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What today is in all likelihood the best-known periodical in international 
relations, Foreign Affairs, was first published in 1922 by a then-unknown 
informal body of foreign policy experts, academics, journalists, lawyers 
and bankers, the Council on Foreign Relations.1 The review, as well as 
the Council itself, has since become known the world over. In this paper 
I use the first 16 volumes of Foreign Affairs as my primary source 
material, in the hope that these will offer an insight into the world of 
International Relations as politics and also as an academic discipline in 
the very moment it was about to be bom. Yet the articles in Foreign 
Affairs themselves are as much a part of the history of mentalities — in 
fact, intellectual history — as they are of the history of international rela-
tions. Taking one country, Hungary, as a kind of prism, I will attempt to 
demonstrate how early International Relations discourse was shaped by 
diplomacy, home politics, ideologies and even philosophies of knowledge 
and science. In offering an overview of the articles dealing exclusively or 
partly with Hungary, and also supplying some background information, I 
would like to make a contribution towards understanding the difficulties 
involved in communicating across cultures and the socially conditioned 
differences of perspective2 — demonstrated in this case by the incom-
patibility of the fundamentally Wilsonian, liberal internationalist discourse 
relied on by the American and British elite groups associated with the 
journal and the nationalist, state-centric and survival-oriented Welt-
anschauung behind the contributions of Central European politicians and 
intellectuals. 

My hypothesis in the process of research has been that the two 
types of discourse have grown out of different sociological poetics in the 



Bakhtinian sense of the word,3 and as a result promote different agendas, 
attach contrary meaning or highly varied significance to events, in short: 
their incompatible symbolic universes lead to miscommunication and 
diverging interpretations. The interwar era saw Central European small 
states competing for the benevolence of various great power lobby groups 
and governments, making the Council in Foreign Relations and, more 
specifically, Foreign Affairs a prime ground for expounding their ideas on 
the future of the region, while trying to conform to the perceived liberal 
democratic expectations of the lobby group behind the journal. Thus it 
could be expected that Central European contributors would attempt to 
gain support for their countries policies by masking them as compatible 
with the general agenda of the Council, even if some of their designs 
would have made the East Coast intellectuals of the organization less than 
happy. 

The research process confirmed the hypotheses summarised in the 
above paragraph. While far from being diachronically static, both dis-
courses demonstrated significant homogeneity in a number of aspects, at 
the same time being very much at odds with each other in agenda and 
world-view. In the following, I will reconstruct the two discourses sepa-
rately, propose an interpretation of their sociological poetics, and finally I 
will attempt to formulate some conclusions about the nature of communi-
cation between intellectuals assembled in a great power lobby and leading 
members of Central European elites. 

It is common knowledge that in the United States interest in inter-
national relations receded after the signing of the Paris peace treaties, the 
election victory of President Harding and the death of Woodrow Wilson. 
Yet the ideology promoted by Wilson did not lose all support and all 
activists. In fact, the Council on Foreign Relations, founded on 29 July, 
1921, was to become one of the places where adherents of an active 
foreign policy could meet and discuss events in the world, and also think 
of ways to influence the American government or the events themselves.4 

The continuity between Wilsonian thinking and the CFR should 
not be overlooked: the greater half of the founding members, who 
assembled at a conference organised by future member Harry A. Garfield, 
President of Williamstown College and son of President Garfield, had 
either participated in the work of the Inquiry (the body of experts respon-
sible for President Wilson's peace plan) or were known supporters of the 
Wilsonian agenda — either for reasons of faith or for reasons of profit.5 



The Council on Foreign Relations has been publishing the journal 
Foreign Affairs since 1922. It is reputed to be one of the world's most 
informative and most boring journals. Whether boring or not, is not our 
concern; for the historian it is more important that a number of wealthy 
and influential Americans and many European politicians and leading 
intellectuals thought it important enough to read — and publish some of 
their writings on its pages. During the two world wars, for instance, 
French and German heads of governments or foreign ministers peri-
odically stated their countries' positions on current matters in Foreign 
Affairs. Benedetto Croce published — under the title "Of Liberty" — in it 
a covert critique of all totalitarian systems when he became disillusioned 
with Mussolini's fascism.6 John Dewey and Arnold J. Toynbee also con-
tributed articles.7 But the most significant part of the studies, position 
papers and short articles were submitted by members of CFR, like the 
1921 Democratic presidential candidate John W. Davis or Theodore 
Roosevelt's Secretary of State Elihu Root, alongside better or lesser 
known experts such as Walter Lippmann, Isaiah Bowman and John C. 
Campbell. 

Of the articles that appeared in Foreign Affairs between 1922 and 
1939, a surprisingly large number dealt with Central European issues. 
There are several explanations for this phenomenon. First, it should not be 
forgotten that apart from imposing a peace settlement on Germany, the 
Versailles system radically rearranged the map of Central and Eastern 
Europe. In consequence, the region attracted some degree of attention in 
the decades that followed. This attention was transformed, but also 
preserved, by Germany's rise in the thirties and the threat it posed to the 
sovereignty of Central European small states. Therefore it is safe to say 
that Central Europe was the most important of all secondary theatres of 
international relations in the period: its affairs remained intimately linked 
with what were judged as the most important developments in the world. 

Another explanation for the fact that much attention was paid by 
Foreign Affairs to interwar Central Europe is the circumstance that many 
members of the Council on Foreign Relations, and more specifically the 
editors of Foreign Affairs, held a personal and a professional interest in 
the area. The first editor-in-chief, Archibald Cary Coolidge was a profes-
sor of "Near Eastern History" at Harvard University, a field of study that 
at the time referred to the Balkans and some of Central Europe as well.8 

His aide and successor, Hamilton Fish Armstrong was an expert on 



Central Europe, and had personal ties with a number of politicians and 
even members of the royal families from the region.9 

As a result of these factors, one finds in Foreign Affairs a fair 
number of articles dealing with Hungary. Their number is sufficient for an 
attempt to reconstruct the major discourses in which developments in the 
country were discussed and evaluated, especially as Central European 
governments were even more active than French or German ministries in 
making their positions known on the pages of the journal. 

By the early 1920's the informed American public had already 
been supplied by the peacemakers' interpretations of the events of 1918-
1920, and while some aspects of these explanations had been questioned, 
in general it can be said that certain key concepts remained unchallen-
ged.10 First and most importantly, it was generally agreed that in 1918 
Central and Eastern Europe was freed from the grasp of three anachron-
istic and autocratic empires — those of the Hohenzollerns, the Habsburgs 
and the Romanovs — and the Paris peace treaties in essence provided 
new and old countries with a "ticket" to the free and democratic world. 
Of course, the details of the treaties were up for debate, but this was 
possible exactly because — from an American perspective — these were 
of secondary importance. It followed from the first assumption, that the 
political and economical "performance" of Central European states was 
evaluated using the litmus paper of Wilsonianism: being part of a 
democratic experiment in a part of the world that had not known 
democracy before, governments were expected to follow the ideals of 
liberal internationalism: advancement of free trade, open and peaceful 
diplomacy, conducted preferably at the League of Nations, and respect for 
human and political rights." 

Anyone acquainted with the interwar history of Central Europe 
will be aware that none of the countries in the region — except, perhaps, 
Czechoslovakia — came close to a passing grade, given the above expec-
tations. Several of them, however, scored remarkable successes, lasting or 
temporary, in convincing the Atlantic democracies of their achievements. 
This was partly so because there of course were some actual results, 
alongside effective propaganda, and also because Western politicians and 
journalists sometimes believed what they desired to be true. Still, there 
existed undoubtedly a coherent set of expectations towards the partici-
pants of this great experiment, a set that provided the framework of 
values for the discourse on Hungary, and Central Europe in general. 



History and Identity: Central European Authors in Foreign Affairs 1922-
1939 

In the time span analyzed here, seven articles dealing with Hungary and 
authored by Central European politicians or intellectuals appeared in the 
journal. The most significant texts of this group date from the 1920s and 
include two articles by Edvard Benes, and one each by Josef Redlich, 
Istvan Bethlen and Oscar Jaszi (known in Hungary as Jaszi Oszkar). 

Perhaps surprisingly, the very first issue of Foreign Affairs 
contained two important essays that dealt with Hungary. Edvard Benes, 
the Czechoslovak foreign minister, contributed an article titled "The Little 
Entente" in which he tried to justify the existence of an alliance system 
which quite obviously was a political and military tool to restrain the 
Hungarian desire for revanche after the harsh conditions set by the 1920 
Trianon Treaty.12 Benes's essay was followed by that of the one-time 
Austro-Hungarian minister of finance, Joseph Redlich. He, in contrast to 
Benes, argued for a united Central Europe, confederated along economic 
lines. Redlich rejected the idea of national autarchy, and in addressing the 
problem posed by nationalist economic thinking in the region, did not fail 
to observe that the rise of this short-sighted doctrine was — in spite of 
desires to the contrary on the part of the promulgators of the peace — 
promoted by the inherent shortcomings of the peace settlements.13 

The initial portrait of Hungary, provided by these articles, 
received depth and details a year later, when Oscar Jaszi's essay "Dis-
membered Hungary and Peace in Central Europe" was published.14 Jaszi 
was a prominent progressive intellectual of prewar Hungary who played a 
crucial role in the short-lived democratic experiment of 1918-1919 as 
minister without a portfolio in charge of national minorities. He left the 
country during the time of the Hungarian Soviet Republic, and did not 
return to counterrevolutionary Hungary later. The new right-wing regime 
considered him one of its chief adversaries, as Jaszi with his fellow 
emigres was engaged in a relentless campaign to undermine its reputation 
in the Western world.15 In his essay, the radical progressive emigre passed 
a summary verdict on the Hungary of Admiral Miklos Horthy, describing 
the country's elites as "neofeudal," and the political system as "authori-
tarian" and "dictatorial." This challenge was responded to by Istvan 
Bethlen, Hungary's prime minister between 1921 and 1931, who of 
course defended the political system Jaszi had so scathingly attacked. 
Embedded in a long historical narrative, he put forward the favourite 



thesis of Hungarian conservatives about gradual development in the 
country through thousand years of history, and asked for patience in the 
supposedly ongoing democratisation of the country. At the same time, he 
promised cooperation with neighbours, the League and the great powers, 
and tactfully said nothing about an eventual revision of the Trianon 
frontiers.16 

Benes's second contribution returned to the question of regional 
security. In reflecting on the Locarno Treaty, he noted the lack of similar 
safeguards and guarantees in Central and Eastern Europe. He called for 
the institutionalisation of security arrangements in the region, necessary in 
his opinion because of the revisionist danger posed by the defeated 
powers.17 

Oscar Jaszi's second study to be published in Foreign Affairs was 
titled "Kossuth and the Treaty of Trianon". In this 1934 essay, Jaszi 
argued that Trianon was a result of very much organic forces, foretold at 
least in part by Lajos Kossuth and Laszlo Teleki, two prominent 19lh 

century emigres. The main argument that Jaszi drew from a survey of 
their correspondence was that Hungary's elites had reacted inappropriately 
to the events of 1918 and 1920, and should have accepted the situation 
that was in his view not simply the result of "a vae victis peace," but the 
consummation of an organic process — that became sanctioned by the 
Great Powers in 1920.18 His second contribution in the decade was the 
1938 essay titled "Agrarian Feudalism in Hungary," that reported on the 
misery of the rural population and on the movement of the Hungarian 
populists, or, as Jaszi called them, "narodniki",19 

The wide range of topics and the timespan in which the essays 
were published, however, do not mean that a number of common features 
cannot be identified in the texts. In a sense, the range and the timespan 
being so wide only means that the test of the hypothesis is a hard one: if 
it can be shown that despite of the large variation in author background, 
political orientation, topic and time of publication, some homogeneity 
persists in the language of the articles, then it becomes so much more 
legitimate to make observations on the nature of American-Hungarian 
relationships in the interwar period based on the similarities. 

The emphasis the authors place on conformity with liberal 
democratic ideas provides a practical starting point for the analysis. As 
already mentioned, the Wilsonian or "League" version of liberalism 
promoted open diplomacy, democracy, national self-determination, 
minority rights, great power abstinence from involvement in the affairs of 



small states, international and regional cooperation and a liberal economic 
programme promoting free trade and fiscal stability. None of the con-
tributors in the period under consideration here, with the possible excep-
tion of Josef Redlich, identified with every item on this agenda. Yet they 
very clearly sought to create the impression that they were conforming to 
it. 

In 1922, Edvard Benes undertook the difficult enterprise of 
depicting the Little Entente as a potential forum of regional cooperation. 
He emphasised the contribution the alliance had made to regional stability 
in making repeated references to the thwarted restoration attempts of the 
last Habsburg emperor, Karl, arguing that the Little Entente has proved 
itself to be: 

a strong and permanent bulwark against the execution of the 
Hapsburg plans. ... It was against this bulwark that the attempts 
at a Hapsburg putsch twice came to a grief.... The alliance... 
successfully passed a practical test and proved itself a true 
guardian of the dearly-bought liberty of the nations that had 
been freed from the Austro-Hungarian yoke.20 

In doing so, Benes followed the official line of Czechoslovak foreign 
policy, which took credit for the failure of the legitimists in Hungary, 
even though the latter were defeated by their Hungarian political oppo-
nents and Regent Horthy's desire to conform to great power expecta-
tions.21 Also, in complete contradiction to the purposes of the alliance — 
restraining Hungarian revisionism — the article asserted that "there is 
little doubt that [Hungary's] isolation cannot be permanent, and that 
Hungary too will one day take the place in the Central-European peace 
bloc that is hers both politically and economically."22 

All of this was aimed at demonstrating that the Little Entente was 
not a perpetuator of hostilities in the region, but an alliance that had the 
potential to become the forum of cooperation, if only Hungary's political 
line would change. Thus a military alliance that was certain to draw 
negative response in the wake of the First World War, at the time 
generally thought to have been brought about by secret diplomacy and 
alliance-making, was presented as a "peace bloc" — with the obvious 
purpose of gaining approval and support, moral and potentially also 
financial. 

Similarly to Benes, Istvan Bethlen made use of pro-League catch 
phrases in sketching a very different image of Hungary two and a half 



years later. His short programme called for "1. Economic and financial 
reconstruction. 2. A democratic reorganization on the basis of the 
principle of a gradual and sound evolution. 3. The organic linking up of 
Hungary and all Hungarians with Western culture; and in connection 
herewith a settlement of the minority question."23 

The programme, Bethlen argued, was aimed at making Hungary 
into an "intellectual, political and economic link between East and West." 
He also acknowledged, choosing to face up to, rather than ignore the 
international criticism directed at the country's political system, that 
"Hungary, judged by the standard which we may apply to the great 
democracies of the West, cannot yet be called perfect or complete," an 
implicit promise of future democratisation under suitable circumstances.24 

Clearly, Bethlen was following the course he had chosen in 1922-23: one 
of cooperation with the victorious powers, and building international 
prestige through the adoption of a discourse compatible with that of 
democratic powers, which also explains the conspicuous omission of any 
references to a rectification of the Trianon borders.25 

The other Central European contributors, on the other hand, were 
real federalists and democrats, and used the journal to promote their views 
concerning the region and Hungary. Understandably, they also embraced 
the Wilsonian discourse of liberty, progress and cooperation. Josef 
Redlich pleaded for tolerance, as "Hungary, witnessing the destruction of 
all she had possessed, of international seaborne trade, is not able to 
recover and to disarm either morally or materially and thus forms a block 
in the way of all endeavours for reconciliation in Eastern Europe."26 In 
this sense, the fault lay with the peace settlements themselves, which 
"abandoned once and for all the idea of replacing the large free-trade area 
of pre-war Austria-Hungary by some kind of confederation or permanent 
economic association between the new political units."27 

This argumentation is in a way an inversion of Benes' line of 
thought, who defended the settlement. According to him "the substitution 
of new and independent states for the Austro-Hungarian monarchy was 
not only an act of historic justice, but at the time the interest of Europe 
generally,"28 since it defeated militarist imperialism and created peaceful 
nation-states. Whether the journal's contributors praised or criticised the 
peace settlement, they did so with reference to some liberal democratic 
principles. 

The same discursive strategy can be observed in Jaszi's texts. He 
also "measures" any phenomenon or institution he discusses against the 



principles of democracy and international cooperation. His goal is for 
Hungary to follow the "democratic and pacific way", based on the twin 
ideas of "free economic and cultural intercourse."29 Also, he never 
challenges the Paris treaties, which merely sanctioned the fact that 
"national units took their natural course", and argued instead that 

... the solution of the Danubian problem today can be found 
neither in the maintenance of the present situation nor in the 
restoration of the old frontiers of Hungary. It must be found in 
two things - in a reasonable readjustment of boundaries, and in 
a tariff union between Hungary and adjacent countries which 
would restore the economic advantages possessed by the former 
Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, without the Hapsburgs and 
without domination by any one race.30 

Yet the texts of Central European authors differ significantly from 
the American and British contributions analyzed in the next section. One 
reason for this is obvious: all Central European contributors were partial 
to their state, their policies and political parties, present or past. Foreign 
Affairs was a forum for propaganda, and publishing in it was seen as a 
chance to present views in front of an interested and influential audience. 
This explanation is supported by — and also accounts for — the efforts 
the Hungarian government made to publish Bethlen's article in response 
to Jaszi's 1923 attack on the Horthy regime, as well as to Benes's 
constant presence on the pages of Foreign Affairs over the years.31 All the 
more interesting is the fact that, despite the very different goals and hopes 
the authors were following, there are some common elements in their 
writing. All of the essays examined here contain long sections on history, 
something entirely atypical of the American and British contributions to 
Foreign Affairs. According to Central European authors, history in many 
ways explains the present: it bequeaths duties and enmities, in short: 
identity, on the authors, whose rationale for action is ultimately rooted in 
their interpretation of the past. 

The most obvious example is Bethlen who devoted about half of 
his essay to a concise history of Hungary, in which he emphasised, above 
all, continuity and organic development. Bethlen has been quoted above 
as admitting the "incomplete" nature of the Hungarian political system, 
yet he also defended the country's monarchical traditions, with reference 
to "the role played in the public law and constitutional life of Hungary by 
the Holy Crown and the political dogma relating thereto based on a 



certain mystic tradition."32 For the political misery of the post-war years, 
Bethlen attempted to convey the received narrative in Hungarian interwar 
politics, which rests on a loose socio-psychological causation and makes 
use of biological metaphor typical of German neo-conservatism: 

Military defeat threw the older and established classes of 
Hungary, together with the bourgeoisie, into a state of torpid 
lethargy. ... The Karolyi-Revolution with its own particular 
defaitism, which infected the whole living organism of the 
nation ... [was] followed by its logical consequence — the 
'dictatorship of the proletariat." 

What the "organism of the nation", the continuity of the state and 
the Holy Crown were to Bethlen, the fiction of centuries of subjugation to 
the House of Habsburg was to Benes. While he was trying to depict the 
Little Entente as a "peace bloc", he also incorporated into his argument 
elements of the Czechoslovak national narrative of the eternal conflict 
between peace-loving Slavs and their Germanic and Hungarian oppres-
sors, stating that "the Danubian monarchy was the aider, abettor and tool 
of Hohenzollern imperialism. It was, moreover, by its very constitution, 
the outward expression of a German-Magyar system of violence."34 Its 
break-up, therefore, constituted a major achievement by the forces of 
freedom, and its restoration would have simultaneously meant a 
resurgence of the Germanic threat to the peace of the continent and a new 
era of bondage to the small Central-European peoples. 

For Redlich, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy represented, unlike 
for Benes, the realization of a large economic union, with all its benefits, 
whose disappearance explained much of the crisis of the postwar period. 
The idea that, in the realm of economics, the empire of the Habsburgs 
represented an ideal mode of coexistence for the nations of the region 
looms large everywhere in his article, as he repeatedly proposes "the idea 
of replacing the large free-trade area of pre-war Austria-Hungary by some 
kind of confederation or permanent economic association between the 
new political units."35 And, although he never says so explicitly, one can 
easily hypothesize that it is the legitimation of the Empire as a whole that 
he is aiming at — an assumption corroborated by his other writings. 

As for Oscar Jaszi, the unsolved problems of prewar Hungary 
lived on after 1918. To Jaszi, the Horthy regime represented a radi-
calisation of the neofeudal tendencies in the country,36 that, through the 
gentry, preserved social and economic inequality, yielding, according to 



him, "a picture so dark that the present writer has not found anything 
comparable to it, even in the gloomiest descriptions of Tsarist Russia."37 

To Jaszi, Hungarian revisionism was rooted in the desire of the political 
elite to reassert its feudalistic superiority over the multiethnic territory it 
once ruled. His view of interwar Hungary is captured in the observation 
that in the years after 1920 "the agrarian reform was emasculated and the 
feudal aristocracy retained their economic monopolies, while the political 
life of the country became the booty of the new Fascist elements."38 

In essence, a historical experience or a culture of history condi-
tioned the mentality of the Central European contributors to Foreign 
Affairs. They were all conscious of the audience they were writing for, 
and made efforts to adopt a style of writing compatible with the political-
ideological preferences of the readers. Yet in all of the texts, references 
abound that did not fit into the Wilsonian or, simply, into a liberal 
democratic world view. All of the authors were conditioned by specific 
cultures of politics that used history to legitimise political action and 
explain the present. For Bethlen, it was the historical myth of the 
continued existence of the Kingdom of Hungary through the centuries, for 
Benes the grand recit or master narrative3'' of the Czech-Czechoslovak 
struggle for freedom in the shadow of an eternal "German-Magyar" 
menace, for Redlich the idealised memory of the multiethnic Danubian 
empire, and for Jaszi the prewar years of struggle against all versions and 
shades of "gentry neofeudalism" that had kept the Hungarian society 
enchained for too long. History, through these powerful cultures of 
memory and remembering, severely limited for them the realm of the 
possible. Benes would have never believed in a peaceful Hungary, Jaszi 
thought democratisation under the Horthy-elite inconceivable, while 
Bethlen was staunchly opposed to full democracy, and Redlich's 
memories of the Monarchy were — even if he was a perceptive critic of 
its problems — very much different from those of Benes. Given these 
limitations, the sphere of rational action was constrained, and history 
virtually prescribed the preferences for the present. Defending these 
preferences included presenting them as compatible with the views of 
those whose benevolence seemed to matter, yet these preferences are not 
to be understood in the context of the periodical where they appeared, but 
in their own ideological homeland, the various political and ideological 
currents of Central Europe. 

The different secondary — institutional — socialisation of these 
politicians mirrored the problem-ridden legacy of the Vielvolkerreich and 



the Paris peace system. The experiences of the critical first two decades 
of the century imprinted clear priorities and also perceptions of the enemy 
into their thinking. Their exposure to Wilsonianism did not produce a 
change in their identities — those had been shaped by the realities of 
Central Europe, and while they did their best to learn its language or 
Sprachspiel, it was a conscious effort to cover up incompatibilities, not a 
real internationalization of the ideology. One is tempted to call the pheno-
menon linguistic isomorphism, as what the authors did was covering up 
the incompatible contents of their thought with the cloak of a discourse of 
cooperation, and it is, consequently, also through the examination of this 
language that this "cloak" can be removed, and the sociological poetics of 
their discourse can be analyzed. 

Escaping the Prisoner's Dilemma: The Liberal Internationalist Discourse 

Authors with British and American backgrounds did not deal directly with 
Hungary prior to 1926. From the perspective of the Council on Foreign 
Relations, one of its main goal being the popularisation of the League of 
Nations, Central Europe received added importance after 1924.40 Austria 
and Hungary both managed to achieve an economic turnaround with the 
assistance of the League, and gained considerable propaganda potential. 
This development directly affected the tone of the articles that appeared in 
the journal. The change in perspective, which meant by and large a shift 
from questions of security to questions of economic development, was 
heralded by a long article titled "The Reconstruction of Hungary" by Sir 
Arthur Salter, former Chairman of the Financial Committee of the League 
of Nations.41 Salter praised at length the efforts of the "strong, competent 
and strict government" and the success of the Bethlen government's 
consolidation plan. As far as politics were concerned, he showed the same 
tact as Bethlen had before: he avoided any mention of Hungarian 
revisionism that had remained virulent and loud, in spite of having been 
dropped from the official government agenda. 

The same laudatory tone characterised the chronicle of Royall 
Tyler, a junior official to Salter, in 1930.42 A remarkable feature of this 
article was the place devoted to prime minister Bethlen who was 
portrayed as a man working indefatigably for compromises in Central 
Europe. His role in working out a joint deal on reparations due to the 
members of the Little Entente and the question of the disowned Hunga-



rian landlords in Transylvania was especially emphasized in the study. 
This was understandable, as the issue had seemed to prove the League of 
Nations to be a powerless and ineffective organization during the previous 
seven years of arbitration. As Salter had done before, Tyler also omitted 
mention of the shadier aspects of Hungarian politics, for instance the 
franc forgery scandal, a conspiracy to ruin the French currency by 
flooding the market with forged bills, in which prominent Hungarian 
politicians and other public figures had been implicated.43 

Some shorter articles published in the period 1926-1931 
complemented the positive image of Hungary by adding information on 
smaller issues. A young expert by the name of Erdmann D. Beynon 
seized the recurring issue of flood peril in the country to show how the 
Trianon borders placed a responsibility not only on Hungary but also on 
the neighbouring states, and argued that these have failed to make the 
necessary efforts in keeping the Hungarian Great Plain safe from 
periodical flooding.44 Even the by no means Magyar-friendly Hamilton 
Fish Armstrong expressed some recognition for the work of Bethlen and 
— completely misinterpreting Hungarian intentions — in 1927 he expres-
sed his hope that Hungary will cooperate with Yugoslavia in gaining 
access to the sea.45 Armstrong assumed that Yugoslavs would be very 
forthcoming in the matter, and it only depended on Hungary to make it 
work. In reality, the overtures towards Yugoslavia were aimed at driving 
a wedge between the member states of the Little Entente, and Bethlen 
was preparing to approach not the Yugoslavs but Mussolini in the matter, 
but even when he did so, no overt criticism was put forward on the pages 
of Foreign Affairs. A third short article by Laszlo Ecker addressed the 
economic woes of Hungary in the wake of the 1931 crisis, and proposed 
classical liberalist recipes for a trade-oriented therapy based on the 
exploitation of the comparative advantages Hungary enjoyed in certain 
sectors of the economy.46 

Potentially even more informative, however, is the only essay 
from the five-year period which was overtly critical with respect to 
Hungary. Its author, Harold W. V. Temperley had been an expert 
assigned to the British peace delegation in 1919-1920. He was also the 
editor of the multi-volume History of the Paris Peace Conference.47 A 
member of the Royal Institute for International Affairs, he fiercely 
criticised the press offensive launched in 1927 by British newspaper 
publisher Lord Rothermere for a partial revision of the Trianon frontiers. 
He refrained, however, from overtly accusing Bethlen of similar intentions 



— he found him culpable only in not acting with sufficient vigour to 
discredit and distance himself from the "troublemakers."48 The prime 
minister's speech in Debrecen was to prove Temperley wrong a few 
months after the publication of the article in early 1928: in March of the 
same year, Bethlen did openly embrace revisionism, albeit without 
making specific demands. Temperley's remarks nevertheless demonstrate 
how successfully Bethlen had built up his international legitimacy and 
prestige in the previous years. 

After 1931, the activisation of German foreign policy in Central 
and Eastern Europe increased the freedom of action enjoyed by the 
Hungarian government. Berlin, suffering from the effects of the Great 
Depression, opted for economic expansion and the creation of an econo-
mic zone in Central Europe. This was complemented with a much more 
assertive diplomatic posture, which immediately alarmed France. In such 
a situation, with the Germans having reappeared as mighty rivals on the 
international scene, much more could be expected to be tolerated by even 
the French government. Even the long discredited question of the return 
of the Habsburgs to Hungary and/or Austria was brought up once more, if 
only informally: some French and Swiss newspapers wrote — in reaction 
to the 1931 plan of a German-Austrian customs union — about the 
possible consequences of the dynasty's return for the region. A further 
French reaction was the unveiling of the Tardieu-plan the next year, 
named after the French foreign minister. The plan foresaw the creation of 
a Central-European customs union, and would have secured privileged 
access to the zone for Paris and London, or, as a minimum, would have 
ensured equal terms of trade for the great powers.49 

Hamilton Fish Armstrong was among the first in the United States 
to react to the Italian and German expansionist desire, and already in 
1932 vehemently argued for the increased necessity of cooperation 
between the small states under the aegis of the League and/or Western 
powers. For Armstrong, German diplomatic activity could only signal one 
thing: a return to regional imperialism in Berlin. Embracing the Tardieu-
plan that the Quai d'Orsay had put forward in March of that year, he 
made it no secret that economic integration would pay first and foremost 
political dividends. He did not entertain unrealistic hopes about the 
chances of the plan, yet he saw no viable alternative.50 

The most unrealistic of the alternatives advanced at the time must 
have been John Gunther's article from the winter of 1933/1934, titled 
"Hapsburgs again?"51 While Gunther was a member of CFR and a 



prominent and travelled, Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist, he was no 
foreign policy expert. But his ideas on the possible return of the 
Habsburgs to either Hungary or Austria are not of interest because there 
was any chance for their success. Rather, these ideas demonstrate how 
desperately believers of liberal internationalism searched for a way to 
prevent what they perceived as history repeating itself in the form of the 
Drang nach Osten, and what concessions they were ready to make in the 
process. The return of the despised authoritarian rulers, support for whom 
on the part of the Hungarian political elite had been deemed by both 
Benes and Temperley as a serious offence, was suddenly being 
contemplated to prevent a greater wrong from happening. 

In the autumn of 1938, the Munich accord granted Germany much 
of the Sudetenland, and in the subsequent First Vienna Award, German 
and Italian arbitrators returned approximately 12,000 sq kilometres of land 
to Hungary from Czechoslovakia on 2 November, 1938. In reflecting on 
Munich and its consequences, Hamilton Fish Armstrong limited his 
vehement critique to Nazi Germany, and held that "Rumania, Jugoslavia, 
Bulgaria, even Hungary, have a good deal of will and some ability to 
resist" a potential Nazi drive to the Southeast.52 Armstrong's partner in the 
debate, the Royal Institute of International Affairs-scholar Arnold J. 
Toynbee went even further, explicitly praising the Vienna Award as a 
compromise solution that had "defused a time bomb in the region."51 

It was not until the publication of George Katona's "Hungary in 
German Orbit" in 1939 that a contributor to Foreign Affairs drew the 
inevitable conclusion from the events in Central Europe and in Hungary. 
Katona, who became known as a socio-psychologist and analyst of 
consumer societies after the Second World War, observed in his chronicle 
of the events of the past few years that little by little Hungary has 
abandoned its policies of conservative parliamentarism at home and 
pragmatism in foreign affairs, becoming, for all practical purposes, a 
German satellite.54 

It seems very much justified to consider all of the articles as 
being part of the same discourse. The tone was set by the long essays by 
Salter, Temperley, and Tyler, and the programme formulated therein 
enjoyed a hegemonic position in the paper until the time when Munich 
and Katona's analysis questioned the basic premises of the discourse 
about Hungary. This discourse was intimately linked to the belief that 
sound economics and diplomatic moderation could defuse tensions in 
Central Europe. Compliment and criticism was meted out to Hungary and 



her government based on the level of compliance with the Wilsonian 
programme and the principles of the League of Nations. Salter, for 
instance, commented on the early attempts at stabilising the economy by 
acknowledging that "the courageous, but misguided Finance Minister, 
Hegediis, made a really heroic attempt to balance the budget and restore 
the currency", which of course alluded to the "necessity" of cooperation 
with the international community in achieving this laudable aim.55 Given 
this cooperation, "the reparative effect of stabilization in disorganized 
countries has largely exceeded the hopes of the most sanguine experts, 
whose optimism was greeted with general scepticism three years ago."56 

Tyler's approach was no different in evaluating Bethlen's con-
ciliatory policy at The Hague in 1929-1930 in settling the controversy of 
the Hungarian optants:57 

It was fitting that the man who, in the face of much opposition 
at home, took Hungary to the League and executed the 
League's reconstruction program, should have negotiated a 
settlement... which had for years baffled the Reparation 
Commission, the League and the chief Powers. All the parties 
to the settlement are to be congratulated on it, and most of all 
the country which had most at stake.58 

Once more, moderation and cooperation with international organisations 
was posited as the key to success, and Bethlen received praise for his 
diplomatic skill and conciliatory stance employed in the framework of 
these organisations. 

Commenting on the most sensitive issue of the day, the question 
of frontiers, even Temperley, who had a not very flattering opinion of 
pre-1914 Magyar attitudes to the nationalities question and of the post-
war heritage of these attitudes, praised Bethlen's realism in connection 
with the Rothermere campaign of 1927-28, observing with appreciation 
that "Count Bethlen himself clearly deprecates the raising of the 
question".59 At the same time, he too subscribed to the simple recipe that 
time and mutual confidence-building in the region will solve the problem, 
in stating that "[t]en years hence things may be different. The Successor 
States will be more stable, more assured of their power, and therefore 
more conciliatory, both to Hungarian pleas and in their attitude toward 
their Magyar minority populations."60 

A different kind of rationalism permeated Ecker's article devoted 
to the effects of the Great Depression on Hungary. In this context, it was 



proposed that "the Hungarians must divert their wheatfields and vineyards 
to vegetable gardens and grazing fields", but, more importantly, the 
prescriptions of classical liberal economics were to be followed, in turning 
"energies to the specialized production of those commodities in which she 
has a comparative advantage."61 Given the system of protective tariffs in 
the region, however, the functioning of such trade-intensive national 
economies had to be facilitated by "tariff concessions ... induced by the 
League."62 Once more, rational thinking, trust-building and international 
pressure and monitoring were to rescue the country from its troubles. 

Other short articles that appeared from authors with British and 
American background between 1922 and 1932 do little to change this 
image. Erdmann D. Beynon's warning about the periodically recurring 
flood peril in Hungary indicted Little Entente states for not doing their 
best to prevent the flooding of the Hungarian Great Plains, and suggested 
that investments in the protection of the neighbour's assets would pay 
political dividends by building confidence in the region. It also did away 
with any kind of war-guilt reasoning, observing that in the post-1920 
order, all states had responsibilities vis-a-vis each other.63 Similarly, 
Armstrong argued in 1927 for Yugoslav-Hungarian cooperation on the 
basis that a Hungarian outlet to the sea would strengthen the Hungarian 
economy, but also bring the Magyar elite to a more conciliatory position 
towards Successor States by proving that the latter were not intent on 
destroying Hungary.64 

As is well known, Hungary gradually climbed out of the 
economic slump in the thirties through export guarantees granted by Italy 
and Germany, and by launching massive public procurement programs, 
i.e. in ways that were the very opposite of what the experts around the 
Council on Foreign Relations would have preferred for reasons both 
economic and political. Hungary's fate was by no means untypical for 
East Central European small states, and the economic penetration of 
Germany into the region alarmed some of the observers as early as 1931-
32. A reaction to Germany's increased economic, later also political, 
activity in the region triggered the alarm in the Council quite early, and 
caused a radical reorientation of the discourse. After 1932, the discussion 
on East Central Europe, and more specifically on Hungary, revolved 
around the issue of whether German penetration in the country could be 
forestalled. 

The shift of the discourse was signalled by the relatively long 
paper published in early 1933 by the editor-in-chief, Hamilton Fish 



Armstrong, titled "Danubia: Relief or Ruin." Armstrong made no secret of 
the reason for his vehement support for regional economic integration 
schemes, stating that these "would be the death-knell of the Anschluss and 
any future revival of the Drang nach Osten."65 Yet it is equally telling, 
how he thought such a bloc might come to exist in the end: "To the 
Danubian governments it must be said frankly that though the lowering of 
tariffs will entail immediate loss and suffering to certain groups of their 
citizens, they have no choice but to accept the fact stoically and get 
through the subsequent readjustments as best they can."66 

In a sense, Armstrong's prescriptions — although different in their 
inspiration — echoed Ecker's suggestions from a year before. He too 
argued for integration by alluding to long-term economic gains, never 
really discussing at any length how this turnabout in economic policy was 
to be achieved. In short, Ecker and Armstrong both believed that 
economic rationality could foster cooperation among distrustful partners, 
he too was promoting a cooperation solution for what was very 
reminiscent of a Prisoner's Dilemma game. 

The German danger reshuffled the stock of "permissible" 
scenarios considerably. German economic diplomacy in itself was 
perceived as a threat, as the establishment of an economic zone of 
influence in the region was seen as a prelude to a German Mitteleuropa. 
Hitler's rise to power, understandably, only exacerbated these fears. This 
shift in the perception of the international balance of power — tilting 
towards Germany despite the recession it was suffering from — induced 
a reevaluation of a number of factors. This included, as mentioned before, 
consideration of the restoration of the Habsburg dynasty as an unlikely, 
yet legitimate scenario.67 Gunther's essay on the possibility of the return 
of the imperial family in Austria and Hungary would have been 
impossible a decade, or even five years prior. Temperley had fiercely 
attacked Hungarian legitimism in 1928, taking it to be synonymous with 
revisionism - attesting to the success of Czechoslovak propaganda, which 
sought to protect the new state from the two perceived dangers by 
depicting them as one and the same phenomenon. Yet the speculations on 
the return of the Habsburgs did not, in the new context, signify as radical 
a change in perspective as it might seem. At stake was still the stability 
and consolidation of the new states, and Gunther was not unsympathetic 
to the idea of restoration because he correctly perceived in legitimism an 
anti-Third Reich force. 



The fundamental correction of the discourse on Hungary as part 
of Central Europe, virtually a new-born region in quest of stability and 
peace, came only with George M. Katona's 1939 article, "Hungary in the 
German Orbit." It was this article that, for the first time, communicated 
the ideas and political factors to the readers of Foreign Affairs that had 
guided Hungarian politics in the interwar period. The essay, in this 
respect, represents the closure of the discourse: it unmasks the language 
used by contributors prior to 1939 as inadequate for an analysis of the 
political situation in Hungary. Katona looks at both Hungary's political 
aims (revision of borders and the achievement of security) and her 
economic position (trade-dependent and not fully competitive) in 
preparation for the concluding observation which is the crux of his 
analysis. According to him, foreign and home critics of the subsequent 
Hungarian governments — that had simultaneously sought to bandwagon 
with, and balance against, Germany — "cannot attack the basic reason 
why that policy is what it is; namely, Hungary's dependence on Ger-
many."68 

Throughout his examination of Hungary's past decade, Katona 
carefully avoided reducing the country's image to that of a puppet state, 
emphasising that "Hungary was not a mere pawn in the German game."69 

Hungarian politicians, in his reading, were pursuing goals that required, as 
a result of international power relations and the disinterest of Western 
powers, an alliance with Germany. Giving up these goals was unthink-
able, either because it would have caused economic disaster or because 
they were the direct and logical consequences of the impact of the 
Trianon Treaty on the country. Katona's text thus brought the intrusion of 
a number of notions into the discourse on Hungary, which in the language 
of modern social sciences could be summarised as path-dependency, 
identity, group perceptions, and self-preservation/survival. These, while he 
obviously does not use these terms, make up the core of his reasoning, an 
explanation of Hungary's drift into German orbit that very much 
foreshadows contemporary academic narratives of the process. As Katona 
observed, Hungarians had not chosen to become satellites of Hitler's 
Germany, yet "given the injustices of the peace treaty, the disinterest of 
Western powers in ameliorating them, and finally their passivity in the 
face of the German Drang nach Osten" left Hungary with little choice as 
to its alignment. 

The language these authors relied on, with the exception of 
Katona, was one that was heavily indebted to a poetics of rationalism. 



Actors were assumed to be profit-maximizers, and profit was understood 
in the context of the political economy of security, growth, wealth and 
welfare. Security was to be achieved through internal stability and 
international trust-building, welfare through economic integration. What 
this discourse failed to capture were the ideational, i.e. cultural factors, 
often rooted in identity, that imposed restrictions on the workability of a 
rationalist model for Central Europe in general, and eminently so for 
Hungary. Hungary's single most important political aim of the interwar 
period, the revision of the Trianon treaty, and the most fundamental 
characteristic of the region, distrust towards neighbouring states, was 
simply ignored. The Sprachspiel of liberal internationalism, as it appeared 
in Foreign Affairs, tended to ignore history and socialisation — in short, 
political identity. Out of this grew a discourse unsuitable for an analysis 
of Hungary's politics and position in the international system. Its 
correction came only in 1939, when the factors constraining the policies 
of Hungary's political elite were finally brought to light in Katona's 
perceptive analysis. 

Conclusion: Communication across Discourses 

The years between 1922 and 1939 represent an interesting chapter in the 
history of American foreign policy thinking. In the context of Central 
Europe, this can be summarised as the period when significant parts of 
the American elite, intellectual and political, stood under President 
Wilson's influence. For a number of reasons, American isolationism being 
the foremost one, US attempts at involvement in the region had to be 
modest and indirect, and often manifested themselves merely in pressure 
through press and informal channels. The members of the Council on 
Foreign Relations and the editors of Foreign Affairs watched with 
considerable interest as a new Central Europe, composed of several nation 
states, replaced the old, imperial order in the region. While conscious of 
the weaknesses inherent in the Paris peace treaties, they did not consider 
these shortcomings as necessarily fatal, and therefore interpreted the 
actions of the governments in Budapest, Prague or Bucharest in the 
context of what they perceived to be a great experiment of self-
determination and parliamentarism. In the thirties, perceiving the threat 
posed by the expansive, and, eventually, totalitarian regimes in Germany 
and Italy, their expectations became more limited. The question was 



simply whether at least some small states would be able to withstand 
pressure, and thus prevent the total failure of the experiment. 

The debate over East Central Europe in Foreign Affairs can be 
usefully analyzed from several perspectives. The discourse-analytic 
approach chosen here served the purpose of illustrating the cultural and 
ideological barriers separating American and Central European elites. The 
latter thought of Hungary in terms of conflicts between old and new, 
oppressor and oppressed, dictators and democrats - in any case, in terms 
of threats to security and identity. For its members, depending on their 
nationality and political preferences, interwar Hungary was either a rogue 
nation, a menace to the stability of the region that had to be neutralised, a 
feudal relic, or a victim of historical forces seeking to remedy its 
situation. In either case, the perspective was one of a self-help world 
permeated with security dilemmas where the East Coast elite, the CFR, 
the publishers of Foreign Affairs, were potential allies to be won for the 
respective cause. For this reason, the Central European contributors 
attempted to conform to the discourse of the journal, yet did not give up 
their world view, which could be described as a historically conditioned 
realism.70 

The Anglo-Saxon contributors — subsuming under this label 
those authors of Central European origin who were active in the United 
States and shared the perspective of liberal internationalism — represented 
a different discourse, one that was not plagued by the prejudices bur-
dening the Central European authors. Their rationalism yielded a sound 
pragmatic approach to the problems of Hungary, which they viewed in the 
context of regional stability and trade. Their propositions were simple, 
and usually moderate. A step-by-step programme of economic liberalisa-
tion and regional confidence-building were perceived as the recipe for 
stabilising the new, small economies and reducing the level of perceived 
or real security threats of which Hungary was the source or the object — 
depending on the national perspective. The authors accorded to the 
League of Nations a significant role in the process, typically portraying it 
as the benevolent enabling and monitoring institution that provided both 
blueprints and supervision for the regional actors to realize the program-
me of peaceful development and cooperation. This discourse of liberal 
internationalism, however, failed to capture the forces at work in Hun-
gary, which led to her increasing economic and political attachment to 
Nazi Germany. It failed, in the end, to conceptualize and understand the 



real priorities of Hungary's political elite, and realize the increasing 
difficulties inherent in the attainment of their goals for Hungary. 

The articles in the first sixteen volumes of Foreign Affairs tell an 
interesting story about international relations in the interwar period. They 
show a Central European small state, Hungary in two rather different 
lights. In the discourse of liberal internationalism, a struggling small state 
is portrayed, and its main goal is assumed to be the overcoming of the 
Prisoner's Dilemma in its regional web of relationships. In the other, 
Central European discourse, states or elites are fighting an intellectual 
war, with the imminent threat of real war as a sword of Damocles above 
the region. Here, the main goal is assumed to be relative power gains — 
achieving superiority — against historically predetermined foes, condi-
tioning the propaganda in Foreign Affairs (and other media of the 
international community), as well as the regional agendas. Redlich is no 
exception to this, even if his fight is a purely intellectual one, for the 
rehabilitation and partial resurrection of the Habsburg legacy. In the years 
between 1922 and 1939, one discourse provided a blueprint for the region 
for overcoming its security dilemmas and the conditions hampering 
economic growth, while the other covertly reported on the origins and 
cultural roots of latent or not-so-latent conflict. That neither the liberal 
internationalist Anglo-Saxon elites, nor the feuding Central-European 
politicians succeeded in gaining a full perspective was on the one hand a 
natural consequence of their positions and socialisation. On the other 
hand, one cannot help but also see in this dualism one of the symbolic 
aspects of the tragedy of Central Europe that unfolded in the late thirties. 
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