on this, see: (Linz and &tefi996: 303).

" In March 1988, even two months before his remdw@in power, Kadar still failed to recognise the
existing critical status, claiming that 'there @arisis in Hungary'Népszaval8 March 1988).

8 The first sign appeared on 14 June 1985 at theok@onference where 45 Hungarian intellectuals with
different social backgrounds gathered, and raisen Voices in favour of change (Koppany, 1986).

8 The essence of the political programme lay in dnengement of power-sharing which limited the
monopoly of power of the party. Instead, it stréstige strengthening of the role of Parliament ama t
creation of responsive government to social demaBdsthe significant limit of the programme wasittlit

did not seek the dismantling of the existing syshermattempted a constitutional revision withinFar fuller
details, see: (Bihari, 2005: 351-361).

8 The AYD was founded on 30 March 1988 by 37 unitgrstudents. The initial founding goal of the AYD
lay in the formation of the independent youth oigation to its counterpart, the Hungarian Young
Communist League, and 'testing the limits of thready-crumbling Communist regime' (Kiss, 2002: 741)

8 They were, for example, the future leaders ofAWB, L&szl6 Kévér and Viktor Orban; those of the BF
Gabor Demskzy, Miklés Haraszti and Janos Kis; & veterans, Gyoérgy Litvan, Imre Mécs, Miklds
Vasarhelyi and Arpad Goéncz (Miszlivetz, 1995: 233).

8 For the list of signatories, see 'A felhivassaletértek és tamogatom a Hal6zat létrehozasatr@eagith
the [proclamation] and support the creation of Ketwork) in HU OSA 302-0-6, presented by the Open
Society Archive.
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8 'vazlat a Hal6zat fikddésésl (Draft on the functioning of the Network)', in HOSA 302-0-6, presented
by the Open Society Archive.

8 For the contents of document, see: (Kiéskeg and Solt, 1992: 399).

87 A similar view was held by a former editor B&szé&, Ferenc Kszeg (Baba, 2007: 37-38).

8 A multi-party system in Hungary was introducedyoafter February 1989 and until then organisations
could not call themselves political parties.

% The statement was revised and elaborated by Qirterview with Goéncz and Gontér, 10 January 2008).
% Goncz expressed a similar view in an interviewhv@@abor Demszky, in ‘Demokracia reménye (Hope of
democracy)', HU OSA 302-0-5, Fonds 302: Samizdafi€ation of Gabor Demszky presented by the Open
Society Archive.

°1 The question asked was as follows: The fact tlitht e end of the Second World War, Géncz worked a
the ISP, particularly for Béla Kovacs. But before tsystemic change of 1989 when the party was re-
organised, Goéncz did not join the ISP but the AFassume that there would be numerous accounts
explaining the change of Géncz’s political orieitas or his political interests. Could you tell mbat was
primarily responsible for Géncz's joining the AFD?

2 They were, for example, Tibor Ham, Istvan CsicsRonay and Kalméan Salata.

% The question asked was as follows: According to research, the Hungarian populist movement was
influential in the shaping of Gdncz’s political we. From the perspective of today, among politizaities
which were close to the idea of peasant populibey tvere the HDF or the ISP. But Goncz joined dith®
most liberal parties, the AFD. In your opinion, witauld be a factor responsible for Géncz’s jointhg
AFD?

 For example, they were Erzsébet Nagy (the daugiftémre Nagy), Judit Gyenes (the widow of Pal
Maléter), Méaria Haraszti Ujhelyiné (the widow of £2éLosonczy), Jézsef Szilagyiné (the widow of Jbzse
Szilagy), Miklés Vasarhelyi (the Press Secretaryhef Nagy government), Tibor Zimany, Gyoérgy Litvan,
Andras B, Hegeiik,, Imre Mécs, Sandor Racz (the chariman of Budafeskers’ Council) and others.

% The final revision of this was made by Goéncz (KqZZ008).

% Even after Kadar’'s removal from power, Karoly Grésill held the view that the events of 1956 ware
counter-revolutionépszabadsad.2 July 1988).

" This is located in Gerléczy street 11 on the Bt of the capital.

% They were as follows: Aliz Halda, Andras B. HetigdFerenc Donéth, Ferenc Mérei, Gyérgy Litvan, Imre
Mécs, Jei Széll, Miklos Vasarhelyi and Arpad Goncz. Thregtdiians - Gyula Kozak, Miklos Szabo, Zsolt
Csalog and - participated in this talk as intereéesv

% For a brief biographical account, seék#&s, 1996: 221-22).

19 Goncz Arpad levele Grész Karolyhoz (The letteAgiad Goncz to Karoly Grész), manuscript, presented
by the 1956 Institute.

191 Goéncz Arpad levele Grész Karolyhoz (The letteAgiad Goéncz to Karoly Grész), manuscript, presented
by the 1956 Institute.

192 Grosz Kéaroly Miniszterelnok levele Géncz Arpadi@he letter of the Prime Minister Karoly Grész to
Arpad Géncz), manuscript, presented by the 195@utes

193 Grosz Karoly Miniszterelnok levele Géncz Arpadi@he letter of the Prime Minister Karoly Grész to
Arpad Goéncz), manuscript, presented by the 195tutes

194 The official account given by the regime was dfofes: ‘In order to satisfy the demands of duty and
humanity and with a view at all time to social recitiation, it assents to the reburial of thoseaesed on 16
June 1958' (Kiscsatari, 2009: 11).

105 'E7 az én legbebbb, személyes iigyem' (This is my deepest and nepsopal affair), in
http://www.c3.hu/scripta/beszelo/99/10/02besz,tdotessed on 30 July 2010.

1% For the reconstruction of the event and captuttiegmoment of the day, see (Gough, 2006: 248 apd,Pa
2002; Molnar, 2009: 121-45; Vasarhelyi, 2006: 1&)-8nd Magyar Hirlap 17 June 1989lagyar Nemzet

16 June 198Mépszabadsad,7 June 1989\épszaval6 June 1989).

197 Before the opening of border, the Foreign MinigBgula Horn requested an opinion from the Soviet
leadership, to which they replied 'this is not #aiathat concerns the Soviet Union' (Brown, 20094-95),
indicating that the dismantling of the Soviet Uni@as just around the corner.

198 :Goncz Arpaddal Mink Andras és Révész Sandor hbgsz&989-rél' (Andras Mink and Sandor Révész
discussed with Arpad Goéncz about 1989htii://www.c3.hu/scripta/beszelaccessed on 30 July 2010.
Chapter 4

19 The significance of this day was memorialised hg ®doption of 'Act XXVIII of 1990 on the
Significance of the 1956 October Revolution andi@gie for Freedom'Népszabadsadgd May 1990a and
1990b).

10 The third party, representatives of social orgatioss attended the RTN as observer but they didhaee

a right of decision.

1 They were the Alliance of Free Democrats, theahitie of Young democrats, the Democratic League of
Independent Trade Unions, Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszkigrielship Society, the Hungarian Democratic Forum,
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the Hungarian People’s Party, the Hungarian Sdagahocratic Party, the Independent SmallholderstyPar
(Sajo, 1996: 73-74).

112 For further details, see: (Bayer, 2005: 135-41zd@, 2002: 15-26; Bruszt, 1990: 355-87; Bruszt and
Stark, 1991: 209-45; Kénya, 2002: 267-85; Saj6,6194-88; Swain, 2006: 145-52).

13 There was no agreement on the composition ofrtipaitial Media Committees.

11441949 évi XX. Torvény a Magyar Népkoztarsasag Afkénya’' (Act XX of 1949 on the Constitution of
the Peoples’ Republic of Hungary), hittp://www.1000ev.hy accessed on 10 August 2010.

15 The terminology of the former derives from Fremmiitical scientist, Maurice Duverger, and thedatt
follows the American political scientists, Matth&kugart and John Carey. For details, see: (Shukf98).

18 The reason for the change in their political stenwas not clear. O'Neil suggested that ‘a back doo
arrangement with the Communist' could be respoadinl the change of position taken by the HPP aed t
CDPP (O’Neil, 1997: 204). However, Schiemann asskthat the cautious position of the CDPP and the
HPP towards the HSWP — they feared Communists mé#yopt of negotiations — was responsible for the
shift of their position (Schiemann, 2005: 89-93).

117 1n academic literature, there is no clear accexplaining the change of the HDF'’s position. Acdogd

to a view common to Ripp and Swain; however, thveas regular contact between Antall and Pozsgay over
the summer, which is highly indicative of the fatat there was a backdoor arrangement between (Rgp,
2006: 441-42; Swain, 2006: 150).

118 Goncz Arpaddal Mink Andras és Révész Sandor bgszdl989-rél (Andras Mink and Sandor Révész
discussed with Arpad Goncz about 1989ti://www.c3.hu/scripta/beszelaccessed on 30 July 2010.

19 On 9 October 1989, the HSWP was split into the K8by Imre Pozsgay and the Hungarian Communist
Workers’ Party led by Gyula Thirmer.

120 According to poll conducted in 1989, throughou $kear, Imre Pozsgay’s popularity constantly remein
high above 90 % (Kurtan, Sandor and Vass, 1990).

121 For the development of the referendum, sekpszabadsggll, 18, 26 June 1990épszabadsa?8
June 1990a, 1990btépszabadsad July 1990).

122 The key lists of the new legislation which reqdire two-thirds majority were as follows: the Law of
Referendum, the Law of the Legal Status of the MiRs Law of the Constitutional Court, the Law ofngs
Public Forces, the Law of Assembly and Party, the lof Media, the Law of Travelling and Asylum, the
Law of Local Government, the Law of Strike, the Laf\Electorate to name but a few (Bihari, 2005:)396

123 Tplgyessy stated that although the AFD did na fiarming a coalition with the HDF, they soughtdim

in consideration of the public opinion at the tirtiee general public wanted to see the formatiocoafition
government (emails with Tdlgyesy, 14, 16 August@01

124 The President can dissolve Parliament only inehesy unusual circumstances: first, when Parlidmen
votes on no-confidence in government four timesarysecond, if Parliament fails to appoint theniee
within 40 days after parliamentary election.

12511946 évi I. Toérvény Magyarorszag Allamforméaja¢éict | of 1946 on the State Form of Hungary)', in
http://www.1000ev.hpaccessed on 10 August 2010.

126 The presidential term was later shifted from 4rgea 5 at the suggestion of an MP, Janos Adér.

127 The name of Gyorgy Konrad was indeed mentioneshiof the AFD meetings that took place in Tihany
(Wisinger and Laszlo, 2007: 77).

128 |njtially, Antall offered the co-chairmanship die HDF to Csodri, but he refused Ngpszabadsagt
June 1990).

129 'The Constitution of Hungary', inttp://www.parlament.huaccessed on 10 August 2010.

130 The Constitution does not detail the procedur¢hefappointment and dismissal of the heads of
broacast media. This process was detailed and ediggparately as 'Law No. LVII of 1990 on the
Appointment Procedure of the Heads of the Publiclisle

1t can be also activated under normal circumstmneien parliamentary session reaches the end of a
cycle. In this case, the President activates resdmnction to aid a smooth transition to the next
parliamentary session.

13211990 évi XL Torvény a Magyar Koztarsasag Alkotiydmak Modositasardl' (Act XL of 1990 on the
Amendment of the Constitution of Hungary).

13312006 évi LIV Térvény a Magyar Koztarsasag Alkotypardl Szolo 1949 évi XX Térvény Modositasardl'
(Act LIV of 2006 on the Amendment of Act XX of 1948garding the Constitution of Hungary).

134 Initially, the President only had a right to sketdate of national referenda, but the constitafion
amendment adopted as Act LXI of 2002 expandedrigig to the point at which it currently remains.

13 The terminology of this follows the Hungarian pictl scientist, Andras Kérésényi.

Chapter 5

1% Hungary moved towards privatisation gradually. Tieect sale state-owned properties and firms to
private businessmen was preferred (Fowkes, 199%12617; Henderson and Robinson, 1997: 248-49).

137 This Agency fulfilled the role of 'supervising tpevatisation processes' (Romsics, 2007: 322).

138 According to Orban's speech delivered in Parliainene of the reasons for the increase of peticepr
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lay in compensating for the deficit in the stateldpet which, in turn, highlights the fact that tinerease of
crude oil prices on the international market wat sadely responsible for the government’s actioor #he
speech, see: (Bozoki, 1992: 482-83).

1% Horvath was in charge of the situation becauselhwas in hospital for surgery at the time.

10 This was 'not effectively operated' until the mgng of the blockade. The main reason for thisitathe
Antall government’s reluctance to 'accept the tradiens as legitimate partners'. The Antall govezntrdid

not consider the IRC as an important forum fortarl discussion (Cox and Vass, 1994: 164-65).

141 Moldovanyi claimed there was no hard evidence bsean order to dispatch military forces was never
given (Moldovanyi, 2001). However, there is stilpassibility that the government might have giveiya
verbal order so as not to leave a paper trail afence; one cannot simply say that Géncz’s judgémeas
wrong.

192 Goéncz stayed in his office until the crisis wagofinterview with Télgyessy, 15 October 2007).

14311989 évi XXXI torvény az Alkotmany moédositasarlaw XXXI of 1989 on the Amendment of the
Constitution).

14412002 évi LXI térvény a Magyar Koztarsasag Alkotypdrdl sz6ld 1949 évi XX torvény
moédésitasarél (Law No. LXI of 2002 on the Amendmehtthe Constitution of the Republic of
Hungary regarding Law No. XX of 1949"); The 'Congton of Hungary'.

15 According to the Hungarian ambassador, Andras &uylyn foreign policy, Havel and Walesa could
exercise wider powers than Goncz (interview withy@s, 3 July 2007).

196 http://www.complex.hpaccessed on 23 August 2010.

147 If claims of compensation valued more than £380ly 10% of the original value was compensated.

8 This cut-off date was chosen, because 'the fiession of the fake Parliament' controlled by the
Communists was held at the time (Okolicsanyi, 198)a

49 This was complemented by the adoption of the Thicanpensation Act. According to this Act, those
victims and heirs who were executed, imprisoned,taken to labour camps between 11 March 1939 and 2
October 1989 were entitled to benefit from partimdnetary compensatiorNépszabadsag?2 November
1991).

%0 The AFD claimed since all Hungarian people sufiféfrem the Communist rule, 20,000 (HUF) should be
equally distributed to everyone.

%1 The second version of the Compensation Law wagtadaafter the Court ruled the first Compensation
Act was unconstitutional. This expanded compensatiaverage with the inclusion of those damages and
losses incurred between 1 May 1939 and 8 June M¢g@szabadsa@® June 1992).

12 Having found the number of beneficiaries covergdhe first Compensation Act was arbitrarily redtice
by the amendment of the law, Gdncz sent it to ther(Sélyom and Holld, 1994; 221).

133 placing a limit on the holding of a cooperativeteperty for the purpose of compensation was nondo

to be unconstitutional.

% These dates were chosen as they were the junatuhe new beginnings of Hungary’s history. On 21
December 1944, the first provisional National Asbgmvas held at Debrecen. Similarly, on 2 May 199@,
first session of the post-Communist Parliament hega

1% The ruling of the Constitutional Court', Case N&/1993, in http://www.mkab.hu, accessed on 24
August 2010.

1% The Geneva Convention stated that war crimes @ntks against humanity are not subject to the &tatu
of limitations. See: 'Convention on the Non-Applidiy of Statutory Limitations to War Crimes andi@es
against Humanity', in http://www2.ohchr.org/engllalv/pdf/warcrimes.pdf, accessed on 24 August 2010.
15711993 évi XC Torvény az 1956 Oktéberi Forradalom $zabadsagharc soran Elkévetett Egyes
Biincselekményekkel Kapcsolatos Eljarasrolhtit://www.complex.hy accessed on 24 August 2010.

198 According to a poll conducted by the Median Ingét only 53% of respondents said the Communists
who were accountable for their past misconductsiishioe called to account (through making those rsime
available to the public). 26% of respondents saithing should be done to these wrongdoers. Foerfull
details, see: (Beck, 1992).

139 Goncz Arpad Ujévi KoszotitBeszédei (1991-2000) az MTI sajtéadatbazisa atafjie New Year's
Greeting of Arpad Goéncz between 1991 and 2000 basdbe MTI press data), presented by the Librdry o
the Hungarian Parliament.

%0 The meaning in English is that 'no crime no pumisht without a previous penal law'.

81 'The ruling of the Constitutional Court', Case Nd/1992, inhttp://www.mkab.hy accessed on 24
August 2010.

1862 The question raised was as follows: During thea\mfovernment, numerous laws which often gave rise
to dispute were passed in Parliament. For instancdealing with the Communist past, referring torai
responsibility, the Antall government passed thevédaof Compensation, of Justice and of Screening.
However, on several occasions, Goncz vetoed tlaee Of these, how do you evaluate Géncz's actions
his role in dealing with the Law of Justice?

183 This model was in fact practised in the Southdsfri

184 'The Law No. LV of 1994 on Arable Land', liitp://www.complex.huaccessed on 25 August 2010.

228




1% The maximum which an individual Hungarian citizeam buy is 300 hectars.

1% Hungary reached an agreement with the EU on tleaing of land market. According to this, foreigners
can buy arable land from 2011, albeit that it hadrbpartially opened to those who were willing taking a
living from agriculture (Agra Europe, May 9 2003).

167 Officially, on 1 April 1994, Hungary submitted iggplication to join the EU, in http://www.mfa.gbu,
accessed on 25 August 2010.

188 This is a non-profit-making international orgamisa whose 'mission is to act as a global catalyst
change through the identification and analysishefdrucial problems facing humanity'. For detaes: 'The
Club of Rome', irhttp://www.clubofrome.orgaccessed 25 August 2010.

189 The Promethée is a Paris-based think-tank assntiat

170 |nitially, the Charter was the texts of '17 pointsnposed by liberal Hungarian intellectuals' oirtig the
minimum conditions of democracy (interview with Kéd, 7 September 2007). After Kénya and Csurka
formulated a radical idea in their essays on thg iwawhich the government should govern the couyritry
gained an impetus to draw on public participatiomreasingly turning into a peaceful civic movement
(Bozdki, 1996: 178-213).

"1 The ruling of the Constitutional Court', Case N&/1991, inhttp://www.mkab.hy. accessed on 26
August 2010.

172 The question raised was as follows: During Gonéx'ssidency, a number of controversial bills were
passed. For example, in an attempt to deal withCitiamunist past, the Antall government introdudesl t
Laws of Compensation and of Justice. However, th@ss were challenged by Goncz. Similarly, in the
issue of the control over broadcast media, Gonegigiently refused to sign the appointment and isah

of the heads of media suggested by Antall. Of theseld you tell me in which event Goncz played itingst
important role? Secondly, how do you evaluate bi®a?

173 Oltay argued that among Hungarian newspapers,gtivernment’s views are reflected in these two
dailies -Uj MagyarorszagandPesti Hirlap'(Oltay, 1992: 42).

174 'The Law No. LVII of 1990 on the Appointment Prdcee of the Heads of the Public Media'.

175 For details, see (Petrétei, 2001: 148-152; Konjisdioth and Torok, 2003: 528-31).

7% One possible account lies in the jurisdiction bé tConstitutional Court. The Court does not have
competences in the provision of a concrete rulimguoisdictional disputes that arose among stagttutions,
but is limited to abstract 'norm control'.

" A good example is found in the correspondence angéd between Antall and Géncz, Goéncz and the
Constitutional Court and others. These letters baen exchanged over the period of the occurrence of
controlling media and Goncz stressed that mediadependent (Kurtan, Sandor and Vass, 1993; 186). 20
' The 'No. LXIl Law of 1993 on Radio Frequency Maeamnt' in http:/www.complex.hu

accessed on 25 August 2010.

19 *The ruling of the Constitutional Court', Case Ni®/1993, inhttp://www.mkab.hy accessed on 25
August 2010; Also sedlagyar Dokumentaci@luly 1993).

180 'The ruling of Constitutional Court', Case No. 83, in http://www.mkab.hu, accessed on 25 August
2010.

181 'The ruling of Constitutional Court', Case No. 83, in http://www.mkab.hu, accessed on 25 August
2010.

182 The Court ruled that regulating radio frequendses technical matter and freedom of press andapis

a secondary one, concluding that the questionabinieality took precedence over the freedom of perd
expression in this case.

183 The new media law was adopted in 1996 during thentgovernment.

184 According to Boross, the direct cause of the '8&rans’ protest lay in Géncz's refusal to accepdrds
Marton’s request. The chairman of the military secof the Committee for Historical Justice, Martasked
Goncz to let him give a speech along with him,thig request was refused by Géncz (Somos, 1997).

18 Swain asserts that the ISP could have been befhiadorganised event, with evidence for such
involvement being the appearance of 'gangs of skide who had been invited up to Budapest' (Swain,
1993: 80).

'8 The holding of an event can be prevented by tHiE@only under the condition that the event would
seriously ‘interfere with undisturbed functioning any representative organ or court or to cause a
disproportionate disruption of traffic' (Kilényi d,amm, 1990: 61).

87 The head of the Cabinet of the Interior Minis#yidras Gyekiczki, said the full report of the caseild

not be made available to the public in the intere$tational security.

Chapter 6

188 Kiss suggested that one reason for the AFD’s ieci® enter a coalition with the HSP lay in the#sted
interests which in practice meant that it wouldbedter for the party 'not to sit another term irpogition
than to firmly distinguish themselves from the H8Tl its chequered past' (Kiss, 2006: 933).

189 The offices of the President and the Premier Wagated in the same bloc at Parliament, but thesliys

did not see one another. Exchange of letters wagtaferred method of communication (interview with
Lengyel, 13 September 2007).
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19 For a detailed discussion regarding the concephajbritarian and consensual democracies, see:,(Agh
2001a: 89-112).

91 For a detailed discussion of the Orban governmaguverning style and their concept of democraey; s
(Bozdki, 2008: 206- 216).

192 According to Kérosényi,'Presidentialisation' medims increase of the Premier’s independent decision
making powers and increased independence fromahtrat of the governing party and Parliament alike.
Conventionally, the Premier’'s powers under parliataganism depend on whether the governing party
supports or opposes the Premier’'s decision. Bute dhe Premier’'s power is centralised and he or she
becomes less subject to the check of Parliametitgiory, becoming close to the Presidential model.

198 The essence of the ruling was that the Legislatuentitled to transform the system of social s if

it provides a transitional period for the introdoat of a new system. However, the Bokros package wa
unconstitutional, since it did not offer a properegaratory period. (Case 31/1995, and 43/1995, in
http://www.mkab.huaccessed on 24 August 2010lagyar Dokumentacidluly 1995).

19 For the details of Géncz’s re-election, see: (Bati995; Bodnar, 199%agyar Hirlap 20 June 1995;
Népszabadsga@0 June 1995yépszava&0 June 1995).

195 Kovés and Matolcsy shared the view that the aitygterogramme was 'the result of incorrect diagsosi
of Hungary’s economic ailments (Adam, 1999: 62).

19 This economic crisis took place in December 19®npted by radical devaluation of the Mexican Peso.
197 'Goncz Arpad Gjévi koszohitbeszédei 1991-2000 (New Years' Speech of Arpadc&dr®91-

2000)', presented by the Library of Hungarian Ramént.

198 |n Hungary’s history, the first attempt to legislahis law was made in 1875. According to Bihgis

law became the foundation of following amendmeiatsd it was the 1946 Hungarian Parliament that
formalised it as the "XXVI Law of IncompatibilitgBihari, 1997: 6).

19941997 évi V. Térvény az Orszaddgsi Képvisebk Jogallasrol sz6l6 1990 évi LV. Térvény Modésitasa
(The Law No. V of 1997 on the Legal Status of Mershaf Parliament regarding the Amendment of the Law
No. LV of 1990)' inhttp://www.complex.hpyaccessed on 25 August 2010.

20 (Case, No. 30/1997), inttp://www.mkab.hyaccessed on 25 August 2010.

201 "The Incompatibility of Members of Parliament' hitip://www.complex.hpaccessed in 25 August 2010.
292 The President’s right to propose a draft of biéisio be removedagyar Hirlap 2 June 1995).

203 According to poll, the socialist-liberal coalitisninvolvement in financial corruption was serious!
questioned by the general public, and this was detrated by public distrust in the government ($zab
1997: 641).

24 The qu)estion raised was as follows: ConcerningLiti@ on Incompatibility, you explained that three
factors - the prevention of eroding Géncz's poptyapreparation for the 1998 parliamentary elettand

his leniency towards the Horn government — werenarily responsible for his veto. According to thits,
aoppears that the seeking of self-interest was #@iae neason of Géncz’s veto. What is your opinion?

2% The Horn government merged two privatisation agene The State Privatisation Agency and the State
Holding Company - into a unit to streamline the dawrcratic procedure and accelerate the privatisatio
process (Fowkes, 1999: 156).

% |ndeed, the relevant legal framework was formualaie the 1991 XXXIII Law on Transferring certain
State Properties into the Ownership of Local gorents'.

297 'The Constitution of Hungary', intp://www.parlament.htaccessed on 10 August 2010.

298 'The Constitution of Hungary', imtp://www.parlament.htaccessed on 10 August 2010.

29 Agh upheld the view, asserting that the Law ofv&@isation contributed to the fast reshaping of
ownership structure, despite corruption probleragping the privatisation process (Agh, 2001c: 482).

219 1f the President requests a judicial review, tlmi€is obliged to take it as a priority. Howevitiis still
unclear usually how long it takes time to proceed.

21 There is an interpretation that Géncz issued adqraiunos, because the AFD which received support
from the AB persuaded Goncz to do so. It was cldithat during Kunos' trial the people who were elés

the AFD attended and this showed how lobby acéisitivere behind this case. What is your opinion abou
this?

212 'The Judicial System in Hungary' ttp://www.birosag.hpaccessed on 25 August 2010.

213 The relevant clause was included in the Article(#i5of the Constitution, seéttp://www.parlament.hu
accessed on 25 August 2010.

214 Arguing that the reform plan of the justice systeras not well structured' (EECR, 1998 Fall), thddh
government decided to delay the enforcement ofathve

215 'Act No. IV of 1978 on the Criminal Code', linitp://www.1000ev.hpaccessed on 25 August 2010.

218 Until 1999, Goéncz granted 1218 pardons in totahgB, 2000) and this case was the only one in whic
the President and the Justice Minister were untableach a consensus (Wisinger and Laszl6, 20®): 33

27 The essence of the deal Kunos made with his cliexs the AB gave a loan, in return the client’s
company had to allocate some portion of sharesaamnes to them (Csak, Daniel and Zsubori, 2007).

18 The survey institute, Szonda Ipsos conductedrpghirding the general public’s sympathy towardsd2én
and Antall. In every criterion, Géncz was judgedcimumore favourably than Antall, including Géncz'’s
integrity and modesty (Bakony, 2005: 20). Moreovke sympathy of Hungarian population towards Goncz
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was evidenced by his consistently high level of papty; around 80% throughout his presidency (Babu
2000). His popularity also contributed to the irage of public confidence in the presidential officenpared
to other any state institutions (Babus, 2001).

2191999 évi LXXV Torvény a SzervezettiiBozés Valamint Az azzal Osszfitgggyes Jelenségek Elleni
Fellépés Szabalyairdl és az Ehhez Kapcsolédd Tgmédositasrol, imttp://www.complex.huaccessed on
26 August 2010.

220 These were Act XXXIV of 1994 on the Police, Act KXVI of 1993 on Aliens, Act on Asylum, Act on
the Border Guards and Act XII of 1998 on Travellfigroad.

21 The relevant provision is Article 40B of the Canston.

222 'The Constitution of Hungary', inttp://www.parlament.huaccessed on 26 August 2010.

223 Until 1997, if MPs did not agree with the legigiat adopted, they were entitled to request a pjimticial
review from the Constitututional Court. To takestkegal proceeding, at least, 50MPs were requeddet
the quorum.

%4 The ruling of the Constitutional Court, Case NH.9D9, inhttp://www.mkab.hyaccessed on 26 August
2010.

225 At least, the relevant information was not madailable to the press.

226 The same question was consistently raised amonintegviewees to probe different perspectives and
opinions. Among 52 interviews, the question waseadiwith 23 interviewees. The vast majority of th@m)
pointed to the clarification of constitutional coetence as the main factor responsible for Gonedsiced
political activism. Among them, Agh’s account was tmost comprehensive and succinct thus, it isiced
as an example here. The questions raised werdlasgoDuring Goncz’s Presidency, in the press maus
political analyses and critiques on Goncz wereighbd. According to these, in terms of domestidtigs] it
would appear that during the first term of his Rfescy, Goncz relatively played more proactive and
controversial role than his second Presidencytl¥irdo you agree with this comment? If you do, duid
like to ask you what was primarily responsible &incz’s changed presidential style? Secondly, howal
evaluate his role and actions?

227 Goncz's interviews with (Biré and Németh, 20004187 2003).

228 The institution-building is the first step towartti® consolidation of democracy. Theoreticallgdansists
of three levels: macro- meso- and micro- politicedtitutions. The first refers to the fundamentaini of
state, such as to decide whether it takes on palitary or presidential form of government. Theogelc
means the 'modernisation of state administratioestral governments, nation-wide organisations' it
process refers to local and municipal governmemdiscivil organisations at grass-root level. Theussging

of institution-building from macro to micro-poliic however, does not proceed step by step butdn fa
complete at varying phases and degrees. Accordidgh, by the mid of 1990s, at least Hungary coreale
institution-building process at the macro-levels.

229 For a comparative study of how ‘constitutionaltestation and conflict settlement were instrumeintal
the development of president-cabinet relationg’, @@aadt, 2009: 83-101).

Conclusion

230 This is because of the positive esteem in whictidas held by the Hungarian population. According
Gough, the Hungarian population was, and is, ngistdbr him even if they have acknowledged his riole
the 1956 Revolution (Gough, 2006: 254). In factaading to the polls conducted in April 1999 andgdst
2006, Kadar was regarded as one of the most pegitvsonalities in twentieth century of Hungariastdry.

‘A 20. Szazad értékelég@issessment of the twentieth century),hittp://www.median.hpyaccessed on 1
December 2010.

231 There are some articles of comparative analysisvdmn Goéncz and his successors (Fricz, 2010;
Szomszéd, 2010Magyar Hirlap 10 February 2007Népszabadsagb August 2010Népszava29 June
2010). However, these are far from comprehensivielwénables researchers to observe the processnof h
Hungarian population and political elites have ddeaed the political achievements of three post-
Communist Presidents.

232 A similar view was expressed by Géncz when hetglglirefused to attend the 20-ieth anniversaryhef t
founding of the AFD. Goncz said: 'his [advanced} agd [ill] health condition prevents him from aidéing
the event to celebrate togethéte(iValasz 1 November 2010).

235 http:Avww.quoteworld.org/categories/histoigccessed on 3 December 2010.
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Havel, Goncz as the President of Hungary, Antatifleft to right
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