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ABSTRACT 

This thesis analyses the extra-regional partnership-building behavior of small states through 

the case study of Hungarian foreign policy in two distinct time periods. It attempts to explain 

why small states build extra-regional partnerships in the Third World, when the existing 

scientific literature suggests that the constraints of small states generally force them to limit 

their behavior to their immediate geographic arena. To explain the puzzle, the thesis applies 

longitudinal process-tracing, and analyses Hungary’s partnerships in the Third World between 

1956-1986 and 2004-2014. In the first time period the research is based on the analysis of the 

archived meeting records, proposals and resolutions of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ 

Party leadership. In the second time period political statements and interviews of Hungarian 

leaders, and strategic foreign policy documents published by the Hungarian government are 

analyzed. The main finding of the thesis is that although Hungary’s extra-regional activity is 

constrained by its small state status, special, well identifiable small state needs can explain 

most of these partnership-building attempts. As a small state Hungary is more dependent on 

external sources of security, economic prosperity and legitimacy, and the country’s extra-

regional partnerships appear to be serving these special small state needs.  
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INTRODUCTION  

Meeting the Hungarian ambassador in Nairobi, the capital of Kenya 5600 kilometers 

away from Hungary in the spring of 2013 was a thought-provoking experience. I was 

deployed to Kenya as an expert for the European Union, he was stationed there as a diplomat 

of Hungary. As we were both interested in understanding the just concluded elections, he 

invited me for a dinner. He seemed to be very professional and up to date about the political 

developments in Kenya, and during the small-talk, he shared fascinating stories about life in 

Africa. However, the most memorable part of the evening was not listening to his stories or 

discussing African elections and party politics, but the moment when he showed me around in 

the building of the Hungarian embassy. The small but elegant, two-story mansion in the 

outskirts of Nairobi seemed helplessly empty. After seeing the large and busy representations 

and embassies of the European Union, the United States or the United Kingdom, the 

Hungarian embassy resembled an abandoned cottage or a haunted house. Only three people 

worked there, a consul, the ambassador, and his wife, who was employed as a secretary, 

helping out with visa applications and administrative work. These people, together with a few 

colleagues 3000 kilometers away in Pretoria, South Africa, were the sole representatives, eyes 

and arms of the Hungarian state in Sub-Saharan Africa.1 

And it seemed to be all right. Hungary is a small state of less than 10 million people, 

with limited resources to be spent on diplomacy. If we assume that it uses its resources in a 

rational way, it seems plausible to have a very limited Hungarian presence in Sub-Saharan 

Africa. In the past two decades Hungary had hardly any economic or diplomatic interest on 

                                                           
 

 

1
 Since then a third Hungarian embassy was opened in the Nigerian capital, Abuja, in late 2013, and government 

officials indicated the possibility of opening a fourth embassy in Addis Abeba, Ethiopia as well, although no 

concrete steps were taken so far.   
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this distant part of the world, and this fact corresponds rather well with the existing scientific 

literature on small state behavior. Small state theories suggest that small states tend to limit 

their foreign policy actions to their immediate geographic arena2. Accordingly, since the early 

1990-s Hungary’s stated foreign policy goals were nowhere near Africa or any other part of 

the developing world: they focused on Hungary’s integration to the European Union and 

NATO, on the protection of Hungarian minorities in the neighboring countries, and on 

maintaining good relations with Hungary’s neighbors in Central and Eastern Europe.3  

However, things seem to have changed in the past few years, and what the Hungarian 

government portrays as a new, ambitious policy of “Global opening” and “Eastern opening”, 

became a process that goes against the expected behavior of small states. Since Hungary held 

the rotating seat of the EU presidency in 2011, it began to consciously target new partners 

outside the country’s traditional, regional sphere of interest, and decided to build relationships 

with the distant states of Africa, Asia and the Arab world. Hungarian government officials 

and ministers started to tour countries like Azerbaijan, the United Arab Emirates, Ghana, 

Togo, Nigeria, Angola, Namibia, Egypt, Libya,  India, Vietnam, China and Russia in an 

attempt to “diversify Hungary’s economic connections”4, and to go global, to find partners 

outside the European Union. What is more, the emergence of these partnership-building 

policies does not seem to be a unique Hungarian phenomenon, other small states in the 

                                                           
 

 

2
 Hey, Jeanne A. K., Small States in World Politics : Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior / Jeanne A. K. Hey, 

Editor (Boulder, Co. : Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2003, n.d.), 5. 
3
 István Tarrósy, “Global Opening for Hungary - New Beginning for Hungarian Africa Policy?,” African Studies 

Quarterly, no. Volume 14, Issues 1–2 (November 2013): 77. 
4
 “A Globális Nyitás a Magyar Gazdaság Több Lábon Állását Szolgálja (Global Opening Helps the Hungarian 

Economy to Stand on Many Feet),” Kormányzat, February 4, 2014, 

http://www.kormany.hu/hu/kulugyminiszterium/globalis-ugyekert-felelos-helyettes-allamtitkarsag/hirek/a-

globalis-nyitas-a-magyar-gazdasag-tobb-labon-allasat-szolgalja. 
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Eastern part of the European Union begun to test their extra-regional diplomatic potentials as 

well. Poland, for example, announced a new interest in the economic potentials of Africa and 

Asia in several foreign policy documents in the past few years.5 In his address to the Polish 

parliament on the goals of Polish foreign policy in 2013, minister of foreign affairs Radoslaw 

Sikorski said that “we see the vast and as yet untapped potential of Africa. (…) Together with 

other government ministries we are reinvigorating intergovernmental ties with the most 

important actors in Sub-Saharan Africa – the Republic of South Africa and Nigeria. We note 

Asia’s growing significance(…). Aware of this potential, we are expanding our diplomatic 

presence in Asia.” Slovakia also pursues partnerships in Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa, in 

Kenya, Ethiopia, South Africa and Nigeria, “emphasizing economic cooperation”6. The same 

discourse appeared in the Czech Republic, where the Ministry of Foreign Affairs talks about a 

“strategic shift in strengthening ties with Africa since 2008.”7 

While the real intentions behind these declarations are not fully measurable, this 

alleged turn towards the developing world is not a historically unique development in the 

Eastern European small states, under communist rule they had a similar boom in extra-

regional diplomatic attempts. In the decades after World War II, when the peoples of the 

Third World gradually won their independence from their Western European colonial rulers, 

                                                           
 

 

5
 Address by the minister of foreign affairs on the goals of Polish foreign policy in 2013, p 21, 

http://www.msz.gov.pl/resource/b67d71b2-1537-4637-91d4-531b0e71c023:JCR, Accessed 12 March 2014. 
6
 Direction of Slovak Foreign and European Policy in 2014, MFA of Slovakia, 

http://www.mzv.sk/App/wcm/media.nsf/vw_ByID/ID_1E870F04753534FCC1257C7F0048B9F7_EN/$File/Dir

ection%20of%20Slovak%20Foreign%20and%20European%20Policy%202014.pdf, Accessed 12 March 2014 
7
 The emerging Africa and the Czech Republic: How shall we enhance our partnership?, Report on panel 

discussion 03.06. 2013, MFA of the Czech Republic, 

http://www.mzv.cz/file/1013422/The_emerging_Africa_and_the_Czech_Republic_Report.pdf, Accessed 12 

March 2014 

http://www.msz.gov.pl/resource/b67d71b2-1537-4637-91d4-531b0e71c023:JCR
http://www.mzv.sk/App/wcm/media.nsf/vw_ByID/ID_1E870F04753534FCC1257C7F0048B9F7_EN/$File/Direction%20of%20Slovak%20Foreign%20and%20European%20Policy%202014.pdf
http://www.mzv.sk/App/wcm/media.nsf/vw_ByID/ID_1E870F04753534FCC1257C7F0048B9F7_EN/$File/Direction%20of%20Slovak%20Foreign%20and%20European%20Policy%202014.pdf
http://www.mzv.cz/file/1013422/The_emerging_Africa_and_the_Czech_Republic_Report.pdf
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the small socialist states of Eastern Europe started a previously unseen diplomatic rush to 

build up their connections with the developing countries. Small states with almost no 

knowledge about Africa or Asia established embassies in Ghana, Congo, Mozambique, 

Vietnam, North-Korea or Pakistan, and in accordance with the diplomatic preferences of the 

“brotherly” Soviet Union, they began to construct new relationships with distant nations. 

Even though the partnership-building during the Cold War period and in the 21th century 

differs in many important ways, these attempts of extra-regional cooperation with the 

developing world are both puzzling for several reasons. For one, we could assume that the 

constraints of small states limit their ability to reach out to distant partners: how is it possible 

then that they beat the odds and overcome these constraints? For two, even if these small 

states are able to overcome their limitations, it is puzzling to see why they attempt to do so, 

what is the reason for these Eastern European countries to suddenly seek new friends in Asia 

and Africa? 

This thesis attempts to describe and explain small Eastern European states’ extra-

regional partnership-building through the example of Hungary in the Cold War era and in the 

post-Cold War period. I will argue that these extra-regional partnerships serve well 

identifiable small state needs that concern small states’ security, economic prosperity and 

legitimacy. Although some theorists of small state behavior expect small states to limit their 

foreign policy activities to their region, I will show that the special needs of security, 

economic prosperity and legitimacy can explain the cases where they reach out farther than 

expected. To show this, I will apply longitudinal process tracing on one single case. I will 

analyze Hungary’s foreign policy behavior towards extra-regional partners through the help of 

historic documents, contemporary policy papers and political statements. 
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The first, introductory chapter will consist of four parts. First I will present my 

research question in a more detailed way, outline the puzzle that needs to be explained, and 

present arguments about why the topic is interesting and worth to be researched. Secondly, I 

will state my argument and hypothesis. Thirdly, I will present a small review of the scientific 

literature on small states, in order to support my argument and hypothesis. Fourth, I will 

present my research design, describe my case selection and the source date to be used. The 

following chapters will then include the actual analyses of the two periods, and the 

conclusions. 
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CHAPTER I. ARGUMENT, THEORY AND METHODOLOGY 

1.1 Research question: Why to build extra-regional partnerships? 

The puzzle of this thesis originates in the generally held scientific assumption that 

small states’ foreign policy actions are much more constrained than that of great powers, so 

they face difficulties in reaching out to distant partners outside their own geographic region. 

Above all, theorists of small state behavior tend to emphasize the limited capacities and 

limited diplomatic resources of small states as a defining feature of their foreign policy. In her 

study, Diana Panke lists several obstacles that small states face in international negotiations.8 

These obstacles include the lack of administrative and financial resources, the lack of well-

equipped delegations, the difficulty in developing positions and negotiating strategies, and the 

difficulty of influencing negotiation outcomes at all, because small states generally lack the 

ability to make credible threats or attractive promises.9 Based on similar assumptions, Jeanne 

Hey provides a suggestive list of commonly cited small states behaviors, based on the works 

of Vayrynen, Espindola, Suton, Sanders, McGraw, Elman, Baillie, Goetschel and Pace 10. 

According to this list, small states are expected to (1) exhibit a low level of participation in 

world affairs, (2) address only a narrow scope of foreign policy issues, (3) limit their behavior 

to their immediate geographic arena, (4) employ diplomatic and economic foreign policy 

instruments, as opposed to military instruments, (5) emphasize internationalist principles, 

international law, and other “morally minded” ideals, (6) secure multinational agreements and 

join multinational institutions whenever possible, (7) choose neutral positions, (8) rely on 

                                                           
 

 

8
 Panke, Diane “Dwarfs in International Negotiations: How Small States Make Their Voices Heard,” 

CAMBRIDGE REVIEW OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 25, no. 3 (2012): 313–28. 
9
 Ibid., 315. 

10
 Hey, Jeanne A. K., Small States in World Politics, 5. 
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superpowers for protection, partnerships, and resources, (9) aim to cooperate and to avoid 

conflict with others.  

This thesis attempts to describe and explain cases where small states seem to defy 

some of the above listed expectations of the scientific literature. It will focus especially on 

Jeanne Hey’s first and third assumptions by looking at cases where an Eastern European small 

state, Hungary presented a high level participation in world affairs, and extended its foreign 

policy behavior to distant geographic regions. My main goal is to theorize why and how did a 

small Eastern European state, Hungary build extra-regional partnerships in the Cold War era 

and in the early 21th century. What rational or irrational motives pushed it into diplomatic 

adventures where it had to face the lack of historic or cultural connections, great cultural and 

geographic distance, and the almost complete lack of well-functioning networks with the 

potential partners?  

The answers for these questions are far from obvious and far from irrelevant. While 

theorists of international relations generally focus on the behavior of “big players”11, more 

than half of the world’s population lives in small and medium states, and their security and 

welfare depend on the foreign policy behavior of their governments. Understanding the 

mindset of these governments is not a marginal issue, even if their decisions and foreign 

policy actions can be heavily constrained by great powers. It is important to understand what 

motivates the small states, and whether their partnerships are truly effective, or they are make-

believe projects that are determined to remain meaningless on the long run. Whatever the 

answer is, Eastern European small nations’ attempts to reach extra-regional partners offer 

                                                           
 

 

11
 Ibid. 
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useful lessons in small state behavior in general, in a world where multilateralism and global 

level cooperation becomes more and more common and necessary. 

1.3 Argument: Distant partnerships and the special constrains of small states 

To explain why Hungary built extra-regional partnerships in the Third World against 

all the limitations of its small state status, I will employ an argument that is based on small 

state constraints as well. I will argue that small state status does not only limit a country’s 

diplomatic resources and potentials, but also endows it with special external needs and 

vulnerabilities that further constrain and influence its possible courses of action. These special 

small state needs can be derived from the general assumption that in a more and more 

interdependent world small states have a higher dependence on partners than great powers do. 

First, small states are more vulnerable in terms of physical security, as they lack the capacity 

to build an independent and sufficient military defense. Second, small states are more 

vulnerable economically, as their limited domestic resources often cannot supply a diversified 

economy, and their potentially developed industries cannot prosper without reaching out to 

stable export markets.  And third, the stability and survival of small states are more dependent 

on their international and domestic legitimacy, because their security and economic 

vulnerabilities make them less resistant to international or domestic hostilities, and because 

they always need international political support in order to influence the international system. 

These three needs can appear as external dependencies: if a small state cannot satisfy these 

needs by itself, it has to rely on external partnerships for help. This thesis will employ the 

concept of these three special small state needs, and will argue that Hungary’s partnerships 

with extra-regional, Third World countries served these needs in both time periods. To put it 

differently, I will attempt to show that the special small state constraints, needs for security, 
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economic prosperity and legitimacy pushed Hungary to overcome other small state 

constraints, namely the limitations of its diplomatic power.  

1.4 Literature review: Small states’ security, economy and legitimacy 

1.4.1 Security 

The first special small state need that I will use for explaining Hungary’s extra-

regional partnerships is security. The existing scientific literature on small states is dominated 

by the focus on the constraints of size or power on a state’s foreign policy action, and within 

this, scholars tend to emphasize the issue of security. It is a generally held assumption that 

small states necessarily have to rely on more powerful countries in order to ensure their own 

security. Neorealists point out that small states have limited defense and security capabilities, 

so they need to ensure their survival through the help of international institutions or powerful 

allies: in his book, Alliances and Small Powers, Robert Rothstein argues that small powers (1) 

require outside help, (2) have a narrow margin of safety, and (3) their leaders see their 

weakness as essentially unalterable.12 The dependence on outside help, then, at least partially 

defines the needs and goals of small states, and constrains their freedom of choice, as well as 

their possible courses of actions. This, we will see, can be an important factor in influencing 

the process of extra-regional partnership-building. 

Some scholars argue that as a result of their natural vulnerability, small states spend a 

disproportionate amount of foreign policy resources on ensuring physical and political 

                                                           
 

 

12
 Robert L. Rothstein, Alliances and Small Powers / [by] Robert L. Rothstein (New York : Columbia University 

Press, 1968, n.d.), 29. 
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security and survival13. However, this does not necessarily mean spending on tanks and huge 

armies. Béla Kádár argues that even though small states spend a high percentage of their 

national income on developing external relations (diplomacy, propaganda, cultural-scientific 

relations, etc.), they spend much less on physical security, because they do not often rely on 

military means in their external relations. 14  For small states, foreign policy spending on 

security can also mean that they use their diplomatic potentials to ensure their security in 

other ways. One such way can be to support a militarily powerful ally’s diplomatic interest in 

international organizations or towards third partners, and get military protection from this 

powerful ally in exchange for the supportive diplomacy. We will see such a tradeoff in the 

case of Hungary both with the Soviet Union and with the United States in the two time 

periods under investigation.  

 1.4.2 Economy and welfare 

The second special small state need that I will use for explaining Hungary’s extra-

regional partnerships is economic prosperity. When assessing the constraints of small state 

action, economic interests can be considered just as important as security constraints. Jeanne 

Hey warns us that a large portion of the small state literature has an outdated focus on 

security, while “the turn of the [21th] century is possibly the safest moment in history for 

small states in terms of physical security.”15 To have a better understanding of small states’ 

strategic choices, we need to reassess the realist concept of security: it is not only strong 

                                                           
 

 

13
 Hey, Jeanne A. K., Small States in World Politics, 5. 

14
 Kádár, Béla, Kis Országok a Világgazdaságban (Small States in the World Economy) (Budapest: 

Közgazdasági és Jogi Könyvkiadó, 1971), 48–49. 
15

 Hey, Jeanne A. K., Small States in World Politics, 8. 
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armies (or military alliances) that are necessary for a small state’s survival, but also a 

sustainable domestic economy, with stable international trade that supports the economy with 

resources and markets. Quoting Perroux and Marcy, Béla Kádár argues that one of the 

defining features of small states is the dependence on international trade and external 

markets.16 While his 1971 book builds clearly on Marxist theories and socialist assumptions, it 

authentically reflects the economic thinking of small socialist states at the time. According to 

his argument, resource-poor small states can be especially vulnerable to economic instability, 

and consequently to domestic instability, because they are dependent on international trade to 

get the resources they need for their economy. Also, in order to maximize their efficiency, 

Kádár insists that small states depend on export markets, because developed industrial 

production with high investment-requirements cannot be profitable if its output is limited to 

only a small domestic market.17 According to a study by László Kiss J., the issue of economic 

security was apparent in the Hungarian thinking about security policy especially from the 

1980-s, when “the traditional one-dimensional understanding of security policy was replaced 

by a complex understanding of security” that put the emphasis on the dangers of an economic 

Cold War, economic marginalization and isolation, instead of military issues.18 

1.4.3 Legitimacy 

The third special small state need that I will use for explaining Hungary’s extra-

regional partnerships is legitimacy. Domestic legitimacy and international legitimacy are both 

                                                           
 

 

16
 Kádár, Béla, Kis Országok a Világgazdaságban (Small States in the World Economy), 38. 

17
 Ibid., 41. 

18
 Kiss J., László, “A Kádárizmustól Az EU-Tagságig: A Magyar Külpolitika Metamorfózisa (From Kadarism to 

the EU-Membership: The Metamorphosis of the Hungarian Foreign Policy),” in Magyar Külpolitika a 20. 

Században (Hungarian Foreign Policy in the 20th Century) (Budapest: Zrínyi, 2004), 46. 
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necessary to consolidate a political regime. We can argue that for small states such 

legitimacy, domestic or international political support is especially important, because due to 

their physical and economic vulnerabilities, they have less power to deal with domestic and 

international political pressures. Furthermore, if a small state wants to achieve its goals in the 

international system, it needs the support of other states: in this sense, international legitimacy 

measures whether the country can get this support or not. 

When analyzing the political and economic policies of small capitalist Western-

European states, Peter Katzenstein showed the importance of domestic legitimacy as a 

defining factor in small state success.19 In his analysis, Katzenstein argued that the economic 

success of small states can be traced back to the balance in their economic flexibility and 

political stability, the inclusion of all interest groups, the continuous coordination of 

conflicting interests, and the continuous process of political bargaining. 20  This focus on 

political stability and legitimacy in small states is also supported by the experiences of the 

post-Cold War period. In the past three decades many failed small states have descended into 

chaos; states have lost their fight for survival not because they did not have enough arms in 

the country, but because they failed to achieve a solid institutional legitimacy, domestic and 

international support, and a stable economy, including an acceptable level of welfare for their 

citizens.  

To sum it up, the existing literature supports our theoretical framework that small 

states’ foreign policy behavior is heavily constrained by three important needs: (1) the need 

                                                           
 

 

19
 Peter J. Katzenstein, Small States in World Markets : Industrial Policy in Europe / Peter J. Katzenstein, 

Cornell Studies in Political Economy (Ithaca, N.Y. : Cornell University Press, 1985, n.d.), 29. 
20

 Ibid., 32. 
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for physical security, (2) the need for economic prosperity and welfare, and (3) the need for 

political legitimacy. These constraints are never completely isolated from each other, they 

interact and support each other’s effects. We can assume for example that if a state enjoys a 

convincing physical security, or it achieves a stable economy with a consequent rise in the 

population’s welfare, these factors contribute to the domestic legitimacy of the reigning 

regime.  Also, we can assume that if a regime gets strong domestic or international legitimacy 

(for example through the help of friendly propaganda from allied states), it can use the 

legitimacy to mobilize the population in order to strengthen security or the economy. 

Identifying these three factors in Hungary’s extra-regional partnership-building will help us to 

understand why a small Eastern European state tries to overcome its diplomatic limitations to 

make new friends in distant lands. 

1.5 Research design and methodology: Two eras of partnerships 

1.5.1 Case selection 

To analyze the extra-regional partnership-building of small states, I will conduct a 

case study of longitudinal process tracing, using the cases of socialist and post-socialist 

Hungary, in the time periods between 1956-1986, and 2004-2014. The analysis of the two 

time periods will make it possible to reflect the findings of each period to the other. The time 

periods were defined with the help of political turning points in the country’s history: the 

communist regime of János Kádár came into power at the end of 1956, after the Soviet forces 

crushed the Hungarian uprising against communist rule, making way to a new, softer 

dictatorship and its new foreign policy. The end date of the first period is 1986, because – as 
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James M. Lutz argues – by that time Soviet control over Eastern Europe had begun to 

decline.21 The second time period starts with the year when Hungary’s integration to the Euro-

Atlantic organizations became complete, when it became a member of both NATO (1999) 

and the European Union (2004). As the partnership-building process of the second period is 

still ongoing, this period ends in the present. While we have to acknowledge that a single case 

study of one Eastern European country severely limits the generalizability of the findings, the 

limits of this paper and the need of a detailed analytical explanation does not leave space for 

more cases. However, by selecting a case that can be considered as typical within the scope of 

the study, we can expect a certain level of generalizability from the results.  

Even though the foreign policies of the small states in Eastern Europe had a certain 

level of variation throughout the 20
th

 century, Hungary can be considered as an ideal-typical 

case. It is a post-communist country with around 10 million inhabitants, a number that is 

considered to be within the small state category even by theorists who define the category 

based on population number22, unlike for example 40 million strong Poland, where we could 

expect that small state constraints appear less vividly. Hungary has been an independent, 

sovereign state during both the Cold War era and after the collapse of the Soviet Union, while 

Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia disintegrated after the fall of communism, and Belarus and 

the Baltic states only gained independence afterwards. Hungary, just like most of its 

neighbors, lacked any colonial ties before World War 2, but built extra-regional partnerships 
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both during the communist era and during its EU-membership. It clearly formulated extra-

regional partnership-building policies during the latter time period, which serves as the basis 

of our puzzle. In addition to it being a typical case for our study, the selection of Hungary is 

also justified by the fact that the author of this thesis is a native speaker of the Hungarian 

language, and thus has a comparative advantage in identifying, accessing and analyzing the 

archived, previously classified documents about Hungarian foreign policy decisions in the 

top-level decision making bodies of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party. 

1.5.2. Data and sources 

The primary data sources used for the first time period (1956-1986) consist of the 

archived meeting records, transcripts, proposals and resolutions of the highest level decision-

making bodies of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party (Magyar Szocialista Munkáspárt, 

HSWP). Although the Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) also produced a large 

amount of documents about the country’s diplomatic activities, the decision to limit the scope 

of the research to the party documents is justified by the fact that during the communist era all 

important foreign policy decisions were made by the HSWP leadership in the Political 

Committee of the HSWP.23 The Political Committee (PC) comprised 7-15 members, and was 

the top level operative decision making body of the party. It had weekly or bi-weekly 

meetings, and made the ultimate decisions about all types of governance issues, including the 

economy, education, domestic security, media, and foreign policy. In addition to the Political 

Committee, a much broader and less powerful body of the HSWP also discussed the state of 
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international relations regularly: the Central Committee (CC) of the HSWP had 53-127 

members24 and met approximately 4-8 times a year25. Although it did not make operative 

decisions about foreign policy issues, its agenda often included an item where a member of 

the Political Committee informed the Central Committee about recent international 

developments. While the archives of the Political Committee are a valuable source of 

information about concrete decisions, the transcripts of the Central Committee meetings are 

useful for understanding how the party leadership assessed international developments. In 

addition to these two sources, a third party body, the Secretariat of the HSWP also provides 

some information about the foreign policy behavior of Hungary, as its meeting records 

contain information on inter-party relations among the communist parties of the world. 

The meeting records, proposals and resolutions of the listed party bodies were all 

classified, top secret documents at the time, but they became declassified over the past two 

decades. All of these documents were transferred to the National Archives of Hungary from 

the Archives of the HSWP in 199226, and most of them were digitalized over the following 

years.27 Research using these documents was made possible by booklets compiled in the 
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National Archives of Hungary, which published the agenda items of the meetings in an 

organized, digitalized form, making it possible to search for country names or mentions of 

regions and topics in the agendas.  

For the second time period (2004-2014) similar data is not available, as the meeting 

records of contemporary Hungarian government are still classified. Without such documents, 

I have based my analysis on the public comments and interviews made by Hungarian political 

leaders and diplomats. In addition to this, I also used foreign policy documents published by 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and personal interviews with MFA officials in recent years 

(archived on the news portal Origo.hu), many of them conducted by the author. 

1.5.3 Concepts, definitions and generalizability 

Although the analysis of the two Hungarian cases allows a relatively limited 

generalizability for small states, being a typical case means that they still have important 

implications for the small state literature. Thus, in order to be able to relate my findings to the 

literature, I have to define what I mean by the category of small states. Scholars of 

international relations define small states in many different ways, but despite decades of 

attempts, no satisfactory definition has been found.28 Some definitions include geographical 

size, population size, or a country’s degree of influence in international affairs.29 David Vital, 

for example, assigned countries into categories of great, middle and small states based on 
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arbitrary measurement criteria focusing on population size and development level.30 However, 

he himself also acknowledged that this categorization is subjective. The meaning of these 

absolute numbers also depends on the international context: a country of 10 million people 

might be seen as a small state in the 21th century, but would have been a great power in the 

middle ages.31 

A more useful definition of small states is provided by Robert O. Keohane, who 

focuses on the level of constraints that small states face due to the lack of their influence in 

the global international system. Keohane distinguishes between small and big states from an 

institutionalist point of view.32 He defines four categories: (1) “system-determining states”, 

which they play a critical role in shaping the international system alone, (2) “system-

influencing states”, which cannot individually dominate the system, but may significantly 

influence it through unilateral or multilateral action, (3) “system-affecting states” that “cannot 

hope to affect the system alone, but can nevertheless exert significant impact by working 

through small groups or alliances or (…] international organization”, and (4) “system-

ineffectual states” that can do little to influence the international system at all.33 When talking 

about small states, I refer to states that belong to Keohane’s third and fourth category, to 

system-affecting and system-ineffectual states.  This definition is useful for my purposes, for 

it links state size with global influence, and I am specifically interested in small states’ extra-

regional foreign policy, because such policies are unexpected for states that find it difficult to 
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affect the international system. Using this definition of small states, we can consider all 

Eastern European EU member states as small states.  

1.6 Conclusion and thesis outline 

This thesis analyzes the different partnerships that were established between Hungary 

and developing countries of the Third World, in order to understand why and how these 

partnerships were conducted. The Hungarian extra-regional partnerships are puzzling, because 

small state literature generally suggests that small states’ limited diplomatic resources prevent 

them from meaningful foreign policy activities outside their regions.  Process tracing will be 

used in two distinct time periods, for the time of the Kádár regime between 1956 and 1986 

when Hungary was a member of the Warsaw Pact and the Council for Mutual Economic 

Assistance (Comecon), and for the time period between 2004 and 2014, after Hungary’s 

accession to the European Union and NATO. In the second chapter, I discuss general 

theoretical questions about Hungarian foreign policy in these two periods in order to provide 

contextual information for the analyzed. In the third chapter, I present a detailed analysis of 

the Hungarian foreign policy behavior towards the Third World with the help of the 

declassified meeting records, proposals and resolutions of the HSWP. The fourth chapter will 

present a similar analysis of Hungary’s extra-regional partnership-building in the second time 

period under the policies of Eastern opening and global opening. The fifth chapter contrasts 

the findings of the two time periods, presents the similarities and differences and draws the 

lessons. I will argue that Hungary’s small state status has a dual effect on its extra-regional 

partnership-building. In one way Hungary is constrained by the limited diplomatic resources it 

can spend on extra-regional partnership-building, but meanwhile the special small state needs 

for security, economic prosperity and legitimacy justify and explain these partnerships. The 
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conclusions from the Hungarian case can provide some contribution to understanding small 

state behavior in general, which affects the majority of the states and more than half of the 

world’s population.  

CHAPTER II. HUNGARIAN FOREIGN POLICY AND ITS CONSTRAINTS 

2.1 Did Hungary have a foreign policy at all? 

Before dealing with the questions of Hungarian foreign policy in detail, we have to 

clarify one more basic issue that necessarily affects our whole understanding of topic: whether 

or not we can treat Hungary’s international activities as a real, sovereign foreign policy. This 

question is especially important in the Cold War period, where even the top level Hungarian 

policymakers admitted that their decisions closely follow Soviet expectations. Seeing the 

great unity and harmony between the Hungarian and Soviet foreign policy activities, scholars 

like János Johancsik drew the conclusion that “in practice it was a compulsory task for the 

Hungarian foreign policy to follow the Soviet policies,”34 while Mihály Fülöp and Péter Sipos 

argued that “until the beginning of the 1980-s the Soviet Union thwarted every independent 

initiative by the Hungarian diplomacy.”35 The question of independent Hungarian foreign 

policy remained relevant in the post-Cold War period as well, when Hungary’s foreign policy 

became constrained by other powerful actors, including the USA, NATO and the EU. 

If small, heavily influenced small states had no individual foreign policies, then it 

would make the analysis of their partnership-building strategies meaningless, as their 
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activities could all be traced back to great power strategies. However, I argue that it would be 

wrong to conclude that the almost complete harmony between the Soviet and Hungarian 

actions, or the Hungarian foreign policy decisions that followed EU or US expectations meant 

that Hungarian foreign policy does not exist at all. Instead, I argue that the alliances and 

special relationships altered the utility calculations of the Hungarian leadership (although to 

different levels in the two time periods), and created a situation where Hungarian leaders 

perceived the backing of the Soviet, American or European positions to be the best possible 

strategy for them. I treat foreign policy as a decision made by unitary actors, in this case by 

states. Consequently, I treat the Hungarian state as a rational, unitary actor, making decisions 

concerning its relations with other states in the international system. According to this 

theoretical lens, different political choices were possible for Hungary in both time periods, 

even under the strong control of the Soviet Union, or under the influence of its Western allies.  

To prove this, we can look at the group of small socialist states in the Cold War period 

that each had their own foreign policy paths, even though they were heavily constrained by 

their weakness and the interests of the Soviet Union. Yugoslavia, for example, was willing to 

enter an open conflict with the Soviet Union, and became a leading actor in the non-aligned 

movement, while Romania remained loyal to Moscow, but conducted a very independent 

foreign policy and sided with China in the Sino-Soviet split. In this setting, the Hungarian 

decision not to confront Soviet positions on the global stage of international relations is also a 

calculated decision with its benefits and constraints for the Hungarian communist regime. 

According to Hungarian analysts, the loyalty to Moscow in foreign policy issues served as a 
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bargaining tool to get the Soviet support for projects that were in Hungary’s core interest.36 

One such interest was the 1968 economic reform, the “New Economic Mechanism” that 

relied heavily on economic connections with the Western countries, and was clearly disliked 

by the Soviets. However, according to Johancsik, Moscow accepted the Hungarian initiatives 

in exchange for the loyalty in international disputes. 37  Based on this, we might risk the 

metaphor to see the Soviet Union as a feudal king who likes to keep his vassals in line, but 

mostly because it needs them to fight his wars with other kings on the international level. In 

this metaphor Hungary would be the vassal lord, who would never turn against his king in his 

international wars, but who is allowed to manage his lower level business by himself, and 

might make his own deals with other lords in other countries, as far as they are not sworn 

enemies of the king. “We demur, but you know that in the end we will always be on your 

side” –János Kádár, the General Secretary of the HSWP told to Leonid Brezhnev in 1968.38 

Demurring means that Hungarians always strived to get their own interests through, whenever 

it was possible. 

This utility-seeking attitude can be detected in the most obvious way in the 

argumentation of János Kádár, when he discussed Hungary’s possible reaction to the 1979 

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan with the HSWP’s top leadership behind closed doors. After 

Western countries introduced diplomatic sanctions against the Soviet Union in response to its 

aggression in Afghanistan, Moscow directly asked Hungary to support the Soviet Union 

diplomatically, and freeze its relationships with the West. Such an action would have hurt 
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Hungarian economic interests badly, so at the closed meeting many members of the HSWP 

Political Committee argued that they should reject the Soviet request. Kádár, however, made 

it clear that he does not see this option as beneficial for Hungary: 

“Today Hungary has a certain [good] reputation in the international politics. But 

we have never left any doubt even for a moment about that we are the allies of the 

Soviet Union. We organized it this way, and on the long term this is the interest of 

the nation. With other kind of prestige we could only gain short-term, meaningless 

advantages, and in the end our people would lose on it. This is again a situation 

where we can pick only from two bad alternatives. But what do you think, how 

long will they [the Soviets] – please excuse me for the expression – remain 

thoughtful about our lousy life and our country?”39 

The fact that Hungarian leaders focused on their national interest even under great pressure 

from the Soviet Union confirms that they can be considered as a state with its own foreign 

policy, even if that policy is heavily constrained by the preferences and the guidance of an 

external actor, a great power. This model is perfectly compatible with what we have learned 

so far about the generally constrained nature of small states: in the case of the Eastern Bloc 

countries, the constraints connected to their need for security, economic prosperity and 

legitimacy were mostly all tied to their good relationship with the Soviet Union, and this 

heavily influenced their behavior. However, it did not mean that they forgot to care about 

their interests, only that their strategic choices were strongly affected by the context and the 

interests of the Soviet Union. 

This is not a unique phenomenon for the Eastern Bloc during the Cold War, but can be 

rather seen as a general characteristic for small states. In the 21th century the same small 

states are constrained by other powerful states and institutions, and although the level of 
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constraints may differ, bending to these constraints usually serves the same small state needs, 

the need for security, economic prosperity and legitimacy. This is why the small Eastern 

European states ratified the EU acquis in order to join the European Union, and this is why 

small NATO members spend vast amounts of their resources on war, peacekeeping and 

reconstruction in Afghanistan even though most of them had practically no connection to 

Afghanistan before NATO got involved in the country with the leadership of a great power, 

the USA. We can argue that constraints in the post-Cold War period are also strong, but they 

do not make an independent foreign policy impossible either: the Hungarian decision to sign a 

treaty about strategically crucial Russian South Stream gas pipeline in 2008 against the advice 

of both the EU and the US is a perfect example for this.40 To conclude, we can then accept 

that analyzing Hungary’s partnership-building activity in the two time periods can indeed lead 

to meaningful findings about small state foreign policy behavior. 
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CHAPTER III. PARTNERSHIP-BUILDING IN THE COLD WAR ERA 

In this chapter I will analyze Hungary’s partnerships with the developing world during 

the Cold War era, and explain the partnerships through the three special small state interests, 

that of security, legitimacy and economic prosperity. I will show that the unexpected extra-

regional partnerships served Hungary’s special small state needs. Certain partnerships with 

certain partner countries in certain years could serve one of the three identified small state 

interests dominantly, or more of these interests at the same time. As the time period under 

scope is relatively long, in some partnerships the served small state need could also change: 

we will see that in some of the relations where Hungary’s security need was dominant, the 

need for economic prosperity could come into play at a later stage. However, one or more of 

these special needs are always clearly present in the partnerships. In the following part of the 

chapter, I will first introduce the time period and the importance of Third World countries in 

it. Then I will show in separate sub-chapters how extra-regional partnerships served 

Hungary’s security, legitimacy and economic prosperity needs.  

3.1 The appearance of developing countries 

1956 is an ideal starting point for our analysis, because the pro-Soviet Kádár-regime, 

installed after the crushed Hungarian revolution, had to rebuild Hungary’s diplomatic and 

economic relations from scratch. Before 1956, the Stalinist Rákosi-regime had hardly any 

external economic relations, because it had attempted to create a self-sufficient system, where 

extremely limited exports were used only to repay the cost of indispensable imports.41 The 
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possibility of diplomatic relations with the Third World was just emerging: under Joseph 

Stalin, the Soviet Union was unwilling to recognize the newly-declared independence of 

former colonies, and it was Nikita Khrushchev, Stalin’s successor at the helm of the Soviet 

Union, who turned Soviet attention toward developing countries. 42  The liberation of the 

colonies began in the 1950-s, and continued throughout the 1960-s and 1970-s, allowing more 

and more opportunities for European states with no colonial history to get engaged with the 

newly independent states of the developing world. The scale of change in international 

relations can be seen by the pure fact that within 4 years, between 1958 and 1961, 20 African 

states became independent.43 It quickly became a political priority for the socialist bloc to 

extend its influence to the Third World, and support political changes in these countries in 

order to encourage socialist or at least “non-capitalist” economic and political development. 

3.2 Security: development aid and military partnerships in the name of 

socialism 

Hungary’s political and security dependence on the Soviet Union influenced most of 

its international relations during the Cold War era, so this dependence has to be considered 

carefully when explaining Hungary’s extra-regional partnerships. In this sub-chapter I will 

argue that several Hungarian partnerships in the Third World can be explained by the 

Hungarian state’s special security needs, originating from Hungary’s small state status and its 

special relationship with the Soviet Union. The argument is based on the fact that Hungary as 

a small state was not able to defend itself against external threats of the Cold War. And as its 
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regime trusted its security on the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, it became interested in 

supporting the position of the pro-socialist forces globally. 

Although on a different level of analysis it would be easy to see Hungary as a nation 

under Soviet oppression, with its security interest being the liberation from Soviet influence, 

this interpretation is not correct within my theoretical framework. As I treat Hungary as a 

rational, unitary actor, I identify Hungary’s security interests with the interests of the 

country’s leadership and top decision-makers.  During the reign of the Kádár regime, the 

representatives of the Hungarian state were mostly loyal communists, raised to power by 

Moscow after the 1956 revolution. Many Hungarian scholars argue that János Kádár and his 

close aids truly believed in the communist cause and the superiority of the socialist ideology44. 

This perception is also supported by the classified meeting records of the party’s top decision 

making body, the Political Committee. The several hundred PC documents reviewed by the 

author of this thesis upheld the assumption that the Hungarian political leadership saw 

Hungary’s security and prosperity dependent on the global success of the socialist cause. It is 

possible that this opinion was not shared privately by all individual members of the Political 

Commission, but none of them questioned it openly at the PC meetings. If we treat Hungary 

as a rational, unitary actor based on the formulated positions of its political leadership, then 

we cannot rely on hypothetical interests and positions, but have to accept that the unitary 

position of Hungary was a vested interest in the socialist cause and the security provided by it. 

Should the socialist countries have lost the Cold War, the Hungarian state and its political 

leaders would have surely lost their positions with it. This then forced them to connect their 
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own security needs with those of the Soviet Union, and support the Eastern Bloc’s diplomatic 

efforts in developing countries.45    

This means that Hungary’s small state security needs can be used to explain those 

partnership-building attempts in the early 1960-s which were supposed to support the spread 

of socialism. Hungary and other small Eastern European socialist countries reached out to 

many newly independent Third World states to support their fight for “political and economic 

independence”, and supported several national liberation movements where independence 

was not won yet. In the Cold War rivalry over influence in the Third World, the most 

preferred outcome of these partnerships was a communist takeover in the newly independent 

states (as it happened in Guinea, Angola or Mozambique). However, the socialist countries 

also supported other types of independence-movements that were unwilling to enter into 

exclusive alliances with the socialist bloc, but which ensured at least their neutrality and non-

aligned status in the Cold War. Mihály Simai, head of the Institute of World Economy at the 

Hungarian Academy of Sciences explained the official Hungarian position about these 

partnerships in his 1978 booklet, The Role of Developing Countries in the Contemporary 

Class Struggle: he argued that the forces of socialism help the national liberation movements 

to “weaken the colonial hinterlands of imperialism.”46 This meant that Hungary, despite being 

a small state, also fought its own small part in the Cold War, helping the socialist camp to 

ensure that its international influence did not lose too much ground to the enemy, the Western 

capitalist powers. 
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Cooperation of this nature was clearly supported by the HSWP policy documents. The 

policy statements of the HSWP party congresses repeatedly declared among their main goals 

that the Hungarian communists “support the fight of the national liberation movements 

against the old- and neo-colonialism, the imperialist oppression and aggression”, and that 

Hungary “improves the cooperation with the independent countries of Asia, Africa and Latin-

America.”47 The official ideology saw the former colonies as being pushed into trade and 

monetary dependence by their former colonial masters, as capitalist countries continued their 

exploitation through the low and unstable prices of resources and raw materials.48 To free the 

developing countries from this hostile “neo-colonial exploitation” and to win them for the 

socialist cause, socialist countries offered economic help, subsidized loans, and they assisted 

with different forms of development aid, including the complete construction of 

manufacturing plants or the deployment of trained professionals to help the development of 

the Third World countries. In their partnerships, Hungary and other small socialist countries 

also offered beneficial trade agreements, and scholarships to students from the Third World 

countries (for details about these methods and tools, see ANNEX 1 at the end of this thesis).49   

Although financial interests and the idea of developing mutually beneficial economic 

ties appeared as important factors in these early partnerships, the analysis of the HSWP PC 

proposals and meeting records suggests that in the early 1960-s Hungary’s economic interests 

subordinated to the goal of supporting independence movements, socialist and progressive 
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regimes. In his 1976 economic analysis about the problems of Hungarian cooperation with 

developing countries, Tamás Szentes also concludes that “in the first period, the Hungarian 

policy of developing economic relations with the Third World countries hardly contained 

economic considerations over and above the indicated (…) needs of those to be supported, 

and the aid-giving capacity (…) of the country.”50  Hungarian political leaders urged the 

improvement of economic relations with the politically preferred Third World regimes, such 

intentions are clear from a 1962 resolution about Hungary’s relations with Sub-Saharan 

African countries51, and a 1964 resolution about Hungary’s relations with the Arab states52 as 

well. However, both documents show that in the early 1960-s economic benefits were very 

limited, and economic and trade contacts were rather seen as development aid for the partner, 

especially because partnership-building was dominated by an anti-capitalist philosophy in 

which the developed socialist country was not allowed to invest capital or to make unfair 

profits. As Szentes noted, the ideologically motivated partnerships prescribed that there can 

be no exploitation or one-sided economic dependence in a partnership between Hungary and a 

developing country, and that the socialist state has to support its partner’s industrialization, 

rural transformation, education of the national intelligentsia, with fully respecting the 

partners’ sovereignty.53  

The dual but unequal presence of economic considerations and ideological 

motivations is reflected very clearly in those policy documents where the HSWP PC 
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discussed partnerships with African, Arab or other developing countries in the early 1960-s. 

The 1962 resolution about the “Political, economic, cultural and informative tasks of the 

diplomatic representations of the People’s Republic of Hungary in Black-Africa”54 55 , for 

example, identified two main tasks for Hungarian partnership-building: (1) “In accordance 

with our capabilities and potential, we have to gradually increase our participation in helping 

the countries of Black-Africa, in order to support them in achieving their political and 

economic independence, and to allow their societies to develop in a progressive direction”, (in 

the socialist jargon the expression “progressive direction” is used to refer to socialism) and (2) 

“[We have to] ensure the greater predominance of the principle of mutual benefits in the field 

of economic relations”56. But in addition to these two main tasks, the proposal also included 

other points that showed the strong security and ideological focus of the partnerships: it urged 

intensive informative activity in Sub-Saharan Africa to “counterbalance the large machinery 

of the imperialist propaganda”, and proposed to “do something” against the Western influence 

in the former French colonies, where Hungary had no diplomatic contact at all.57  

Hungary was also not reluctant to support socialist allies in Third World with 

ammunition, arms and other military supplies when Cold War conflicts made it necessary. 

While it is generally acknowledged that the Soviet Union armed its allies in the countless 

conflicts of the Third World during the Cold War, the once top secret resolutions of the 

HSWP PC reveal that the small socialist states also had their part in it. Among others, 
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Hungary provided arms and ammunition to the pro-Soviet forces in Guinea in 196558, to 

North-Vietnam throughout the decade of the Vietnam War59, and also to the Arab states in the 

Middle East to support their wars against Israel.60 The justification for the military aid was 

that it is necessary to protect the “progressive regimes” 61 . When discussing the military 

support for Syria and Egypt in 1967, János Kádár even added that “if they fight against the 

imperialists elsewhere, we will have to help them elsewhere as well.”62 

3.3 Legitimacy: International and domestic support for the communist regime 

The special small state needs for legitimacy appeared in the Cold War period both on 

the domestic and the international level for the Hungarian state, and the Kádár regime tried to 

use its international relations extensively in order to consolidate its stance in both spheres. 

The political support from developing countries seemed to be extremely important in the 

regime’s first years after 1956, when the 1956 Hungarian revolution heavily damaged both 

the regime’s domestic legitimacy and its international recognition. After the crushed 

revolution, Hungary faced diplomatic isolation by the Western countries and in the United 

Nations, with the Hungarian delegation’s mandate left in abeyance, and with UN resolutions 

being accepted every year, condemning the Hungarian regime and the intervening Soviet 

government. At the 26 February 1957 meeting of the HSWP Central Committee, János Kádár 

explained that “our government is working under the thorough pressure of the imperialists”, 

adding that Western powers try to “boycott” the Hungarian government in every level, they 
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do not recognize the regime, and even though they did not break diplomatic contacts with 

Hungary, Western diplomats avoid every possible contact with the representatives of the 

Hungarian government.63 

Many Hungarian scholars argue that newly established relations with developing 

countries played an important role in helping Hungary break out of its international isolation: 

the regime began a series of diplomatic visits in India, Burma, Nepal, Indonesia, Syria, Egypt 

and Sudan, meeting, among others, Nehru and Nasser, the respective leaders of India and 

Egypt, and hosting the presidents of Indonesia and Ghana in Budapest.64 These visits were 

given an extraordinary publicity in the domestic media, portraying them as meetings of 

historical importance, thus strengthening the legitimacy of the regime at home.65 The good, or 

at least neutral relationship towards the newly independent colonies delivered its results for 

legitimizing the Hungarian government internationally, at the United Nations. In 1958 61 

states voted yes for keeping “the Hungarian question” on the agenda of the UN General 

Assembly, with 10 votes against and 10 abstaining. This majority melted step by step as 

newly independent states acquired UN membership; by 1962 the balance of forces changed to 

only 43 yes, 19 no and 34 abstention. Seeing the obvious trend, the US finally decided to 

make a deal with Hungary, and voluntarily remove the Hungarian question from the agenda of 

the UN GA in exchange for general amnesty in Hungary for the political prisoners.66 
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The role of partnerships with developing countries in supporting Hungary’s legitimacy 

was acknowledged by János Kádár at a CC meeting on November 1, 1957. Here he referred to 

the fact that these partnerships are widely reported in the domestic media, and talked about 

that the good relations with these countries serve Hungary’s reputation internationally. “Our 

good relationship with the different countries of the Middle-East progressed further. The 

comrades [in the Central Committee] can know this from the newspapers”67 – he stated, 

adding that Hungary invited Indonesian, Indian and Sudanese delegations to Budapest, and 

that the relations also improved with Egypt. Then he went into details about a Japanese 

delegation of social-democratic politicians who visited Hungary while touring the socialist 

bloc, and who “made generally loyal statements” that they “consider us to be their fighting 

comrades”. “These political visits are good politically (…), because their positive evaluation 

of the People’s Republic of Hungary will become known and will influence the workers there 

[in Japan] in a positive way. (…) These people are deeply impressed by the [Hungarian] 

consolidation and they go home generally with such experiences that will have a disrupting 

effect on the imperialist propaganda in their neighborhood.”68 Here the notion of “imperialist 

propaganda” clearly refers to the Western campaign against the Hungarian government’s 

legitimacy, while “consolidation” refers to the regime’s ability to rebuild Hungary after the 

destruction of the revolution. Thus such extra-regional partnerships were understood to be 

clearly serving the Hungarian regime’s interest in regaining its positive international image, 

international legitimacy, and also in strengthening its domestic acceptance by referencing the 

support of distant friends in the domestic propaganda. 
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The legitimating role of these partnerships with developing countries could remain 

important through the next decades as well, mostly because many of the partner countries 

shared the ideological principles of the Hungarian regime. The regime was not too shy to use 

this tool to strengthen its propaganda in the media or in political speeches. Party leaders and 

the declarations of the HSWP’s congresses constantly took pride of the steadily growing 

number of Hungarian diplomatic contacts and established embassies in the developing world. 

They kept advertising the honor and reputation of Hungary in distant lands. A speech of János 

Kádár at an election rally in 1971 illustrates this perfectly: 

“Today the Hungarian people have honor! (…) Our nation’s population is small 

in numbers, and our homeland is not big either, and maybe this makes it even 

more honorable  that we are seen as one of the countries that lead progress [in 

the world]. During the various international meetings, when we meet people from 

almost all parts of the world, it is repeatedly confirmed that even in countries very 

far from us, we have honest friends, who support us by wishing further successes: 

Keep going this way, Comrades! Because they believe that they themselves are 

also interested in our successes.”69 

However, we also have to recognize that after decades of consolidation, the role of 

extra-regional partnerships in domestic legitimacy became less and less relevant. By the 

1980-s, when economic considerations became more important in the extra-regional 

partnerships, the legitimating factor was much less emphasized: in a 1982 Political 

Committee resolution on the tasks of agitation and propaganda about international 

affairs, the topic of Third World partnerships was not even mentioned anymore.70 

3.4 Economy: emerging needs for markets and resource-suppliers 
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According to my hypothesis, the third special small state need that can explain 

Hungary’s extra-regional partnership-building is the need for economic prosperity, including 

the need to have export markets for Hungarian products, and the need to have access to 

resources that supply the small state’s economy. This explanation becomes more and more 

relevant in the second half of the 1960-s, and especially in the 1970-s, when the nature of 

Hungary’s partnerships with the Third World gradually started to change. The economic 

element that was rather limited in the beginning of the decade started to gain more importance 

due to two important factors. Firstly, Hungary introduced an economic reform, the New 

Economic Mechanism (NEM) in 1968, which forced the economy to rely much more on 

external economic connections and export. Secondly, by the early 1970-s, resource-dependent 

Hungary began to face worsening conditions in its supply of raw materials within Comecon. 

While in January 1961, a report for the HSWP Political Committee about a 20-year plan of 

Hungarian economic development discussed the importance of external trade and the issue of 

raw material supplies without mentioning the Third World at all71, a similar report in January 

1972 about “the long-term questions of solving our resource issues” already stated that 

Hungary must be prepared for buying large amounts of raw materials from the developing 

countries.72 The reason was simple: price changes in the world markets started to rewrite the 

rules of international trade, and meanwhile the Soviet Union had also modified its resource-

supply policy. The 1972 report recognized that due to the new Soviet conditions, Hungary has 

to expect growing prices, and “its beneficial position on resource import will worsen”. While 

it argued that it would be best to keep the raw material trade within the Comecon, it forecast a 
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20% drop in the import from socialist relations, and urged quick steps to secure new sources 

in the Third World, especially for oil, natural gas and electricity.  

This shift in the economic situation did not mean the end of the politically motivated 

partnerships, but made Hungarian decision-makers more aware of the need to pursue mutually 

beneficial cooperation, and of the fact that Hungary can have serious economic interests in its 

Third World partnerships. While delegates to African and Middle-Eastern countries were still 

instructed by the Political Commission to promote the socialist camp’s foreign policy goals, 

their delegations began to be filled up with economic experts, and were mandated to sign 

long-term economic agreements wherever they travelled.73 During a debate about the trade 

policies towards the developing countries in 1968, experts proposed that Hungary should 

distinguish between politically and economically motivated partnerships, and set up a separate 

budget for those relations that were political in nature.74 

This report for the PC already showed how consciously Hungarian policy makers 

focused on these relations, arguing that trade with the developing countries is more beneficial 

than with the developed West, it provides income in hard currency, and allows Hungary to 

sell even those poor quality products that would not be competitive enough in the Western 

markets. However, they also recognized challenges and difficulties, most importantly the fact 

that developing countries are less and less willing to buy Hungarian exports without Hungary 

making commitments to spend the income on imports from the same country. The worsening 
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conditions also brought a change in the socialist development cooperation discourse. While 

debating the future trade policies towards developing countries in 1968, a member of the 

Political Committee argued that Hungary had to study “how to build our partnerships in a 

socialist way, but by considering capitalist methods as well.” Seeing strong competition from 

Western states and multinational companies, he went on to argue that development assistances 

should be used better to support Hungary’s economic interests. “It is impossible to calculate 

the utility of sending a doctor, an economist or a teacher for assistance [to a developing 

country]. However, we can see that the neocolonial powers can gain a huge influence in these 

countries with this method. But our potential in this sense are not utilized at all.”75 

In retrospect, the 1970-s and early 1980-s were seen as a new era for Hungarian 

external relations by economic scholars. Some of them, like József Bognár, one of the 

developers of the New Economic Mechanism, indicated already in 1976 that there was a great 

change in the world economy and Hungary was reacting to that.76 Later, Béla Kádár describer 

the period between 1973 and 1983 as a time when “developing countries defined the most 

dynamic sector of the Hungarian external economy.”77 The great increase in Hungarian trade 

was due to the explosion of oil prices, which allowed several oil producing countries to afford 

Hungarian imports, especially machinery. According to László Láng, from 1974 to 1982 

Hungarian exports to the Third World grew twice as fast as their overall exports, with the 
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Arab countries, Iraq, Iran and Nigeria being the main sources of this growth.78 By 1980 the 

share of trade with developing countries reached 8-9% of Hungary’s total trade79. However, 

after 1982, with a sharp fall in oil prices, the “feverish age of shopping” ended in the Arab 

world, and the dynamic growth of export also stopped. 

3.5. Summary 

In this chapter I described and analyzed Hungary’s partnership-building attempts in 

the Third World in the first time period, during the Cold War era between 1956 and 1986, 

with the help of archived meeting records, proposals and resolutions from the Political 

Committee and the Central Committee of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party. The 

analysis showed Hungary’s extra-regional partnerships were very strongly influenced by the 

interests of the Soviet Union, but they also served Hungary’s three identified special small 

state needs. During the early 1960-s the analyzed partnerships were dominated by  Hungary’s 

security needs that encouraged the Hungarian leadership to support the socialist positions in 

the Cold War, and back countries in the Third World in order to strengthen friendly regimes. 

In the second half of the decade, however, economic interests became dominant as well, with 

Hungary trying to focus more on economic benefits, in order to find new export markets for 

its products and new resources to supply its industry. During the first two decades the extra-

regional partnerships also served Hungary’s needs for domestic and international legitimacy: 

the latter was most apparent during Hungary’s Western isolation at the UN, while the former 
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was present in the regime’s domestic propaganda that kept referring to Hungary’s 

international supporters. In conclusion we can claim that the special small state needs of 

security, economic prosperity and legitimacy have a plausible explanatory power for the 

unexpected small state behavior of extra-regional partnership-building in this time period. 
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CHAPTER IV. PARTNERSHIP-BUILDING IN THE POST-COLD WAR ERA 

After reviewing the motives of Hungarian extra-regional partnerships in the Cold War 

era, I will now turn my attention to the second time period under investigation, Hungary’s 

post-EU-accession years.  Similarly to the previous chapter, I will argue that the emerging 

extra-regional partnerships serve the three special small state needs, that of security, economic 

prosperity and legitimacy after 2004 as well.  In this chapter I will first shortly describe the 

transition between the Cold War and post-Cold War period. Then I will again show in 

separate sub-chapters how extra-regional partnerships served Hungary’s security-, legitimacy- 

and economic prosperity needs.  

4.1 New political settings: transition the NATO and the EU 

After the end of the Cold War the small states of Central- and Eastern Europe faced 

new realities both in terms of dealing with their small state needs, and in terms of maintaining 

their partnerships with the Third World. Concerning their small state needs, all of them (with 

the exception of some of the disintegrated and war-torn post-Yugoslav states) made identical 

choices to ensure their security, economic prosperity and legitimacy: within two decades they 

all joined new alliances and a new kind of economic cooperation, switched sides from the 

Warsaw Pac to NATO, and from Comecon to the European Union. The fate of their 

partnerships with the Third World is less clear, and it would require a separate study to 

analyze how all these connections disappeared almost completely. However, one important 

reason for breaking ties with the formerly important Third World partners is likely to be the 

same as the reason for the extreme drop in the economic cooperation between the former 

Comecon members. The existing, ineffective economic partnerships broke up as the 

opportunity of full-scale Western integration appeared, and trade was drastically realigned 
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towards the developed Western countries. During the transition to capitalism most of the 

large, export-oriented state-owned companies were privatized and / or went bankrupt; as a 

result most of the Eastern European small states’ old economic partnerships ceased to be 

operational.80 

The lack of Hungarian attention towards the developing world can be attributed to at 

least two factors. Firstly, in the years of transition Hungary (just like other Eastern European 

small states) had many problems on its hands both politically and economically, with the 

transformational recession hitting its economy quite hard. 81  In these years, the Eastern 

European small states, most of which aided developing countries for decades, could not afford 

such donations anymore, as they became aid recipients who struggled to transform their 

economy with the help of the developed Western donors.82 It was not until their accession to 

the EU that they could re-take the role of development aid donors, although among very 

different circumstances.83 Secondly, during the transition years Hungary’s foreign policy took 

up a limited, regional focus. As we already mentioned in the introduction, the three pillars of 

Hungary’s foreign policy priorities included political, economic and military integration to the 

West, regional cooperation with the neighbors and the protection of Hungarian minorities 
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within the region.84 This foreign policy aimed to stabilize the new order by acquiring security, 

economic and political support from Hungary’s new allies, while limiting the foreign policy 

activities to the close neighborhood, to affairs that directly affect the population.  

4.2 Security: fighting global threats and serving the alliance 

After a short, transitory period of neutrality, Hungary’s small state security needs 

started to be taken care of by another powerful military alliance, NATO. The global struggle 

between the socialist and capitalist world came to an end, but this did not mean that as a 

member of a military alliance, Hungary could be left out of security-based extra-regional 

cooperation for a long time. After joining NATO and the EU, new extra-regional partnerships 

emerged that can be explained by Hungary’s special security needs: Hungary joined military 

mission and reconstruction efforts in the Third World, in Afghanistan and Iraq to take out its 

part from a new kind of global war, characterized by US president George W. Bush as the 

War Against Terror. In the following section I will argue that Hungary’s involvement in 

Afghanistan and Iraq can be explained by Hungary’s security interests and needs. I will argue 

that these security needs came partly from the perception that the global threat of terrorism 

was a threat for Hungary, but more importantly from of the understanding that Hungary had 

to contribute to the efforts of its great power ally, otherwise it would not be able to rely on 

NATO protection when it is needed.  

In NATO Hungary had to prove its loyalty already a few days after its accession, 

when it had to support the 1999 intervention in Kosovo. Hungary soon became involved in 
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missions in developing countries outside Europe as well. From 2003 it began to participate in 

the peacekeeping activities of NATO’s ISAF force in Afghanistan, and from 2006 it took over 

the leadership of a Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) in Afghanistan’s Baghlan 

province.85 The operation of the Hungarian PRT meant that Hungary started to stream a 

decisive portion of its re-introduced development assistance to the Central-Asian state, 

although previously Afghanistan has not been seen as a potential partner for Hungary at all.86 

At the same time, also through NATO, Hungary participated in the stabilization of Iraq from 

2003. While during the Cold War era the Iraqi leader, Saddam Hussein was a friend and 

partner of the Hungarian regime, and even visited Hungary in 197587, in the changed political 

settings Hungarian forces were involved in training the military and police forces of the post-

Saddam regime between 2003 and 2006, and also in 2007.88 

All these engagements can be considered as commitments that were made to indirectly 

fulfill Hungary’s security needs. Both missions were legitimized by the discourse of the “War 

Against Terror”, which was seen as being fought against a global security risk. American 

diplomatic cables published by WikiLeaks tell us that Hungary did not have to worry about 

terrorist attacks on Hungarian soil: the US Embassy’s country reports on terrorism confirmed 

every year that Hungary is not a safe haven for terrorists, there are no terrorist groups 
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operating openly in the country. 89  However, among the arguments that the Hungarian 

government used to justify its Afghanistan-policy, these global threats gained a strong 

emphasis. In a 2008 policy document, the MFA argued that (1) “Afghanistan’s security 

affects the security of Central-Asia and the whole Euro-Atlantic region”, (2) “Hungary’s 

participation in [the operations in] Afghanistan directly serves  Hungarian foreign- and 

security policy interests”, and that (3) “the effects  of the unlimited growth of terrorism and 

drug-trafficking concerns our citizens as well”.90 

However, we can see that an even more important explanation for the engagement in 

Afghanistan and Iraq was the attempt to ensure Hungary’s safety by having good credits 

within NATO. The quoted foreign policy document lists one more reason for Hungary’s 

Afghanistan-policy: “Hungary is a responsible, reliable member of NATO and the EU, who 

does not only profit from the benefits of these organizations, but actively contributes to them. 

This casts a role on our country as well.”91 The Hungarian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Kinga 

Göncz explained this rather sharply in an interview in 2008: “We can only count on our allies, 

if we also help them (…). Hungary’s security is guaranteed by NATO, so we have to 

participate in the Afghanistan mission.”92 Ferenc Juhász, the Minister of Defense went even 

further: “This is all about NATO, not about Afghanistan. What business would we have there, 
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if not that we have a common responsibility with our allies?”93 “[With the participation in 

these missions] Hungary expresses that it is not only a consumer, but also supporter of the 

common security both within NATO and within the EU” – another information sheet 

published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs about Hungary’s participations in the different 

NATO missions states.94 

While these statements strongly supports the explanation that the Hungarian 

engagement in Afghanistan and Iraq can be explained by Hungary’s small state security 

needs, it is also important to see that just like in the Cold War period, the balance of different 

small state needs in relation to Third World partners can shift with time. A Hungarian policy 

document form 2012 suggests that as the situation in Afghanistan changes, Hungarian 

partnership changes with it: from 2015 Hungary will focus on only the financial support for 

the Afghan security forces, and will begin to gradually emphasize “mutually beneficial 

cooperation, including economic-trade partnership, educational and cultural connections” 

with Afghanistan.95 

4.3 Legitimacy - the road to a global foreign policy 

While we could see that the Hungarian extra-regional partnerships with Afghanistan 

and Iraq can be explained by Hungary’s security needs, the previous section also showed that 

these security needs are closely associated with the second special small state need in our 
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theoretical framework: legitimacy. In its attempts to ensure its security, Hungary recognized 

the need to maintain is international reputation as a reliable military ally within NATO, so it 

made every effort to enhance its international legitimacy. However, the NATO missions were 

not the only examples where Hungary’s legitimacy-building came into play. In the following 

section I will show that the struggle to construct a positive, globally recognized image has 

important explanatory power in several extra-regional partnerships that Hungary created in 

the post-Cold War period. 

Hungary’s attempts to acquire the positive image of a developed, democratic nation 

can be identified in two foreign policy strategies published in 2008 and 2011. The 2008 

strategy, “Hungary’s Strategy of External Relations” reformulated the traditional, regionally 

focused three pillars of Hungarian foreign policy, and began to emphasize the image of a 

responsible, developed Western democracy.96 The first two pillars in the 2008 policy did not 

change much: “Competitive Hungary in the European Union” and “Successful Hungarians in 

the Region” kept a regional focus of the 1990-s. The third pillar, however, introduced a new 

aspect, “Responsible Hungary in the World.”97 This pillar urged Hungarian contribution to 

global peace, the spread of democratic values and human rights, promoting global 

governance, combating climate change, reducing global poverty and increasing global 

security. The image of a globally focused, reliable small state was then fully worked out in the 

Hungarian policy of “global opening”, which appeared in Hungary’s 2011 policy document, 
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Hungarian Foreign Policy After the EU Presidency.98 This document once again redefined the 

three pillars of Hungarian foreign policy, naming “global opening” as the third pillar in 

addition to “regional policy” and “Euro-Atlantic integration.”99 It stated that the Hungarian 

government aims to “strengthen the global orientation of our foreign policy.”100 In geographic 

sense global orientation was used in reference to the fact that Hungary seeks mutually 

beneficial opportunities of cooperation in distant regions. However, in thematic sense of 

global orientation referred to “interests in issues that does not seem to concern our motherland 

directly, but are important globally, and thus are more and more important in the international 

life (like terrorism, food safety, world health issues, the ecological conditions of seas).”101 

The image of the globally responsible Hungary emphasized in the two policy 

documents was a clear attempt to build international legitimacy.  In the early years of the 

second Orbán-government, in 2010-2011, Hungary was in serious need of such legitimacy, as 

many of the government’s provisions (including a controversial media law, the curbing of the 

rights of the Constitutional Court, and the weakening of the system of checks and balances) 

drew strong international criticism, ruining Hungary’s international image. 102  To restore 

Hungary’s image was especially important in 2011, as Hungary took the rotating presidency 

of the European Council, and had to represent the European Union at several international 

                                                           
 

 

98
 Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Magyar Külpolitika Az Uniós Elnökség Után (Hungarian Foreign 

Policy after the EU Presidency),” 2011, 

http://www.kormany.hu/download/a/cb/60000/kulpolitikai_strategia_20111219.pdf  
99

 Ibid., 9. 
100

 Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Magyar Külpolitika Az Uniós Elnökség Után (Hungarian Foreign 

Policy after the EU Presidency),” 36. 
101

 Ibid., 36–37. 
102

 for details see: Scheppelle, Kim Lane, “Hungary’s Constitutional Revolution,” Paul Krugman Blog, 

December 19, 2011, http://krugman.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/12/19/hungarys-constitutional-revolution/. 



C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n

 
 

 

49 
 

event. However, the drive to build global legitimacy also served – among others – a concrete, 

immediate goal: in 2011 Hungary entered a bid for the non-permanent membership in the 

United Nations Security Council (UN SC). To win the seat in the UN SC, Hungarian 

diplomats acknowledged that they had to create a “Security Council profile”, an image that 

makes them a legitimate choice even for those countries which know nothing about 

Hungary.103 Hungary conducted an outreach campaign to get votes from every corner of the 

developing world, carrying Hungary’s campaign leaflet that used the slogan: “Hungary, a 

reliable candidate”104. During the campaign the government decided to establish diplomatic 

contacts with all 173 member states of the United Nations, including the exotic island states 

of the Pacific and the Caribbean. Diplomats contacted distant small states with concrete 

partnership offers as well, mostly offering technological cooperation or the sharing of 

Hungarian expertise, showing that Hungary cares about their problems.105 Unfortunately, the 

campaign was not successful enough, and Hungary did not win the non-permanent seat at the 

UN SC. 

However, the diplomatic efforts to build up Hungary’s global legitimacy and its 

connections in the developing world were considered to have a lasting achievement. As Csaba 

Kőrösi, Hungary’s ambassador to the UN argued later in an interview: “the UN SC bid was 

                                                           
 

 

103
 Visnovitz, Péter, “‘Ez Nem Bolhapiac’ - Így Lobbizott Magyarország Az ENSZ BT-Tagságért (‘This Is Not a 

Flea Market’ - How Did Hungary Lobby for the UN SC Membership),” Origo, October 17, 2011, 

http://www.origo.hu/itthon/20111014-ensz-biztonsagi-tanacs-hogyan-lobbizott-magyarorszag-a-bt-be-

kerulesert.html. 
104

 Hungarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs: Hungary – Candidate to the United Nations Security Council 2012-

2013 (leaflet), http://www.mfa.gov.hu/NR/rdonlyres/991B8CE5-D2C3-4A50-B211-

1CF793FD6A24/0/ensz_bt_tagsag_2012_2013.pdf, accessed May 22, 2014. 
105

 Fabók, Bálint, “Végigudvarolta Az ENSZ-T Schmitt Pál (President Pál Schmitt Courted His Way through the 

UN),” Http://www.origo.hu/, September 24, 2011, http://www.origo.hu/itthon/20110924-schmitt-pal-

koztarsasagi-elnok-diplomaciai-tevekenysege-hogy-bekeruljon-magyarorszag-az.html. 

http://www.mfa.gov.hu/NR/rdonlyres/991B8CE5-D2C3-4A50-B211-1CF793FD6A24/0/ensz_bt_tagsag_2012_2013.pdf
http://www.mfa.gov.hu/NR/rdonlyres/991B8CE5-D2C3-4A50-B211-1CF793FD6A24/0/ensz_bt_tagsag_2012_2013.pdf


C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n

 
 

 

50 
 

not the goal, but the means”, because the established partnerships and the identified mutual 

interests with distant partners could position Hungary [globally] on the long term.”106 As we 

can see, some of the extra-regional partnerships in this time-period could be explained partly 

by Hungary’s need for international legitimacy. In some relations, where the partner state had 

no economic potential for Hungary (like Tonga or Tuvalu), legitimacy remains the only 

explanatory factor. However, we will see in the next section that in some relations economic 

interests became more dominant, as the policy of global opening turned into the policy of 

Eastern opening.  

4.4 Economy: Eastern opening and the economic treasure-hunt 

After 2011 the discourse about global opening slowly shifted and transformed into a 

dominantly economic policy. While during the UN SC campaign the rediscovery of the Third 

World seemed to have important political and legitimacy aspects, from 2012 the emphasis 

changed, and officials began to reference the Third World policy under a different name, 

labeling it as “Eastern opening”. The distinct economic character of this program was made 

apparent in July 2012, when the government split the tasks of traditional foreign policy and 

external economic policy, and appointed an undersecretary, Péter Szijjártó to be solely 

responsible for the latter. The position of the new undersecretary was taken out from the MFA 

structure, and became subordinated directly to the Office of the Prime Minister. At the same 

time the MFA maintained a deputy undersecretary position responsible for the general 

relations with the Third World, named “deputy-undersecretary for global affairs”. In a 2014 
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interview, this deputy-undersecretary, Mr Zsolt Wintelmantel stated that the partnerships of 

the Eastern opening policy “are purely economic cooperation, they are not conditioned to any 

political factor [by our partners].”107 

Hungary’s economic turn towards the third world was already indicated in the 2011 

foreign policy strategy, which stated that Hungary wants to “reinvigorate the partnerships that 

were marginalized in the past years”, because “in the past two decades the country gradually 

turned away from the geographically or geopolitically distant regions like Latin-America, 

Sub-Saharan Africa, Asia and certain parts of the Post-Soviet region.”108 According to the 

policy paper, the main reason behind the turn was the apparent trend of decline in the leading 

economic and political role of the West and the United States,109 and the dynamic appreciation 

of the regions that used to be marginalized in Hungary’s diplomatic network. 110   The 

government argued that it turned to the East because it wanted to diversify its external 

economy, and wanted to find new markets for the Hungarian export, after turning Hungary 

“the manufacturing center of Europe.” 111  Péter Szijjártó explained the goals at a 2013 

conference: according to him, only 11,9 % of the Hungarian exports are directed to countries 

outside Europe, but within 5 years they wanted to increase it to 33%.112 The policy attempted 
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to find new export markets, but also wanted to diversify Hungary’s economic partnerships “in 

order to get support from more places when needed” 113  In addition to trade and export 

development, a strategic goal was to lure foreign investment to Hungary from the wealthy 

developing countries, like the Arab oil states or China.114 As János Martonyi, the Hungarian 

minister of foreign affairs summarized it in a 2013 interview, „we are looking for markets, we 

are looking for investors, and there are also traditional relations and areas where we are in a 

special, advantaged position professionally. However, the main goal of the eastern opening is 

to better connect the Hungarian small and medium enterprises to the Hungarian export that is 

directed towards distant countries.”115 

After his appointment, Szijjártó’s name quickly became associated with the policy of 

Eastern opening, as he started intensive partnership-building in the developing countries, both 

big and small. One and a half years after his appointment one tabloid newspaper calculated 

that he travelled 250 000 kilometers, which would be enough to fly around the world six 

times.116 By the end of 2013 the under-secretary made 35 trips to 28 different countries, 

including three trips to the  USA, two trips to Azerbaijan, India and China, and further trips to 

Georgia, Uzbekistan, South-Korea, Vietnam, Nigeria, Kuwait, Qatar, Brazil, Uruguay, 
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Argentina and the United Arab Emirates.117 The Eastern opening targeted the Post-Soviet 

region, the Far-East, the Middle East, the Arab world and Africa at the same time. 

The partner-selection in Hungary’s new extra-regional policy, however, threatened 

with conflict between Hungary’s economic and legitimacy needs. While the 2011 Hungarian 

foreign policy strategy argued that it follows a “value-based foreign policy” based on the 

values of peace, security, international law, democratic and human rights, most of the Third 

World countries Hungary targeted did not qualify as democracies or protectors of human 

rights. Consequently, it seems to be important that the 2011 Hungarian strategy deals very 

freely with the definition of value-based foreign policy. It states that “value-based foreign 

policy cannot be interpreted in a way that based on it we already have to constrain our 

relationships with countries where our values are not respected fully, or are interpreted 

differently.” 118  The potential conflict between Hungary’s Western legitimacy and Eastern 

economic aspirations was indicated in Prime Minister Viktor Orbán’s 2010 speech119, where 

he expressed the dual interest in a ship metaphor: “Hungary has to know that although as an 

EU member it sails under Western flags, in the world economy the wind blows from the East 

today.”120 

4.5 Summary 
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In this chapter I described and analyzed Hungary’s partnership-building attempts in 

the Third World in the second time period, between 2004 and 2014, with the help of official 

foreign policy strategy documents, and statements and interviews made by Hungarian 

diplomats and political leaders. The analysis showed that the partnerships were very 

heterogeneous, but they all served one of the special small state needs listed in my hypothesis. 

The Hungarian engagement in Afghanistan and Iraq served Hungary’s security and legitimacy 

needs, as it supported Hungary’s image as a reliable ally within NATO, and thus ensured that 

Hungary can count on NATO’s protection if it becomes needed. The intensive partnership-

building in 2010-2011 served legitimacy needs, Hungary intended to use these partnerships to 

construct a positive image for itself at the global stage, and tried to position itself positively in 

relation to formerly unreached countries in order to gain their support for its diplomatic goals 

in the United Nations. The partnership-building after 2011, was dominated by Hungary’s 

economic needs, as the policy of Eastern opening was identified as a dominantly economic 

enterprise that aimed at finding new markets for Hungarian exports. In conclusion we can 

claim that the special small state needs of security, economic prosperity and legitimacy have a 

plausible explanatory power for the unexpected small state behavior of extra-regional 

partnership-building in this time period as well. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Small state needs: similarities and differences in the two time periods 

The analysis of Hungarian extra-regional partnership-building in the Cold-War and 

post-Cold War era allows us to reflect the findings of the two time periods, and identify the 

generalizable patterns of Hungarian behavior. This way we can draw general conclusions 

about the Hungarian behavior towards developing countries, while keeping in mind that the 

generalizability of our single case remains limited, and further research about other countries 

would be useful to confirm our results.  

When comparing the Hungarian behavior in the two time periods, we need to note that 

the political and institutional context is very different in the two eras. The first period saw 

Hungary as one-party dictatorship, with a system of planned economy, with an ideology that 

loudly opposed the capitalist exploitation of the developing world, and with a public opinion 

heavily dominated by a state-controlled media. In the second period Hungary became multi-

party democracy with a considerably free media, with a system of market-economy and an 

ideology that supports international capitalist development and the free movement of capital. 

While we could expect that these factors are important variables in determining Hungary’s 

extra-regional partnership-building patterns, the similar strategies and interests in the two time 

periods suggest otherwise. Based on the similarities of the partnership-building patterns in the 

two time periods, we can conclude that the inherent features of Hungary’s small state status 

and Hungary’s special small state needs have a strong explanatory power in explaining its 

extra-regional partnerships. 

Similarities in the Hungarian extra-regional partnership-building in the two time 

periods include the following observations: 
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1. Hungary’s security reliance on a friendly great power. Hungary’s alliances 

led to the perception that dealing with threats on the global level (Cold War, War Against 

Terror) serves Hungary’s own security needs in two ways: by reducing the global threat, and 

by satisfying the friendly great power, thus ensuring continued protection against any other 

external threat. The engagement with the global level threat encouraged extra-regional 

partnership-building efforts. 

2. Hungary’s dependence on external markets and resources. Both time 

periods began with a strong Hungarian focus on economic cooperation with the traditional, 

regional partner group (Comecon, EU), but after an economic crisis or change of economic 

conditions, Hungary reevaluated the economic importance of the extra-regional partnerships. 

Intensified small state dependence on external economic connections encouraged extra-

regional partnership-building efforts 

3. Security needs precede economic needs in time. Both time periods were first 

dominated by partnerships that served Hungary’s security and legitimacy needs. Extra-

regional partnerships that dominantly serve economic needs appeared only years after the first 

security-inspired extra-regional partnerships. This suggests that security-related needs are 

more likely to start extra-regional foreign policy actions, and a small state is likely to reach 

out to extra-regional partners for dominantly economic considerations only after it gained 

experience in extra-regional cooperation for security reasons.  

4. Legitimacy needs are quickly satisfied. Both time periods show that 

partnerships which can be explained dominantly by the need for legitimacy are less expensive 

in terms of diplomatic resources: even a few friendly visits or meetings were enough to gain 

friendly support from nations for propaganda reasons. However, legitimacy needs appeared to 
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be rather temporary, causing some of these partnerships to be rather short-lived, after the 

Hungarian regime re-consolidated its position. This happened for example with the small 

Pacific island states, where Hungary seemed to lost interest immediately after it lost its bid for 

the UN SC membership. 

5. Small state diplomatic tools remain the same. The diplomatic tools and 

methods used in the two time period suggest that Hungary’s extra-regional partnership-

building followed certain general patterns. Hungary’s limited diplomatic resources were 

compensated by certain small state techniques to reach and influence distant partners. These 

tools included the emphasis of intellectual export, technological transfer, scholarships 

provided to the students of the partner country, or the extensive reliance on common ideology 

or heritage. Due to the space limitations of this thesis, the detailed analysis of such diplomatic 

tools was not included in this study, but an indicative list of identified tools and methods is 

included in the Appendix. 

In addition to the listed similarities, we have to also mention some differences in the 

two time periods. These differences might affect the Hungarian extra-regional partnerships in 

the future, so future research would be useful to examine their relevance and consequences.  

1. The bipolar world is over. While in the Cold War period Hungary’s 

allegiance to the Soviet Union strongly limited its possible partners, in the 21th century 

partnership-building is open in every country around the world. However, the end of the Cold 

War also means that international conflicts are not organized along the familiar ideological 

lines, so small states need to be very careful not to be dragged into local conflicts that they 

hardly understand. 
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2. The correspondence among small state interests is over. While partnerships 

served security, economic and legitimacy needs in both time periods, the correspondence 

among these interests was different during and after the Cold War. In the first period extra-

regional partnerships had the potential to satisfy all three small state needs at the same time: 

partnerships with friendly or non-aligned states could often provide security, economic 

benefits and legitimacy as well, because Hungary’s ideology matched the ideology of those 

Third World partners. Such correspondence is not present in the post-Cold War era, where 

Hungary’s security needs are satisfied by partnerships alongside the US-lead NATO’s 

expectations, legitimacy needs are served through promoting the EU acquis and the Western 

principles of democracy and human rights, but economic interests are often served by 

partnerships  with autocrats and countries that tend to question these Western values.  

5.2 Scientific contribution  

This thesis provided an explanation for the puzzle of small Eastern-European states’ 

extra-regional partnership-building in the Third World. I attempted to explain why small 

states with generally limited diplomatic resources build partnerships outside their regions. The 

case studies of Hungarian foreign policy during the Cold War (1956-1986) and after the 

country’s EU-accession (2004-2014) were used to analyze Hungary’s extra-regional 

partnerships with developing countries, and to construct a theoretical framework that explains 

this unexpected small state behavior. 

The analysis did not question the general assumptions of the existing small state 

literature about small states’ naturally limited diplomatic resources and constraints, described 
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by Panke121 and Hey.122 During the research I acknowledged that the extra-regional small state 

activities under investigation are special, because they goes against certain limitations that are 

immanent in small state status. While I presented a list of identified diplomatic tools in the 

Appendix about the means that Hungary utilized to overcome its limits, further research 

would be necessary to meticulously describe and categorize these tools of extra-regional 

partnership-building. However, the goal of this thesis was not to give a detailed description of 

how such small state limitations are defeated by special small state diplomatic tools like 

scholarships, ideology or technological transfer. Rather, it’s goal was to theorize why such 

extra-regional partnerships with developing countries are created in the first place.  

To provide an explanation for this behavior, I constructed a theoretical framework 

about the special needs of small states, with the help of the existing scientific literature on 

small state behavior. I argued that due to their limited resources and great international 

dependence, small states have above than average needs for security, economic prosperity, 

domestic and international legitimacy. In the thesis I argued that although it is difficult for 

small states to establish extra-regional partnerships, those partnerships serve their special 

needs, and this is why small states are willing to risk the high costs and potential risks of such 

partnerships. 

The argument was supported by the case studies, where I could identify how different 

extra-regional partnerships in the Third Word served the special small state needs of security, 

economic prosperity and legitimacy. The research concluded that different small state needs 

                                                           
 

 

121
 Panke, “Dwarfs in International Negotiations.” 

122
 Hey, Jeanne A. K., Small States in World Politics. 



C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n

 
 

 

60 
 

get different emphasis in the certain time periods. This is not surprising, however, if we 

recognize that the intensity of the special small state needs can vary depending on the small 

state’s position and circumstances. In times of domestic political turmoil legitimacy is more 

important, in times of international armed conflicts security gains more emphasis, while in 

times of economic crises the role of economic partnerships comes to the forefront. With this 

kept in mind, our research confirmed that depending on the global context, extra-regional 

partnerships can mostly be explained by the three identified small state interests. 

The analysis showed that although these extra-regional partnerships seemed to be 

unlikely, they are often real, meaningful examples of cooperation between small states on 

different continents. However, in order to measure the value of these partnerships, we had to 

better understand small states’ needs. There is a stark difference between what is valuable for 

a small state and what is valuable for a great power, and if scholars of international relations 

analyze small state partnerships through the expectations and standards developed for great 

power partnerships, they could easily miss the value of such partnerships. 
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APPENDIX #1: SMALL STATE DIPLOMATIC TOOLBOX  

When serving its special small state needs for security, economic prosperity and legitimacy, 

Hungary defied its small state limitations that come from its generally constrained diplomatic 

resources. In this appendix I show how did Hungary defeat these limitations, what kind of 

diplomatic tools and methods did it use to keep its diplomatic costs low, but still reach the 

distant, extra regional partners. The identified tools and methods were spotted in the analyzed 

HSWP documents for the first time period, and identified from the foreign policy documents 

and interviews in the second time period. The list of these tools is not complete, and further 

research would likely help to extend it. Also, the listed tools are heterogeneous in that some 

are employed towards poor, small developing countries, while others are more likely to 

appear in relation with big developing countries that have large financial assets. However, the 

list is still helpful and indicative of what means can a small state like Hungary use when 

trying to build extra-regional partnerships. 

I. Small state diplomatic toolbox in the Cold War period 

1. Technical assistance and transfer of expertise 

“Intellectual export” was one of the most frequently cited Hungarian offers for the developing 

world in the Cold War era. Hungary kept sending technicians and experts to the friendly 

developing countries in a form of assistance, and also for money. The technical assistance 

focused on some key areas, including education, industrial or agricultural planning, and water 

management.  By 1977 there were more than 500 Hungarian experts working in development 

countries.
123

 

2. Scholarships and network-building 

A main tool for building networks and influence in the formerly unknown developing 

countries was the policy to offer scholarships to students who could then study in Hungary. 

By 1977 the number of students being trained in Hungary in one year reached 4000.
124 

Hungarian political leaders hoped that with these educational partnerships they gain influence 

in the partner countries, as these people will become the political and economic leaders of 

these countries.”
125

   

3. Construction of common ideology and goals 

Hungary’s partnership-building often tried to use socialist ideology to help its diplomatic 

attempts in the developing world, by portraying socialist and developing countries as partners 

in fighting imperialism and exploitation.  
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4. Smallness as an appeal to small partners 

Hungarian leaders have seen the small size of the country as a possible asset. In a 1968 debate 

about the partnerships with developing countries, one member of the PC argued that 

developing countries do not see Hungary as a threat to their independence, unlike when 

dealing with the Soviets.
126

 

5. Local communists as friends of the socialist world 

HSWP meeting records reveal that Hungary regularly provided financial or moral support to 

the local communist parties in the developing countries, and had high level meetings with 

them. While it was a valuable source of information about developing countries, it sometimes 

turned against Hungary, because non-communist countries did not welcome the open support 

of their communist opposition.
127 

 

6. Advocacy in international organizations 

Hungary, similarly to other socialist countries, stood up for the general interest of poor 

developing countries in the United Nations, urging, among others, a more just system for 

international trade every year at the UN General Assembly.
128

 This could then be used in 

bilateral meetings to prove Hungary’s commitment towards solving the partner’s problems. 

7. Bilateral development aid and governmental gifts 

Although limited in quantity, Hungary often provided aid, loans or gifts to friendly 

developing countries in order to strengthen the good relationship. According to the reviewed 

documents, often the partner country requested the aid directly. 

8. Arms and ammunition aid and export 

Hungary has not sent fighting forces to support wars of developing countries, but provided 

ammunition and arms to many of its partners in times of war, including Guinea, Mozambique, 

Vietnam, Syria, Egypt and Iraq.  

9. High level diplomacy 

Foreign ministers and the chairman of the presidential council (the titular head of state) 

travelled to developing countries regularly to promote partnerships. Any time a high level 

visit was organized to developing countries, the delegation invited the partner country’s heads 
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of states and political leaders to Hungary, in order to help enhance the partnerships, even if 

they had to wait for the return visit for years. 

10. Supportive institutions for extra-regional diplomacy and export 

Hungary delegated substantial amount of resources to expand the network of its diplomatic 

and economic representations in the Third World. In addition to its network of embassies (71 

individual embassies by 1980
129

), it set up vast network of commercial representations in the 

economically important partner countries for export promotion. 
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II. Small state diplomatic toolbox in the post-Cold War period 

1. Technical assistance and transfer of expertise 

“Intellectual export” remained one of the most important Hungarian offers for the developing 

world in the 20th century, with diplomats emphasizing the potentials in “Hungarian expertise” 

in almost every relation. The transfer of Hungarian technology is on the table in Sub-Saharan 

Africa, Asia and Oceania as well, including agricultural technology and infrastructure-

development
130

, water-management technology and fish breeding technologies, and expertise 

in control systems for non-contagious diseases like diabetes or cancer.
131 

Hungary - as most of 

the post-socialist states - also often argue that it has a unique transition experience, knowledge 

about transition from autocracy to democracy that it can share with developing partner 

countries. 

2. Scholarships and network-building 

After 2010 Hungary decided to rebuild the scholarship-system that was in use during the Cold 

War era, to invite students from developing countries and fund their studies in Hungary. 

Scholarships are seen again as the long-term basis of the partnerships
132

; in interviews, 

Hungarian diplomats reiterated that they find this to be the best and cheapest way to build 

regional connections and influence. Diplomats urge the development of a network in which 

regular contact is maintained with students who return to their home countries.
133

 

3. Construction of common heritage 

While the common ideology of anti-imperialism cannot be employed anymore, Hungary puts 

a huge emphasis on creating a friendly discourse of common heritage with its distant partners. 

In Asia Hungarian diplomats tend to invoke the fact that Hungarians also have an Asian origin 

and mentality. In Africa, as one diplomat argued during an interview with the author that 

Hungary can build a positive image because it has never been a colonial power, indeed, it was 
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a “colony” itself within the Habsburg Empire. Diplomats also constantly refer to good 

reputation of Hungarian products that were exported to Third World during the Cold War era, 

assuming that new partnerships can build on positive memories about the Hungarian export. 

4. Smallness as an appeal to small partners 

Diplomats, including János Martonyi, minister of foreign affairs, argued during interviews 

that being a small state can be considered as an asset when building partnerships with other 

small states, as they prefer to cooperate with small, creative, smart partners rather than the big 

ones.
134  

At an Africa Conference organized in Budapest, African representatives also 

suggested that small partners pay more attention to each other, they are more honest and 

reliable.
135

 

5. Local leaders as friends of Hungary 

Attempts to establish personal, friendly connections with state leaders in developing countries 

is an asset that is connected to the scholarship programs. MFA officials often refer to country 

leaders who are emotionally connected to Hungary and thus support partnerships in many 

ways. Commonly quoted examples are Hannah Tetteh, the foreign minister of Ghana who was 

born in Hungary as a daughter of an exchange student; Joseph Bol Chan, Chairman of the 

upper house of the South Sudan parliament, who graduated in Hungary during the communist 

era; or V.George Topou, the late king of Tonga, who was a great admirer of Hungarian 

history due to his Hungarian royal painter, and supported the Hungarian UN SC bid in the 

Pacific region.  

6. Advocacy in international organizations 

During its UN SC membership bid, Hungary developed a profile in which it promised to stand 

up for issues that concern weak, small developing countries. This advocacy included fighting 

against climate change, for poverty reduction, water security, food security and health 

security.
136

 

7. Bilateral and multilateral development aid 

The compulsory contributions to development funds are seen as an asset to involve Hungarian 

companies in projects in developing countries, thus helping them to gain experience in the 
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partner countries.
137

 Bilateral aid, especially tied development loans are also considered as an 

asset. In early 2014 Hungary ran three such loan projects in Vietnam, but it planned to extend 

such constructions to partnerships with African states as well.
138

 

8. Arms and ammunition aid and export 

In connection to its military missions in Afghanistan and Iraq, Hungary provided arms 

supplies to both countries. It offered 77 T-72 tanks and 4 million pieces of ammunition to the 

new Iraqi army in 2004
139

, and gave 20 500 AMD-65 submachine guns to the Afghan army in 

2007
140

 (AMD-65 is a Hungarian-produced version of the AK-47 Kalashnikov guns). 

Hungary exported another 45 000 submachine-guns indirectly, as the Pentagon bought up 

these weapon supplies and then delivered them to Afghanistan.
141

 

9. High level diplomacy 

Partnership-building involved high-level diplomatic visits, the establishment of joint 

intergovernmental economic committees, and several business delegations, where high level 

government officials (including to the Prime Minister) were accompanied by hundreds of 

interested businessmen on their official visits to Third World partners. Hungary as a small 

state also used several multilateral conferences for bilateral networking, especially during 

Hungary’s EU presidency in 2011. 

10. Supportive institutions for extra-regional diplomacy and export 

Hungary began to rebuild its Trade House network, a number of trade institutions in the 

capitals of big partner countries outside Europe to promote the export of Hungarian 

enterprises. Trade Houses were first opened in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Russia, China, Saudi-

Arabia, the UAE, Jordan, Turkey, and Singapore, but the network is supposed to expand in 

the Balkans and in Latin-America as well.   
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