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New Evidence on 1953, 1956 Crises:
CONFERENCES IN BUDAPEST, POTSDAM
SPOTLIGHT COLD WAR FLASHPOINTS

In the autumn of 1996, the Cold WaR9 September 1996, and was hosted ligation in U.S.-Soviet relations.
International History Project and thethe Institute for the History of the 1956  The Budapest and Potsdam confer-
National Security Archive, along with Hungarian Revolution and the Hungarences, like others in the “Flashpoints”
European partner institutions, co-sponian Academy of Sciences. The internaseries, offered a venue for dozens of
sored and jointly organized two majottional symposium on “The Crisis YearAmerican, Russian, Central-East Euro-
international scholarly conferences a1953 and The Cold War in Europe” conpean, and other scholars to present new
which scholars presented and debatadned in Potsdam, Germany, on 10-12vidence from Western and Eastern ar-
new evidence from both Eastern antlovember 1996, and was hosted by thehives, and in some cases for former
Western archives and sources concer@enter for Contemporary History Re-participants in the events to recall their
ing two major Cold War episodes insearch (Zentrum fur Zeithistorischeexperiences. Key topics covered at
Europe: the 1953 East German UprisForschung). Budapest included the Polish upheav-
ing (and the post-Stalin succession Both conferences grew out of theals, which immediately preceded the
struggle in Moscow), and the 1956 Pol“Cold War Flashpoints” Project of the Hungary invasion; Soviet policy toward
ish and Hungarian crises. National Security Archive, a non-goy

The conference, “Hungary and theesrnmental research institute and decIIas—
World, 1956: The New Archival Evi- sified documents repository based at'vIORE ON THE MALIN NOTES
dence,” took place in Budapest on 26George Washington University. Prew- e (TR T S (RS 6 0

D

ous aCtIVItlgs O.f the Project, und.ertak. ErEZWIHP Bulletinof the full translation of the|
by the Archive in close cooperation with

CWIHP and Czech and Polish partne SMalln Notes on the 1956 Polish and Hug-

included the holding of a major inte _garian Crises marks their first complete ap-

. . . .pearance in English. However, versions pf
national conference in Prague in Ap

A group of Russian and Hungarian sc 0;6994 on new evidence on the 19 iH_':em Were published in 1996 |.n Russian ahd
ungarian by the Russian scholgr

ars and archivists has cooperated to pre aPr Spring and the Soviet invasib
for publication a Russian-language anttfolt fag;zchrc))slgv?akia o n soholad Wacheslav Sereda and the Hungarifn
R ARG dlocumtflmfw_dmany OSf. th nri\[/Jvorksho in Warsaw in August 1995 azSChmar Janos M. Rainer: in a two-part -
NEVer previously publisnea—on Sov ¢ b 9 ; ries presented by Wacheslav Sereda in Nps.
policy and the events in Hungary in 1946new sources on the 1980-81 Polish Q- o
. . : g . . . 2 and 3 (1996) of the Russian journpl

The Soviet Union and the Hungarian Crigissis, as well as meetings with schol . . L .

of 1956: The Documentary Collectios | in Bucharest and Sofia in October 19p& 0 cMesK! ﬁrkh'YEHg torical AKrChlvlis]’
S:h%duled for DUSNC&}“O” '(;‘ 19?1_7- ,lA_mo %n possibilities for collaborative re-igig a:()szoir.'te'tte Zr:ttglsniksim \i?j
the Russian academic and archival insftts o o oy iy Romanian and Bulgarian ar- ) Jet pant g viig
tions collaborating to produce the volurhe Magyarorszagrol[Crisis in the Kremlin,

are the Institute for Slavonic and Balk nChIVeS on Cold War topics. | 1956: The Debates of the Soviet Party Pfe-

Studies (Russian Academy of Sciences) ;,]Id JFUturlegr;?etﬂr‘Q‘i Iarehalsp f’%hsdt_“ &idium on Hungary] (Budapest: 1956-d
the Institute of History (Russian Acaderpy'N June » IN€ “Flashpoints r0193rt t1 lish the Institute f
of Sciences); the Archive of Foreign Polidy,plans to hold an oral history conferenf neelz—|eis,tor99§12,tElLerIZSZdegn aeri;li Ir(':vilu-
Russian Federation; the Archive of the Pr¢sin Poland on the 1980-81 crisis, gath- y 9

dent, Russian Federation; and the Centef feiring key participants, scholars, a (#:Sn' In addition, two lmpor_tant anglyses f
e notes have appeared in English: Jagos

ﬁh. Rainer’s two-part series, “The Road fo
udapest, 1956: New Documentation of the

THE SOVIET UNION AND THE
HUNGARIAN CRISIS OF 1956:
THE DOCUMENTARY ANTHOLOGY
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gcr’]”-l_ (l:(q-erithJrsl i”C'“deé V.I\\;I.e'?(f:it?inni' ] States, and elsewhere, and the Pro
elizki, T. Islamov, S. , : . : :
Morozov, V. Sereda, A. Stykalin, I. Vash, .IS arL.SO Worklcr;g Vr\]”tlh \;arlouts spholar Kremlin's Decision To Intervene,” iThe
Vida, E. Dorken, T. Haidu. Financial su J_arcl IVEs, and scholarly msﬂtqunsa_ (Ii—|ungarian Quarterly37:142 (Summer
port for the publication was provded by thd®/OeCts toward the holding of & serips go0) * ) 41" 214 37-143 (Autumn 1996
National Security Archive and the Cold v}rOf meetings to present new evidenceor, " o Light She
International History Project and East Huthe End of the Cold War, including t ’ . ] 'r

. . on 1956 Soviet Decision to Invade Hu
ropean Program of the Woodrow Wils§n1989 revolutions in Europe, the collapge = ™ o
Center. For ordering and publication inf¢r-of the Soviet Union, and the transf gary, Transition2:23 (15 November 1996)
mation, please contact the editors. 35-40.
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both crises; the impact of the invasiorKramer of Harvard University; it ap- and an editorial iThe New York Times
on Eastern Europe; the Western repears immediately following this ar-as well as pieces ifthe Washington
sponse; China’s shifting position on theicle. Postand numerous European publica-
crises; and Radio Free Europe’s contro- In Potsdam, sessions examined thgons. Timothy Garton Ash, who deliv-
versial role. A number of participantsorigins and consequences of the Jurered the concluding remarks for the con-
in the uprising itself spoke either asl953 East German uprising; the “Beriderence, wrote up his reflections in the
panelists or as members of the audiencAffair” and post-Stalin succession14 November 1996 edition @he New
and several witnesses to the revolutiostruggle in Moscow; Soviet policy to- York Review of Books
led a “walking tour of revolutionary ward Germany before and after June 17; The Potsdam Conference, for its
Budapest” to scenes of the street battle3talin’s death and East Central Europepart, resulted in an Associated Press
40 years earlier. and the West's position and actions imeport, carried in many major hewspa-
Among the most noteworthy find- 1953. Both conferences ended witlpers, on newly declassified U.S. docu-
ings of the Hungary Conference wereoundtables on the long-term signifi-ments obtained by the National Secu-
presentations and analyses of notesance of the abortive revolts of 1953ity Archive on the Eisenhower
from Soviet Presidium meetings in falland 1956, particularly for the 1989 col-Administration’s reactions to the events,
1956 taken by V.N. Malin, head of thelapse of communism in Eastern Europ@ncluding a 29 June 1953 report ap-
CPSU General Department. Thesand for contemporary Germany angroved by the National Security Coun-
notes constitute the only known conHungary. cil (NSC 158) which, among other ac-
temporaneous record of the key sessions Both conferences generated considions, declared that one official policy
of late October and early November ag¢rable public as well as scholarly attenebjective was to “Encourage elimina-
which Kremlin leaders went back andion. As might be expected, local intertion of key puppet officials.”
forth over whether to pull out from est in the Budapest gathering, coming CWIHP is pleased to note the efforts
Hungary or reintroduce new troops. Aon the eve of the revolution’s 40th an-of major contributors to the success of
comprehensive analysis of the signifiniversary, was intense. The main halboth conferences: Christian F. Oster-
cance of the Malin Notes and other reef the elegant Academy of Sciencesnann, a scholar based at the National
cent evidence on Soviet policy towarduilding on the banks of the Danube&Security Archive and the new Associ-
the 1956 Poland and Hungary criseayas filled on the conference’s openingte Director of CWIHP; the Director of
along with a translation and annotatiomlay, and Hungarian media coveragthe 1956 Institute, Dr. Gyorgy Litvan,
of the Malin Notes themselves, has beetiroughout was extensive. Overseaand its Research Director, Csaba Bekes;
prepared for theBulletin by Mark interest was evidenced by three articleat the ZZF in Potsdam, Director Prof.
Dr. Christoph Klessman, and Anke
Wappler; at the National Security
Archive, Malcolm Byrne, Pete Voth,
and Vlad Zubok; and at the Wilson Cen-
m;grrrm]im Hershberg and Michele Carus-
Riistian. Many scholars assisted in
L pbtRining key documents and in other
ways for the conferences. Principal fi-
dBngial supporters for both meetings

OSTERMANN WINS GERMAN STUDIES AWARD
FOR ARTICLE ON 1953 EAST GERMAN UPRISING

The Cold War International History Project is pleased to note that Christian F. Oste
a doctoral candidate at Hamburg University currently based at the National Security A
in Washington, D.C. (and CWIHP’s new Associate Director), has received an awar
the German Studies Association for best article publish€&kmman Studies Review
History and the Social Sciences for the period 1994-1996. Drawing on newly-open

=

German sources as well as declassified U.S. government documents obtained by

thor through the Freedom of Information Act, the article—"*Keeping the Pot Simmefi

iinclyded the Open Society Institute; the
r%Q.hn D. and Catherine T. MacArthur
oundation; and the Smith Richardson

The United States and the East German Uprising of 1953,” which appedtednian
Studies Reviewol. XIX, no. 1, February 1996, pp. 61-89—was originally publishe

slightly different form, in December 1994 as Working Paper No. 11 of the Cold War |n

national History Project; the author had presented an earlier draft at CWIHP’s con

on “New Evidence on the Cold War in Germany” at the University of Essen in June| 1§5§f[ory,
The award is supported by the German Academic Exchange Service (Degt

Akademischer Austausch Dienst). The award citation notes that Ostermann’s articl
tributes signifantly to our understanding of a crucial moment in the Cold War. On th
of thorough research in recently opened archival sources of the former German
cratic Republic and the United States, Ostermann subjects conventional ideologic
pretations to sustained and critical scrutiny. His analysis of complicated episod

example, the American food program, sheds light on the development of Cold Wa B

cies as a whole. Ostermann’s clear prose, deliberate form of expression, and b
judgments on highly controversial issues are qualities that make this an article of oU
ing scholarly merit.”

, froundation. Additional support for the
Rudapest meeting came from the Com-
[itge for Research on Contemporary
Hungarian Academy of Sci-
&kes; Europa Institute, Institute of His-
toyy. Central European University, and
§3pen Society Archives, all in Budapest;
Hand.the Stalin Era Research and Ar-
lyes Project, University of Toronto;
3§'i1qgi|itional backers of the Potsdam sym-
: Bgsium included the Stiftung Volks-
Lwaggnwerk (Hannover) and the
L Blagenburg Center for Political Educa-
tion (Potsdam).

Since one key purpose of the “Cold
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War Flashpoints” Project is to gathemational Security Archive, 1996). Ostermann at the National Security
new archival materials from all sides of ~These briefing books, in turn, accel-Archive in Washington, D.C., tel.: (202)
the events, the conference organizeerated the process toward the ultimat®94-7000, fax: (202) 994-7005, or by
prepared “briefing books” of recently preparation and publication by the cone-mail: nsarchive@gwis2.circ.gwu.edu;
declassified U.S., Russian, and Eurdference organizers of edited volumes afn the Budapest Conference, informa-
pean documents for both conferencegiapers and documents emerging frortion can also be obtained from Csaba
Christian F. Ostermann, ed’he Post- both the Potsdam and Budapest medBekes at the 1956 Institute in Budapest:
Stalin Succession Struggle and the 1ihgs. In addition, the Cold War Inter-(36-1) 322-5228; e-mail:
June 1953 Uprising in East Germany:national History Project, which has preh11339bek@ella.hu. More information
The Hidden History—Declassifiedviously published East-bloc document®n the programs and papers for the
Documents from U.S., Russian, andn all of the major “Flashpoint” crises,Budapest and Potsdam meetings is also
Other European ArchivedVashington, plans to publish selected materials fromavailable via the National Security
D.C.: CWIHP/National Security boththe Potsdam and Budapest gathe#rchive/CWIHP home page on the
Archive); and Csaba Bekes, Malcolmings in forthcomind3ulleting Working World Wide Web at http://
Byrne, and Christian F. Ostermann, edRapers, and in electronic form. www.seas.gwu.edu/nsarchive

and comp.The Hidden History of Hun- ~ For more information on the

gary 1956: A Compendium of DeclasBudapest or Potsdam meetings, contaet-Malcolm Byrne, Jim Hershberg, and
sified DocumentgWashington, D.C.: Malcolm Byrne or Christian F. Christian F. Ostermann

TOGLIATTI ON NAGY, of the President of the Russian Federdxave been fully supported. These gro§ips
30 OCTOBER 1956: tion (APRF) in Moscow. It was first pub- firmly insist that the entire leadership pf
MISSING CABLE FOUND lished in the Italian newspapes Stampa our Party be replaced, and they beliqve

on 11 September 1996, and presented Bialian trade union leader Giuseppe]

In the midst of the deliberations on 31Prof. Federigo Argentieri (Centro StudiVittorio should become the new Pargy
October 1956 leading to a decision to indi  Politica Internazionale Studileader. They are based on a declar
vade Hungary to crush the revolution an@ul’Europa Centro-Orientale, Rome) toof Di Vittorio that did not correspond

Central Committee (CPSU CC) Pre-ber 1996, organized by the National Setwo opposing positions and the Party
sidium approved a secret message to ltaurity Archive, the Institute for the His- not give up the battle.

Togliatti. Clearly responding to an ear-and the Cold War International Historyevents have developed in a way that
lier communication, the Soviet leadershigroject. der our clarifying action in the Party vefy
expressed agreement with Togliatti that Togliatti's cable, translated from thedifficult, it also makes it difficult to ob
events in Hungary was heading in a “reltalian original by Doc and Claudia Rossi tain consensus in favour of the leadersijip.
actionary” direction and that Imre Nagyappears below: When we defined the revolt as countpr-
was “occupying a two-faced position” and revolutionary, we had to face the fact that
“falling more and more under the influ- Hungarian events have created a heawyr position was different from that of tie
ence of the reactionary forces. This cabljtuation inside the Italian labor move-Hungarian Party and of the Hungarifn
a revealing indication of the hardeningment, and in our Party, too. Government, and now it is the same H{in-
stand being taken inside the Soviet lead- The gap between [Secretary General giarian Government that is celebrating fhe
ership at this critical juncture, was declasthe Italian Socialist Party Pietro] Nenniinsurrection. | think this is wrong. M
sified by Russian authorities in 1992 inand ourselves that seemed to be closirapinion is that the Hungarian Goverp-
conjunction with President Yeltsin’s visit after our initiatives is now rudely and sudment—whether Imre Nagy remains s
to Hungary and presentation of a collecdenly acute. Nenni's position on Polisheader or not—is going irreversibly inja
tion of documents on the 1956 events; a@vents coincides with that of the Sociateactionary direction. | would like t
English translation of the message t®emocrats. Inour Party, one can see twknow if you are of the same opinion orif
Togliatti appeared in thEWIHP Bulle- polarized and inappropriate positions. Oyou are more optimistic. | would like
tin 5 (Spring 1995), p. 33. one extreme there are those who declagseld that among the leaders of our Pgrty

However, only recently has the earliethat the responsibility for what happenedhere are worries that Polish and Hun
communication from the Italian CP leadein Hungary is due to the abandoning ofan events could damage the unity of fhe
to the Soviets giving the negative assesStalinist methodology. At the other ex-leadership of your Party Presidium, as as
ment of Nagy emerged; although scholtreme are those groups who are accusimgfined by the 20th [CPSU] Congress
ars had been unable to locate it in the athe Party leadership of not taking a posi- We are all thinking if this occurs, tije
chives of the Italian Communist Party, dion in favour of the insurrection in consequences could be very seriousjfor
copy of Togliatti's message, dated 30Budapest and who claim that the insurthe entire movement.
October 1956, was located in the Archivéection was justly motivated and should
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SPECIAL FEATURE:
NEW EVIDENCE ON SOVIET

DECISION-MAKING AND THE 1956
POLISH AND HUNGARIAN CRISES

by Mark Kramer

The overlapping crises in Hungarypolitical thinking” in the Soviet Union missions of the Warsaw P#tt.The
and Poland in the autumn of 1956 posednder Mikhail Gorbachev led to sweepsame theme was expressed the follow-
a severe challenge for the leaders of thieg reassessments of postwar Soviet tié#sg year in a Soviet book about the
Soviet Communist Party (CPSU). Af-with Eastern Europe. As early as 1987Military Policy of the CPSU,” which
ter a tense standoff with Poland, the&n unofficial reappraisal began in Mosreceived admiring reviews in Soviet
CPSU Presidium (as the Politburo wasow of the Soviet-led invasion of military journals and newspapets.
then called) decided to refrain fromCzechoslovakia in August 1968. Ini-  When political reforms began to
military intervention and to seek a po+ially, these reassessments of the 1968veep through Hungary and Poland in
litical compromise. The crisis in Hun-crisis did not have Gorbachev’s overtate 1988 and 1989, signs of unease
gary was far less easily defused. Forendorsement, but the process gained aoon cropped up in Soviet military writ-
brief moment it appeared that Hungaryfficial stamp in late 1989 once Com-ings. In September 1989, a prominent
might be able to break away from thenunism had dissolved in Eastern Euarticle by one of the top Soviet com-
Communist bloc, but the Soviet Armyrope. Soon after the “velvet revolution’'manders in Hungary in October-No-
put an end to all such hopes. Sovietngulfed Czechoslovakiain Novemberember 1956, Army-General Pyotr
troops crushed the Hungarian revolu1989, the five states that took part inashchenko, offered extravagant praise
tion, and a degree of order returned tthe 1968 invasion—the Soviet Unionfor the Soviet invasiof. Very few ar-
the Soviet camp. Poland, Hungary, East Germany, anticles devoted solely to the Hungarian

Newly released documents fromBulgaria—issued a collective statementrisis had ever appeared in Soviet mili-
Russia and Eastern Europe shed valdenouncing the invasion and repudiattary journals (particularly after “normal-
able light on the events of 1956, pering the Brezhnev Doctrine. In addition,ization” began in Hungary in the late
mitting a much clearer and more nuthe Soviet Union released its own dec1950s), so there was no doubt that the
anced understanding of Soviet readaration of regret over the “erroneous’publication of Lashchenko’s analysis
tions. This article will begin by discuss-decision to intervene in 1968. had been carefully timed. Several
ing the way official versions of the 1956  Curiously, though, Gorbachev wasmonths before the article went to press,
invasion changed—and formerly secretuch less willing to proceed with a redmre Pozsgay and other top officials in
documents became available—duringvaluation of the Soviet invasion ofthe Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
the late Soviet period and after the Sa-lungary in November 1956. Not untilhad publicly declared that the events of
viet Union disintegrated. It will then October 1991, two months after thel956 were a “popular uprising against
highlight some of the most importantaborted coup in Moscow had severelan oligarchical regime that was humili-
findings from new archival sources andveakened the Soviet regime, didating the nation.? By contrast,
memoirs. The article relies especiallyGorbachev finally provide an official Lashchenko still insisted that the events
heavily on the so-called Malin notesapology for the 1956 invasich.Until  of 1956 were merely a “counterrevolu-
which are provided in annotated transthat time, official judgments about So-ionary rebellion that was actively sup-
lation below, and on new materials fronviet actions in 1956 had been left priported by the most reactionary forces
Eastern Europe. Both the article andharily to Soviet military officers, who of international imperialism.” This
the documents will show that far-reachroutinely glorified the invasion of Hun- harsh assessment was clearly intended
ing modifications are needed in existgary as an example of “the internationalo help prevent the political changes in
ing Western accounts of the 1956 cridefense of socialist gains” and of “transHungary from endangering thiaison
ses. forming socialist internationalism into d’etre of Soviet military deployments

action.”® A senior officer on the So- in Eastern Europe.
OFFICIAL REASSESSMENTS viet General Staff argued in 1987 that  Unease within the Soviet military

BEFORE AND AFTER 1991 the “suppression of counterrevolution+egarding the 1956 invasion continued

ary rebellion,” as in Hungary in 1956,even after the upheavals of late 1989.

The advent of glasnost and “newshould still be among the chief militaryln contrast to the official Soviet state-
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ment condemning the 1968 invasion ofeased, most of which are now availPolitburo archive (which is now under
Czechoslovakia, no such statement wasble in Fond 89 (the declassified col¥eltsin’s direct control), were all sup-
issued about the intervention in Hunlection) of the Center for Storage ofposed to be declassified by the end of
gary. Although numerous Soviet offi-Contemporary Documentation in Mos-1996, but regrettably only the ones per-
cials, such as deputy foreign ministecow, the former archive of the CPSWaining to the Hungarian and Polish cri-
Anatolii Kovalev, later denounced theCentral Committee. As valuable ases of 1956 have been released sb3ar.
invasion of Hungary, the Soviet Highthese initial items were, they providedThe initial batch of Malin notes were
Command apparently blocked efforts tmnly a few tantalizing details about Soprovided to a Russian historian,
release a statement about 1956 compeaiet decision-making in 1956. SomeWacheslav Sereda, and to researchers
rable to the one about 1968. Moreovegspects of Soviet decision-making hadt the 1956 Institute in Budapest, who
in August 1990, the same journal thabeen revealed in memoirs by Nikitahad exclusive access to the materials
had published Lashchenko’s 1989 arKhrushchev and other former officials,until the spring of 1996, when the full
ticle featured another essay, by a Hurbut in the absence of primary documenset were published in Hungarian trans-
garian lieutenant-colonel, that was evetation it was difficult to know how ac- lation.14 Since then, other scholars—
more scathing in its assessment of theurate the memoirs wefe both Russians and foreigners—have
“counterrevolution” of 1956; the Fortunately, that gap in the histori-been permitted to study the original
journal’s editors highly recommendedcal record has now been at least partijocuments. Malin’s notes about the
the article to their readers. Althoughclosed. In mid-1995, the Russian arHungarian crisis were published in Rus-
senior officials on the CPSU Centrakhival service finally released thesian inthe summer and fall of 1996, and
Committee staff were secretly orderedMalin notes” from the October-No- the notes about the October 1956 crisis
in November 1990 to begin studyingvember 1956 crisis. Verbatim tran-in Poland were published in Moscow
archival materials from 1956 and prescripts of CPSU Presidium meetingsat the end of 1998 (The portions
paring an assessment for the CPSlere not kept in the 1950s, but Vladimirabout Poland had already appeared in
leadership, this effort was intendedVialin, the head of the CPSU CC Genthe Hungarian translation.)

mainly to find ways of deflecting pres-eral Department during the entire  For an understanding of Soviet
sure from the Hungarian governmentKhrushchev period, took extensivepolicy during the crises in Hungary and
and no public Soviet statements renotes of all Presidium meetings. HisPoland, the Malin notes are by far the
sulted8 Even when the last Soviethandwritten notes, stored in the formemost valuable items that have surfaced.

troops were pulled out of Hungary ig

June 1991, Gorbachev still declined fo
condemn the 1956 intervention.

The Soviet leader’s belated apo}-
ogy in October 1991 was soon ov
taken by the collapse of the Soviet r
gime. The new government in Russ|

THE MALIN NOTES:
AN ELECTRONIC SYMPOSIUM

Ses and commentary on the notes

Readers interested in further anl

®alin on Kremlin decision-making dn S

Although other important documents

about the events of 1956 may eventu-
ally be released from the Russian Presi-
dential Archive, the former KGB ar-

y:_hives, and the Russian military ar-
ghives, the Malin notes are enough to
hed extremely interesting light on So-

under President Boris Yeltsin proved f§¢o 1956 Polish and Hungarian cri e\iet decision-making during the crisis.
more willing to reevaluate and conden.4 4 find them on the Internet: the chidvoreover, the Malin notes can be
controversial episodes in Soviet rel§war |nternational History Project a gsupplemented with a vast number of

tions with Eastern Europe. As a resUline National Security Archive, U.S.
a large quantity of Soviet document sponsors and organizers of the Sep
tion about the 1956 Hungarian crisis ajgl o, 1996 Budapest Conference
Moscow’s response has recently b "Hungary and the World, 1956:
come available. Yeltsin turned over g aw Archival Evidence,” plan

prehmmary collection qf declassifie present commentaries on the sig
materials to the Hungarian governmeft, hce of the Malin Notes, as well

in November 1992, which are noWgier materials on the 1956 events,
stored at the Institute for the Study ¢t\wiHP’s website on the Archivel

the 1956 Hungarian Revolution ifhome page on the World Wide Wgb

Budapest. These documents were
published in Hungarian translation i
1993 as a two-volume collectiéh.A

few of the items had appeared earli
in the original RussiahY and in 1993

tp://www.nsarchive.com.

Commentators will include Russ
and Hungarian scholars such
ladislav Zubok, Janos Rain
Wacheslav Sereda, and Vitaly Afi

most of the others were published [hricles on Chinas position on the 1956°

Russian with detailed annotations in Arises in Eastern Europe by Chen
three-part seriekl Subsequently, a fe
additional Soviet documents were r

and L.W. Gluchowski will also be avd
able.

_recently declassified materials from the
frast European archives as well as new
ofirst-hand accounts. Of the East Euro-

thy item is the handwritten Czech notes
fifrom a Soviet Presidium meeting on 24
qOctober 1956, as the crisis in Hungary
viyas getting under Wal;f.5 Of the new
s memoirs, perhaps the most valuable is
an account published in serial form in
late 1993 and early 1994 by a high-rank-
LANg Soviet military officer, Evgenii
aMalashenko, who helped command the
 operation in Hungary in 1956/ To-
i gether, all these materials permita much
goetter understanding of why and how

T:F pean documents, an especially notewor-
[

iaihe Soviet Union responded with mili-
. tary force in one case but not in the
other.
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reimposed. Ata CPSU Presidium meetwyacheslav Molotov, Nikolai Bulganin,
NEW FINDINGS ing shortly after the riots, KhrushchevLazar Kaganovich, and Anastas
claimed that the violence had been pravikoyan, accompanied by the com-
One of the intriguing things aboutvoked by the “subversive activities ofmander-in-chief of the Warsaw Pact,
the new evidence is that it tends to bedhe imperialists” and was aimed at “fo-Marshal lvan Konev, and 11 other high-
out much of Khrushchev’s brief ac-menting disunity” with the Soviet bloc ranking Soviet military officers, paid a
counts of the Hungarian and Polish criand “destroying [the socialist countrieskurprise visit to Warsaw. In a hastily
ses. Khrushchev's reminiscences werene by one9 These assertions ech-arranged meeting with Gomulka and
tendentious (as most memoirs are) anaed the public commentaries that Soether Polish leaders, the CPSU del-
he was confused about a number ofiet leaders issued right after the rigts. egates expressed anxiety about upcom-
points, but overall his account, includ-  The measures adopted by Polising personnel changes in the PZPR and
ing many of the details, holds up re-officials to alleviate public discontenturged the Poles to strengthen their po-
markably well. At the same time, theand prevent further disorders had onljitical, economic, and military ties with
new documentation provides insighta limited and transitory effect. By thethe Soviet Uniorf2 Gomulka, for his
about many items that Khrushchevate summer and early fall of 1956 a newart, sought clarification of the status
failed to discuss, and it also allows nuerisis was gathering pace, which sooonf Soviet troops in Poland and de-
merous mistakes in the record to be sé&d to a tense standoff with the Sovietmanded that the Soviet Union pledge
right. Although it is impossible in a Union21 In early October, one of thenot to interfere in Poland’s internal af-
brief article to provide a comprehensivenost prominent victims of the Stalinistfairs. Although he reaffirmed his in-
review of the latest findings, it is worthpurges in Poland in the late 1940s anténtion of staying in the Warsaw Pact,
highlighting several points that cast nevearly 1950s, Wladyslaw Gomulka, tri-he emphasized that Poland “will not
light not only on the events of 1956, buumphantly regained his membership ipermit its independence to be taken
on the whole nature of Soviet-East Euthe Polish United Workers’ Partyaway.”23 Gomulka also renewed his
ropean relations. (PZPR) and was on the verge of reeall for the withdrawal of all or most of
claiming his position as party leaderthe Soviet Union’s 50 “advisers” in
Soviet Responses to the Polish CrisisThe Soviet authorities feared that ifPoland, and again insisted that
Gomulka took control in Warsaw, heRokossowski and other top Soviet of-
New evidence from the Russianwould remove the most orthodox (andicers be removed from the Polish army.
and East-Central European archivepro-Soviet) members of the Polish leadThe Soviet delegation responded by
helps explain why the Soviet Unionership and steer Poland along an indexccusing the Poles of seeking to get rid
decided to accept a peaceful solution ipendent course in foreign policy. Soof “old, trustworthy revolutionaries who
Poland but not in Hungary. Poland wasiet concerns were heightened byare loyal to the cause of socialism” and
the initial focus of Soviet concerns. AGomulka’s demand that Soviet militaryof “turning toward the West against the
series of events starting in June 1956fficers serving in the Polish army, in-Soviet Union.24
had provoked unease in Moscow abouwtluding  Marshal Konstantin During these tense exchanges,
growing instability and rebellion. The Rokossowski, the Polish-born SovietGomulka was suddenly informed by
Poznan riots, on 28-29 June, came asofficer who had been installed as Polene of his aides that Soviet tank and
particular shock. Workers from theish defense minister and commandeinfantry units were advancing toward
ZISPO locomotive factory and otherin-chief in November 1949, be with- Warsaw. This large-scale mobilization
heavy industrial plants in Poznan stagedrawn. This demand came after thef Soviet troops, though intended as a
a large protest rally on 28 June, whiclPZPR Politburo had already (in Sepform of coercive diplomacy rather than
soon turned violent. The Polish armytember 1956) requested the pull-out afo provoke an immediate confrontation,
and security forces managed to subduwl Soviet state security (KGB) “advis-gave the crisis a new edge.
the protests, but the two days of clashesrs” from Poland. Rokossowski and dozens of other So-
left 53 dead and many hundreds To compel Gomulka and his col-viet commanders (and their Polish al-
wounded. It is now known that somdeagues to back down, Soviet leaderées) who were still entrenched in the
Polish officers tried to resist the deci-applied both military and political pres-Polish officer corps were able to keep
sion to open fire, but their oppositionsure. On 19 October, as the 8th Plghe Polish army from preparing to de-
proved futile because the security forcesum of the PZPR Central Committedend Gomulka against incoming Soviet
were willing to carry out the orders andvas about to convene to elect Gomulkéorces2® Rokossowski's influence,
because Soviet commanders (and theirs party leader and removehowever, did not extend to many of the
Polish allies) still dominated the PolishRokossowski from the PZPR PolitburoPolish troops from the Internal Secu-
military establishment8 Soviet lead- Khrushchev ordered Soviet army unitsgity Corps (KBW) and other combat
ers were taken aback by the events im northern and western Poland to adsersonnel under the aegis of the Polish
Poznan, fearing that the unrest wouldance slowly toward Warsaw. Shortlyinternal Affairs Ministry (MSW), who
flare up again and spread elsewherhereafter, a delegation of top Sovietvere fully willing to fight on behalf of
unless strict ideological controls wereofficials, including Khrushchev, the new Polish regime. These units took
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up strategic positions all around WarBY this point they knew that the PZPRday in Poznan, Lublin, Lodz,
saw and called in reinforcements a€entral Committee had reconvene®ydgoszcz, Kielce, and elsewhere. In
Soviet columns were reported to beearly on the 20th and had electethe meantime, joint meetings of work-
moving in26 In this game of political- Gomulka first secretary and droppedrs and students were being held all
military brinkmanship, a clash seemedRokossowski and several neo-Stalinisitround Poland, culminating in a vast
to be looming between the KBW troopsfficials from the PZPR Politburo. rally in Warsaw on 24 October attended
and Soviet forces, and an even morkhrushchev made no attempt to conby some 500,000 people. Although
explosive situation emergedthinthe ceal his disappointment, arguing thathese events were intended mainly as a
Polish military establishment, pitting“there’s only one way out—by putting display of unified national support for
KBW units against troops from thean end to what is in Poland.” He indithe new Polish leadership in the face of
National Defense Ministry under cated that the situation would get muclexternal pressure, some of the speak-
Rokossowski's command. Thus, for avorse if Rokossowski were not permit-ers, particularly at a rally in Wroclaw
brief while, Poland appeared to be oted to stay as Poland’s defense minian the 23rd, expressed open hostility
the verge of civil war as well as a conter. Khrushchev lay a good deal of theoward the Soviet Union.
flict with the Soviet Union. blame for the crisis on the Soviet am-  As tensions mounted on 20 and 21
The latent danger of a clash bebassador in Poland, Panteleimo®ctober, Soviet leaders reexamined a
tween Soviet forces and the KBW—aPonomarenko, who, according tovariety of economic sanctions and mili-
danger that loomed large even thougKhrushchev, had been “grossly mistary options, but again they found that
neither side wanted a direct confrontataken in his assessment of [Edwardjone of these options seemed the least
tion—spurred Khrushchev andOchab and Gomulka.” (Khrushchewit attractive. At a meeting on the 21st,
Gomulka to make a renewed effort taleclined to mention that he himself—the CPSU Presidium unanimously de-
find a peaceful solution. After beingand the rest of the Soviet leadership—eided to “refrain from military interven-
informed about the troop movementshad “grossly” misjudged the situationtion” and to “display patience” for the
the Polish leader requested that the Sn Poland over the previous fewtime being:.’>3 The rationale for this
viet units be pulled back; andmonths.31) decision remained just as compelling in
Khrushchev, after some hesitation, The Presidium adoptedsubsequent days, as Khrushchev em-
complied with the request, orderingKhrushchev’s suggestion that a meefphasized to his colleagues and to other
Konev to halt all troop movemerdd. ing be held soon in Moscow with lead-East European leaders during an ex-
Although Khrushchev assureding representatives from Czechoslovapanded Presidium meeting on the
Gomulka that the deployments had simkia, Hungary, Romania, East Germanygvening of 24 October: “Finding a rea-
ply been in preparation for upcomingand Bulgaria. Khrushchev also proson for an armed conflict [with Poland]
military exercises, the intended messagaosed that they consider sending a fewow would be very easy, but finding a
was plain enough, especially in light ofsenior officials to China “for informa- way to put an end to such a conflict later
other recent developments. The existional purposes.” In the meantime, th@n would be very hard®# The stand-
ence of Soviet “plans to protect the modPresidium resolved to “think carefully” off on 19 October had demonstrated to
important state facilities” in Poland, about additional measures, includinghe Soviet leadership that most of the
including military garrisons and linesnew military exercises and the formafolish troops who were not under
of communication, had been delibertion of a “provisional revolutionary Rokossowski’'s command, especially in
ately leaked to Polish officials earliercommittee” that would displacethe KBW, were ready to put up stiff re-
in the day; and Soviet naval vessels ha@omulka. In addition, Khrushchev ausistance against outside intervention.
begun holding conspicuous maneuverthorized a new campaign in the pres¥hrushchev and his colleagues also
in waters near Gdansk, keeping the Pobuilding on an editorial in the 20 Octo-seem to have feared that Polish leaders
ish Navy at bay8 Despite these vari- ber issue oPravda which had accused would begin distributing firearms to
ous forms of pressure, the Polish auhe Polish media of waging a “filthy “workers’ militia” units who could help
thorities stood their ground, and theanti-Soviet campaign” and of trying todefend the capital. (Gomulka later
meeting ended without any firm agree*undermine socialism in PolandZ claimed that arms were in fact dissemi-
ment. The official communique merelyThese charges, and subsequent accusated, but the evidence generally does
indicated that talks had taken place antions, prompted vigorous rebuttals frormot bear out these assertiolsThe
that Polish leaders would be visitingPolish commentators. important thing, however, is that Soviet
Moscow sometime “in the near fu- Strains between Poland and thefficials assumedhat Gomulka would
ture.”29 In most respects, then, the neSoviet Union remained high over theproceed with this step.)
gotiations proved less than satisfactorpext few days as tens of thousands of Khrushchev’s reluctance to pursue
from the Soviet standpoint. Poles took part in pro-Gomulka ralliesa military solution under such unfavor-
Shortly after the Soviet delegatesn Gdansk, Szczecin, and other cities oable circumstances induced him to seek
returned to Moscow on 20 October, the2 October. Even larger demonstraamodus vivendiith Gomulka whereby
briefed the other members of the CPSltlons, each involving up to 100,000Poland would have greater leeway to
Presidium on the results of the tﬁB. people, were organized the followingfollow its own “road to socialism.”
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Gomulka reciprocated by again assumf the Soviet Presidium, especiallymight well have ensued. The contrast
ing Khrushchev that Poland would reVyacheslav Molotov and Kliment with Hungary was telling. Early on,
main a loyal ally and member of theVoroshilov, had strongly opposed theSoviet leaders may have hoped that they
Warsaw Pact. The Polish leader denleeway granted to the Poles, but by theould rely on Imre Nagy to do in Hun-
onstrated the credibility of his promisedime the Presidium met on 21 Octobemary what Gomulka had done in Poland,
by ordering Polish officers to cease conas noted above, all members agreed thatit the Soviet Presidium soon con-
sidering the prospect of a completét was best to eschew military interven<luded that there was “no comparison
withdrawal of the Soviet Northerntion and to “display patience,” at leastwith Poland” and that “Nagy is in fact
Group of Forces from PolartP (On for a while39 Nor were any major turning against us*4
21 October, as the crisis with Moscowsigns of dissent evident at the Presidium
began to abate, a number of Polish conmeeting on 23 Octobéf Participants The Onset of the Hungarian Crisis
manders, led by General Waclawn the meeting emphasized the “funda-
Komar of the Internal Army and Gen-mental difference” between the situa-  Social pressures had been building
eral Wlodzimierz Mus of the KBW, had tion in Poland and the emerging crisish Hungary since the spring of 1955,
thought it was the right moment to presén Hungary. Gomulka’'s speech on 24vhen the reformist prime minister Imre
for a total Soviet withdrawal, and theyOctober and his follow-up discussiondNagy was dislodged by the old-line
started drafting plans to that effectwith Khrushchev further convinced theStalinist leader Matyas Rakosi, who had
Gomulka put an immediate end to theioviet leader that Poland would remaitveen forced to cede that post to Nagy
activities.) Gomulka also adopted a faa loyal member of the “socialist com-in mid-1953. The earlier transfer of
more conciliatory line in public, as re-monwealth” and Warsaw Patl power from Rakosi to Nagy, and the
flected in his keynote speech attherally  This did not mean that all tensionsshift back to Rakosi, were both effected
in Warsaw on 24 Octobéf The Pol- with Poland were instantly dissipatedunder Moscow’s auspices. In June 1953
ish leader not only called for strongein addition to continued bickering overthe Soviet authorities, led by Georgii
political and military ties with the So- Rokossowski’s status, Khrushchev reMalenkov and Lavrentii Beria, had
viet Union and condemned those whanained concerned about the “unaccepstummoned Rakosi and other Hungar-
were trying to steer Poland away fromable” views espoused by certain PZPRan officials to Moscow for a secret
the Warsaw Pact, but also urged his febfficials, including some who allegedly meeting. During three days of talks,
low Poles to return to their daily workwanted to assert territorial claimsMalenkov and his colleagues stressed
and to refrain from holding any addi-against the USSRZ2 Soviet leaders that they were “deeply appalled” by
tional rallies or demonstrations. also were disturbed by reports that aRakosi’s “high-handed and domineer-
Over the next few days, Sovietinfluential PZPR Secretary, Wladyslawing style” in office, which had led to
leaders became annoyed wheMatwin, had given a speech in Poznanountless “mistakes and crimes” and
Gomulka insisted that Rokossowski b@n 10 November in which he con-had “driven [Hungary] to the brink of a
removed from the national defense mindemned recent “abnormalities in Polcatastrophe.“’5 They ordered Rakosi
istry (as well as from the PZPR Polit-ish-Soviet relations” that had “raisedto relinquish his prime ministerial du-
buro), a demand that perplexed evedoubts about the sovereignty of outies to Nagy. Although Rakosi was al-
Chinese officials, who overall werecountry.*3 Nevertheless, these fric-lowed to remain First Secretary of the
staunchly supportive of Gomulid8 tions did not detract from the basic asHungarian Workers’ Party (HWP), the
Had the crisis in Hungary not intervenedurances that Gomulka had provided toffice of prime minister at the time was
on 23 October, Soviet leaders mighKhrushchev. By late October and earlgeen as more important than the top
well have been inclined to take a firmeNovember 1956 the two sides hagbarty position.
stand against Rokossowski's dismissakached a broad accommodation that By early 1955, however, the politi-
from the ministry. But by the time was able to withstand occasional diseal calculus in both Moscow and
Gomulka began pressing this demantuptions. Budapest had changed. The First Sec-
on 26 October, the deteriorating situa- Gomulka’s determination to pre-retary of the CPSU, Khrushchev, had
tion in Hungary gave Khrushchev aserve a Communist system in Polandradually eclipsed prime minister
strong incentive to prevent renewed difand to remain within the Warsaw PacMalenkov, enabling the CPSU to regain
ficulties with Poland. Having been re-had a strong bearing on Soviet policyts predominant status in Soviet politics.
assured that Gomulka would keep Paduring the Hungarian revolution. TheKhrushchev sought to reinforce his vic-
land in the Warsaw Pact and retain S@utcome of the Polish crisis demontory by prodding the East European
viet troops on Polish soil, Khrushchewstrated that some Soviet flexibility countries to halt their New Courses (i.e.,
reluctantly acquiesced in Rokos-would continue and that a return to fullthe reforms they had adopted when
sowski's ouster. In mid-November,fledged Stalinism was not in the offing,Malenkov was the top figure in Mos-
Rokossowski was recalled to Moscowbut it also set a precedent of what wouldow) and to give renewed emphasis to
where he was appointed a deputy dése tolerated. Had Gomulka not beethe “leading role” of their Communist
fense minister. willing to keep Poland firmly within the parties. This political reconfiguration
Early in the crisis, some membersSoviet bloc, a military confrontation came at the same time that Soviet lead-
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ers were concerned (or claimed to be Party leadership, in its current form, is  knowledged that it had been a “great
concerned) that Nagy’s policies were notdoing what is needed in Hungary to mjstake” to “rely on that idiot Rakosi,”
giving impetus to “rightist deviation- Carry outthe decisions of the XX CPSU  pt jn the first half of 1956 no one on
ists” and “opportunists” in Hungary COngress because some ofthe oldmem-, o gqiet Presidium seriously ques-
who were seeking to realign their coun- Sﬁitsi'ngf Jgeréggpagnigagé;ggﬁﬁZ)S::jee_ tioned the policy’l
try Wlth. Yugoslavia or the West. As & isions and the younger comrades are The assurance of strong, visible
result, in March 1955 the CPSU Pre- o4 jnexperienced to proceed with the SUPport from Moscow (and from
sidium again summoned top Hungarian required work. This impression is do- Andropov) enabled Rakosi to counter
officials, including Nagy and Rakosi, ing great damage to the authority of the his rivals within the HWP by depicting
to Moscow for secret talks; and a high- [Hungarian] Palitburo in the eyes of the  their criticism as “directed also against
level Soviet delegation then traveled to Party aktivand a large segment of the the Soviet comrade2 Ordinarily,
Hungary to oversee the reversal of Workers:. this might have been enough to keep
Nagy's New Course and the elevation . _ Rakosi in power for another several
of Rakosi's protege, Andras Hegedug~\ndropov urged the Soviet Presidiumyears hut two unforeseen events in late
to the post of prime minister. ThistC give greater support and assistancg,ne 1956 changed the political balance
“friendly interference in [Hungary’s] {0 Rakosi to prevent the anti-Rakospy forces in Hungary. The first devel-
internal affairs,” according to a seniorforces from extracting further “major onment, on 27 June, was a highly pub-
CPSU Presidium member, KlimentcONCeSSIOns to rightist and demagogifcized meeting of the Petofi Circle,
Voroshilov, provided “a model for our €léments. _ ~_ which featured sweeping criticisms of
relations with all the People’s Democ-  1his cable stirred apprehension inpe regime’s policies, condemnations of
racies.46 Moscow, and the CPSU Presidium degaosi for his role in the Stalinist re-
Nevertheless, these fluctuationgided in early May to send one of itsyressions of the late 1940s and early
were bound to spark social unrest iffémbers, Mikhail Suslov, to Budapesi g5ps, and renewed calls for “full free-
Hungary. The appointment of Nagy ador discussions with éndropov and withgom of the press.” In response, Rakosi
prime minister in 1953 had helped stavi¢aders of the HWB? It took several persuaded the HWP Central Leadership
off further disorders of the sort that ocWeeks, however, before Suslov actually, 4qopt a resolution on 30 June that
curred in Csepel, Ozd, and Diosgyor iféft for Budapest. Despite the growing,anned the Petofi Circle and explicitly
the spring of 1953; but the reascendandirbulence in Hungary, high-level attenyenounced “anti-party elements” and
of Rakosi in 1955-56 brought all thosdion in Moscow was distracted by othekpe “anti-party views” of “a certain
earlier grievances back to the surfacdnatters. When Suslov finally arrivedyroyn which has formed around Imre
In the past, Rakosi had been able to reff) Budapest on 7 June, his weeklong gy 53 The HWP Central Leader-
on mass repression to stifle popular digZiSit did little to help the situation. In ghiy 3150 reprimanded HWP members
content, but by 1956 his options wer&ontrast to Andropov’s more alarming,yho had shown “insufficient vigilance”
far more limited because of the postf€POrts, Suslov assured the CPSU Pregainst “hostile, demagogic attacks,”
Stalin “thaw” and de-Stalinization cam-Sidium that there was no real disaffecrescinded the party membership of two
paign that Khrushchev had launched dton in Hungary with the HWP leader-ominent writers (Tibor Dery and
the 20th Soviet Party Congress. ThosgliP- The opposition to Rakosi, he arfipor Tardos) who had “espoused bour-
developments created greater leewa§€d, was confined to the HWP Cengegis and counterrevolutionary views,”
for the expression of pent-up grievance&al Committee (formally known as theiticized the HWP newspap&zabad
in Hungary; and they also helped transcentral Leadership), where a group suyep for its “misleading and unprin-
form the Petofi Circle, an entity set up?rting Imre Nagy had joined forcesgipled” coverage of the meeting, and
by Rakosi in March 1956 as a debatin/ith “politically immature and unprin- ,ghibited any further gatherings of
forum for Party youth, into a prominentcipled officials. Suslov claimed that onsition forces.
organ of the anti-Rakosi opposition. 1rih€ problem could be eliminated if “real s resolution was adopted only
late April 1956, the Soviet ambassadofiungarian cadres” were “promotedyq s after another event occurred that
in Budapest, Yurii Andropov, informed MOre vigorously” to diminish the paq profound implications for Hungary:
the CPSU Presidium about the “far-hugely abnormal” representation ofihe oythreak of riots in Poznan, Poland
reaching impact” of the Soviet Party JeWwish comrades” in the HWP Cen-yp, 28.29 june. Many Hungarians, par-
Congress on the public mood in Hun{ral Leadership. He took a number ofic,jarly university students, intellectu-
gary and about the Hungarian regime’§tePs to bolster Rakosi's position andys and a substantial number of HWP

lackluster response: to forestall any potential challenges tgnempers, came to see the Petofi Circle
Rakosi at a crucial plenum of the HWRyeeting and the Poznan riots as indica-
Through demagoguery and provoca- Central Leadership scheduled for midgong that neo-Stalinist regimes through-
tions, the right-wing opportunists and July. Suslov’s strong backing for gt the Soviet bloc were suddenly vul-
hostile elements r[1ave manzged to cre- Rakosi at this point was in line with thepngraple.  Rakosi hoped to dispel any
ate an impression [among ordinary Hun- v i idi . . .
garians] E)hat the Hungzgrian Wo)rlkers’ \(Iews of thshemlrr]e hCPSU' Prteﬁldlunlimpress.lon of yveakn?ss by returning to
ater on, Khrushchev privately ac-pis earlier policy of “stern measures
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against “hostile” and “anti-socialist” ation is fully understandable.” Theing fermentin Hungarian society. Upon
forces. This marked a reversal of himmbassador expressed misgivings of hisis arrival in Budapest on 13 July,
approach over the previous few monthgwn about the “indecisiveness, feebldlikoyan met with Rakosi and three
when he had grudgingly put up with aactions, and inadequate vigilance of thether senior Hungarian officials (Erno
limited thaw in the wake of the 20thHungarian comrades in the strugglé€ero, Andras Hegedus, and Bela Veg).
CPSU Congress. At a meeting of thagainst hostile influences within theThese preliminary talks convinced
Budapest partgktivon 18 May, Rakosi party and among workers,” and he recMikoyan that the situation would im-
had even reluctantly acknowledged hismmended that the CPSU leadershiprove only if Rakosi stepped down.
part in the “unjust repressions” of theissue a clear-cut endorsement of thilaving been authorized by the CPSU
Stalin era. These concessions, limitetWP resolution of 30 June “as well adresidium to do whatever was neces-
though they were, raised public expecef all the measures needed to strengthesary to “restore unity in the HWP lead-
tations in Hungary; but the increasedhe [Hungarian] party’s unity and to in-ership,” Mikoyan bluntly informed
defiance of the Petofi Circle and the ritensify the struggle against hostileRakosi that it would be best if someone
ots in Poznan spurred Rakosi to try tdorces.” else took over as HWP First Secre-
reassert an “iron hand.” Within the  Andropov's cable served as thetary®1 Rakosi had been hoping to gain
HWP, however, this move was far frombasis for a CPSU Presidium meeting oSoviet backing for his proposal to
universally welcomed. A large numberl2 July 1956, which focused on the lat“smash the Nagy conspiracy” once and
of officials, especially in the HWP Cen-est events in both Hungary and Polandor all—a proposal that envisaged the
tral Leadership, concluded that the redlalin’s notes from the meeting showarrest of Nagy and several hundred
problem in Hungary was not the oppothat Khrushchev and his colleagues stitbther “conspirators,” as well as a
sition forces or the Petofi Circle, butdid not want to come to grips with thebroader crackdown—and thus he was
Rakosi himself. underlying sources of political unrest instunned by Mikoyan’s recommenda-
The mounting disaffection with Hungary®° To be sure, the events intion. Nevertheless, Rakosi had little
Rakosi was duly noted by Andropov inPoznan had provoked “alarm [in Mos-choice but to accept the Soviet “advice.”
a cable to the CPSU Presidium on @ow] about the fate of Hungary” as wellMikoyan then turned to the question of
July®4 Andropov reported that “hos-as of Poland: “After the lessons ofa successor. He proposed Erno Gero as
tile elements and the intra-HWP oppoPoznan we wouldn’t want somethinga replacement for Rakosi, but Gero ini-
sition have embarked on an open ansimilar to happen in Hungary'f:!"3 So- tially claimed that it would be better if
intensive struggle” against Rakosi. Heviet leaders went so far as to charactea “Hungarian official” (i.e., a non-Jew)
emphasized that some prominent oppaze the discussions of the Petofi Circléook over. These demurrals were not
sition figures had begun calling for anon 27 June as “an ideological Poznarentirely sincere, as Mikoyan soon real-
“independent national policy” and awithout the gunshots>’ Nevertheless, ized, and the matter was settled over the
“national Communist movement,” they displayed little understanding ofnext few days at two emergency ses-
which would “permit the Hungarians tothe pressures that had given rise to suaions of the HWP Politburo. Mikoyan
resolve their own affairs independentlyjncidents. Khrushchev attributed theook part in the first session on 13 July
‘rather than on the basis of Soviet inrecent turmoil in Hungary (and Poland)and was kept closely informed about the
terference.” Andropov also noted thaexclusively to “the subversive activitiessecond, on 16 Ju@? As he had pro-
Gero saw “few ways, unfortunately, toof the imperialists,” who, he claimed,posed, the HWP Politburo endorsed
overcome the situation that haswant to foment disunity” within the Gero as the new First Secretary. The
emerged.” Although Gero believed thasocialist camp and “destroy the socialtransition to a post-Rakosi regime was
the HWP Central Leadership plenum oiist countries one by one8 The Pre- formally approved by the HWP Central
18 July might “restore solid unity” at sidium ordered that a lengthy editorialLeadership plenum on 18 July, in which
the top levels of the party, he was conbe published inPravdareaffirming Mikoyan played a crucial rofe3
cerned that “severe complications coul#loscow’s “internationalist solidarity Mikoyan’s efforts to promote
emerge unexpectedly” at the plenum. Iwith efforts to rebuff the enem)}?’9 greater political stability in Hungary
this connection, Andropov reported thafhe appearance of this article on 16 Julgame at the same time that a group of
the former head of state security irwas intended as a warning that thaigh-ranking Soviet officers were vis-
Hungary, Gabor Peter, had written a let€PSU leadership would “not permit theiting Hungary to inspect Soviet forces
ter from prison accusing Rakosi of di-dissolution of the unity of the socialistbased there (the so-called Special
rect personal complicity in the Rajkcamp under the pretext of respect fo€orps)®4 The officers, led by General
trial. Andropov warned that “if this let- national particularities or the extensiorMikhail Malinin, a first deputy chief of
ter is read out at the plenum, Cdeof democracy0 the Soviet General Staff, discovered that
Rakosi’s plight will be enormously ag- The Soviet Presidium also desigthe command staff of the Special Corps
gravated.” Andropov underscorednated one of its members, Anastabad not yet worked out a secret plan to
Gero’s hope of receiving “concrete ad-Mikoyan, to visit Hungary for a first- prepare for large-scale internal distur-
vice from the CPSU CC,” and he addethand assessment of the disarray withibances in Hungary. (In the wake of the
that “Cde. Gero’s alarm about the situthe Hungarian leadership and the growt953 East German uprising, the com-
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manders of all Soviet forces in Easterprivately acknowledged that he was stiling internal tensions, but he failed to
Europe had been ordered by the CPSfihding it “enormously difficult to fos- anticipate what a profound effect the
leadership to devise appropriate planter unity within the party’s leadership” ceremony would have. As soon as Gero
for anti-riot and counterinsurgency op-and to overcome “sharp disagreementgturned to Hungary, he realized the
erations.) When this omission was reabout certain fundamental issu€s” implications of what he had done. On
ported to Soviet defense minister MarThe lack of “a unified position among12 October, he confided to Andropov
shal Georgii Zhukov, he ordered that ththe members of the Politburo,” Gerathat “the reburial of Rajk’s remains has
requisite documents be compiled immebelieved, was exacerbating the “dangedealt a massive blow to the party lead-
diately. The visiting Soviet generalsous and unstable situation in the courership, whose authority was not all that
helped the commander of Soviet forcey as a whole.” high to begin with.70 Gero also con-
in Hungary, General Lashchenko, put Gero’s awareness of these probeeded that the ceremony was likely to
together a “Plan of Operations for thdems makes it especially difficult to provoke “even greater insolence” on the
Special Corps to Restore Public Ordennderstand why he was willing to bepart of opposition forces, who will now
on the Territory of Hungary,” which was absent from Hungary over the next seV:openly demand the return of Imre
signed on 20 Jul§. This plan, eral weeks. During most of SeptembeNagy to the Politburo.”
codenamed “Volna” (Wave), envisagedind the first week of October, he was  Gero’s misgivings proved well-
the use of tens of thousands of Soviain vacation in the Soviet Union (mainlyfounded. A rapid sequence of events in
troops at very short notice (within thredn the Crimea). According to Andropov,the second and third weeks of October
to six hours) to “uphold and restore‘Gero openly acknowledged, when heyave rise to a full-fledged crisis. The
public order” in Hungary. The plan re-was setting off on his trip, that he wasHWP Politburo had tried to curb popu-
quired a special signal (known asot at all sure whether ‘things wouldlar ferment by readmitting Imre Nagy
“Kompas”) to be put into effect, but thebe okay’ while he was gon@.8 When into the party on 13 October, but that
formulation of “Volna” at this stage in- Gero finally returned to Budapest instep, if anything, merely emboldened
dicates that Soviet leaders wanted a r@ctober, he met again with Andropouvthe regime’s opponents. To make mat-
liable fall-back option in case their at-and told him that “unfortunately, nowters worse, Gero decided once again to
tempts to bolster political stability in that I'm back in Hungary, | can see thatravel abroad at a critical moment.
Hungary did not pan out. the situation in the country has becom&rom 15 to 22 October he was in Yugo-
The growing reservations in Mos-much worse and more turbulent than $lavia. Although the main purpose of
cow about Hungary’s political future had imagined while | was in thehis trip was to hold negotiations with
turned out to be far more justified tharUSSR.’69 Problems within the HWP, Tito and other senior officials, he ex-
Soviet leaders had hoped. Although thaccording to Gero, had “gravely detetended his stay to take a vacation on the
ouster of Rakosi eliminated the mostiorated,” and “acute discontent [had]yugoslav coast. While he was away,
exigent problem in Hungary, it wasspread throughout the country.” the situation in Hungary grew ever more
hardly sufficient to put more thanatem-  Even Gero’s efforts to allay public turbulent, spurred on in part by the con-
porary check on the growth of socialunrest were widely construed as littlecurrent events in Poland.
discontent. Gero was widely perceivednore than admissions of weakness. On  The surge of discontent in Hungary
to be of the same mold as Rakosi. Nd® October, while Gero was still in Mos-reached the breaking point on 23 Octo-
was the situation helped any by theow, the remains of Laszlo Rajk ander (just hours after Gero had returned
“comradely advice” that Gero receivedthree other high-ranking victims of thefrom Yugoslavia), when a huge dem-
from his Soviet counterparts when heStalinist purges were reinterred inonstration was organized in downtown
took office: Budapest as a crowd of several hundreBludapest by students from a local
thousand looked on. Rajk had been sepelytechnical university who wanted to
The relaxation of international tensions  tenced to death on trumped-up chargesxpress approval of the recent develop-
and the slogan of coexistence [as pro- jn October 1949 and was then posthuments in Poland and to demand similar
claimed at the 20th CPSU Congress|do g1y rehabilitated in March 1956,changes in their own countht The
not presuppose but, on the contrary, % despite Rakosi’s initial objections. HWP authorities initially tried to pre-
clude ideological concessions and any P . J . y . P
accommodation to hostile views. That When Rakosi announced the rehabilivent the demonstration, but their efforts
is why you must eliminate all factors tation on 28 March, he made no menproved futile, as several hundred thou-
responsible for the collapse of party tion of his own culpability and tried to sand people gathered in the capital.
conduct in Hungary, restore discipline gloss over the whole affair; but GerdAfter a preliminary march to the statue
among CC members and the party’s was not as closely identified with theof Josef Bem (a hero from the Polish
rank-and-file, and launch a fierce Rajk trial, and therefore was willing torevolution of 1830 and the Hungarian
struggle on the ideological frof@ permit the reburial. Gero viewed therevolution of 1848), the demonstrators
measure as a convenient way to ingraplit into several large groups and
These suggestions were of little reltjate himself with Tito (whom he had moved to key points in the city, where
evance to the turbulent political scengnet in the Crimea at the beginning othey voiced demands for “national in-
in Hungary. By early September, Ger@ctober) as well as a means of defusiependence and democracy.” A huge
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statue of Stalin in the center of Budapestation is hard to explain. By that pointunanimity, an unprecedented step for
was torn down. Similar rallies werehe had already transmitted an appeal f@uch an important matter. The Pre-
held in other Hungarian cities, whereurgent military assistance to the mili-sidium also decided to send Mikoyan
thousands of protesters called on thery attache at the Soviet embassy, soand Suslov to Budapest along with the
government to resign. Faced by thiss unclear why he would not want toKGB chief, lvan Serov, to provide on-
growing wave of unrest, Gero desperraise the matter directly withthe-scene reports, following up on the
ately tried to regain control of the situ-Khrushchev. Gero’s behavior in the twaasks they had accomplished in Hungary
ation, but the protests continued tenonths prior to the revolution, when heearlier in the year (see above). In the
mount. chose to be out of the country at criticameantime, Khrushchev authorized So-
Gero’s plight was made immeasurmoments, was odd in itself; but his reviet defense minister Zhukov to “rede-
ably worse later in the evening wheraction on 23 October seems even morgdoy Soviet units into Budapest to as-
Hungarian state security (AVH) forcespeculiar. sist Hungarian troops and state security
acting without authorization, opened  Despite this strange twist, informa-forces in the restoration of public or-
fire on unarmed demonstrators outsidéon about the rebellion quickly madeder.”’® Khrushchev's directive was
the main radio station in Budapest whats way to Moscow. When the Sovietpromptly transmitted to Lashchenko by
were seeking to enter the building tattache received Gero’s request, he inthe chief of the Soviet General Staff,
broadcast their demands. The shootingsediately passed it on to AndropovMarshal Vasilii Sokolovskii, who speci-
precipitated a chaotic rebellion, whichwho telephoned the commander of Sdiied that the bulk of the Soviet troops
was much too large for the Hungariarviet troops in Hungary, Generalin Hungary were to be used in “estab-
state security organs to handle on theltashchenko. Lashchenko respondelishing control over the most important
own. Soviet “advisers” and military that he could not comply with the re-sites in the capital and in restoring or-
commanders in Hungary had been trygquest without explicit authorizationder,” while others were to “seal off
ing since early October to convincefrom political leaders. Andropov thenHungary’s border with Austria’’
Hungarian officials that stringent secu<cabled Gero's appeal directly to Mos-  Having finally received due autho-
rity precautions were needed to copeow, which prompted Khrushchev torization, Lashchenko was able to set to
with growing unrest; but, as one of thecontact Gero by phone for the secondiork almost immediately. The troops
top Soviet officers later reported, “thetime that evening. Khrushchev urgedinder his command had been prepar-
leaders of the [Hungarian] party andGero to send a written request for helng since late July to undertake large-
members of the [Hungarian] governto the CPSU Presidium, but the Sovietcale operations aimed at “upholding
ment did not adopt the measures calldéader soon realized, after the brief corand restoring public order” in Hungary
for by the urgency of the situation.versation ended, that events in Budapefee above). In accordance with the
Many of them were simply incapablewere moving too fast for him to wait“Volna” plan, Soviet forces in Hungary
of evaluating the state of things realisuntil he received a formal Hungarianhad been placed on increased alert in
tically.” /2 As a result, the violent up- request (which, incidentally, did notmid-October, and were brought to full
heavals on the evening of 23 Octobearrive until five days Iater?.4 A Soviet combat alert on 19-21 October at the
quickly overwhelmed the HungarianPresidium meeting had already beehehest of the Soviet General St&¥.
police and security forces and causescheduled for the 23rd to discuss otheddence, when the mobilization orders
widespread panic and near-paralysimatters, and Khrushchev abruptharrived from Moscow on the night of
among senior Hungarian officials. changed the agenda to focus on the sitthe 23rd, the response on the ground

ation in Hungary. was swift, despite dense fog that ham-
The Intial Soviet Intervention in The newly declassified notes frompered troop movements. By the early
Hungary the 23 October meeting show that thenorning hours of the 24th, thousands

CPSU Presidium could not reach af soldiers from the USSR’s two mecha-
Until very recently, nothing was unanimous decision on whether to sendized divisions in Hungary (the Special
known about decision-making in Mos-introops.75 Khrushchev and all but oneCorps) had entered Budapest, where
cow on the evening of 23 October 19560f the other participants strongly supthey established a command center at
when the first reports came in about thported the introduction of Soviet forcesthe main building of the Hungarian
Hungarian revolution. Some gaps in théut a key Presidium member, Anastallational Defense Ministry. They were
story persist, but a reasonable accouMikoyan, opposed the decision, argusoon joined by thousands of additional
can be pieced together on the basis a@ig that “the Hungarians themselvesSoviet troops from a mechanized divi-
new sources, including the Malinwill restore order on their own. Wesion based in Romania and two divi-
notes’3 It is now known that despite should try political measures, and onlyions (one mechanized, one rifle) from
the growing turmoil in Budapest, Gerothen send in troops.” Despite the prothe Transcarpathian Military District in
did not even mention what was goingntervention consensus among all théJkraine/9 The combined inter-
on when he spoke by phone witthother participants, Mikoyan held firm ventionary forces were placed under the
Khrushchev on the evening of the 23rdin his opposition. The Presidium therecommand of General Malinin, who
Gero’s evasiveness during that conveffore had to adopt its decision withoutmaintained constant liaison with an
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“emergency operational group” of somecow, which was not decisively resolvedeproached Voroshilov for his remarks,
80 high-ranking officers from the So-until June 1957, had a strong effect oand they urged that the Presidium fo-
viet General Staff and the main staffSoviet policy toward Hungary. As thecus on what to do next, rather than sim-
of the Soviet ground and air forces. AllHungarian crisis escalated, splits withirply engaging in recriminations. An
told, some 31,500 Soviet troops, 1,13the Soviet leadership came to the surneasy lull thus ensued. Later that
tanks and self-propelled artillery, 380face. Mikoyan and Suslov, who wereevening, when Suslov returned tempo-
armored personnel carriers, 185 air déboth close to Khrushchev, had beemarily from Budapest to give a detailed
fense guns, and numerous other weapending a flurry of emergency cabledriefing to the Presidium, Voroshilov
ons were redeployed at short notice tand reports back to Moscow from theand Molotov refrained from any explicit
Budapest and other major cities as wetime they arrived in Budapest on 24criticisms.
as along the Austrian-Hungarian bordeiOctobe3 These messages were dis-  The emergence of pronounced rifts
Two Soviet fighter divisions, totaling cussed at length by the other membessithin the Soviet leadership, at a time
159 planes, were ordered to perfornof the CPSU Presidium. At a sessiomhen the Presidium needed to reach a
close air-support missions for theon the evening of 26 October, numerunified position, clearly hindered
ground forces; and two Soviet bombeous members of the Presidium voicedloscow’s response to the crisis. One
divisions, with a total of 122 aircraft, complaints about Mikoyan, arguing thatof the reasons that Soviet officials wa-
were placed on full alert at airfields inhe “is acting improperly and is pushingvered so much during the crucial days
Hungary and the Transcarpathian Mili-us toward capitulationf.34 The hardline of 30-31 October (see below) is that
tary District. opponents of Khrushchev—notablythey were aware of the domestic politi-
For the task at hand, however, thi¥yacheslav Molotov, Kliment cal repercussions of their actions.
massive array of firepower was largelyworoshilov, and Lazar Kaganovich—
irrelevant. The intervention of the So-clearly were hoping to use these critiZig-Zags in Decision-Making
viet Army proved almost wholly inef- cisms against Khrushchev himself.
fectual and even counterproductiveKhrushchev responded by defending his  The Malin notes reveal that as the
Gero himself acknowledged, in a phoneolleague: “Mikoyan is acting just assituation in Hungary deteriorated in late
conversation with Soviet leaders on 24e said he would. Cde. Mikoyan sup©October, the CPSU Presidium had great
October, that “the arrival of Sovietported a position of non-intervention”difficulty in deciding how to respond.
troops into the city has had a negsgtiven 23 October. Although KhrushchevOn 28 October, senior Hungarian offi-
effect on the mood of the residents?” strongly disagreed with Mikoyan'’s non-cials began insisting that all Soviet
Soviet armored vehicles and artilleryinterventionist stance, he was not aboutoops would have to be withdrawn
were sent into the clogged streets db let the verbal attacks go unansweredrom Hungary, a demand that caused
Budapest without adequate infantry At the next session of the Pre-alarm in Moscow. At a lengthy meet-
protection, and thus became easy tasidium on 28 October, Molotov anding of the Presidium on 28 October, all
gets for youths wielding grenades an&oroshilov stepped up their cam-the participants agreed that “we must
Molotov cocktails. Although Hungar- paign8® Voroshilov charged that not withdraw troops” and must instead
ian soldiers were supposed to operatdikoyan and Suslov were “poorly in- “act decisively against the centers of
alongside Soviet units, troops from thdormed” and were “unable to carry outresistance 36 They voiced dismay that
Hungarian state security forces, policeltheir] work properly.” Molotov alleged “Nagy is speaking against us,” and they
and army proved incapable of offeringhat Mikoyan and Suslov were provid-expected that Nagy’s call for the with-
necessary support, and some defectdu “calm reassurances” while “the situ-drawal of Soviet troops would soon be
to the side of the rebef&! As a result, ation deteriorates and is gradually movfollowed by “a demand for [Soviet] ca-
the fighting merely escalated. By mid-ing toward capitulation.” Other offi- pitulation.” The Hungarian govern-
afternoon on the 24th, at least 25 preeials, including Zhukov and Georgii ment’'s announcement on 28 October
testers had been killed and more thaMalenkov, defended Mikoyan andthat the recent events had been a “na-
200 had been wounded. The mountin§uslov, arguing that “we shouldn’t laytional-democratic uprising” rather than
violence, as Mikoyan and Suslov reblame for the situation on our com-a “counterrevolution” sparked particu-
ported back to Moscow, “caused furtherades” and that it was “unfair to con-ar consternation among Soviet Pre-
panic among senior Hungarian officialsdemn [Mikoyan] right now.” These ar- sidium members, who insisted that “we
many of whom fled into undergroundguments, however, failed to detercannot and will not retreat.”
bunkers that were unsuitable for anyoroshilov from voicing even harsher At the same time, Khrushchev and
work.”82 complaints: “The American secret serhis colleagues recognized that Soviet
vices are more active in Hungary thamptions were limited by the sheer pace
Early Rifts Within the Soviet Lead- Cdes. Suslov and Mikoyan are. We serttf events, which had already resulted
ership [Suslov and Mikoyan] there for noth-in the deaths of hundreds of Soviet sol-
ing.” Khrushchev and numerous othediers and Hungarian civilians. The cur-
The Malin notes confirm that the officials, including Nikolai Bulganin rent Hungarian leaders, Nagy and Janos
post-Stalin succession struggle in Mosfwho initially was critical of Mikoyan), Kadar, were being challenged by more
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radical elements in Hungary, whofor its continued troop presence in thdorce and that the Hungarian army prob-
wanted to overthrow the existing re\Warsaw Pact countries (other than Eastbly was not up to the task:
gime. Although Soviet leaders wergGermany), leaving open the possibility
determined to adhere to a “firm line”of a partial or total withdrawal. Most The political situation in the country,
and put an end to Nagy’s and Kadar'ef the Presidium members seemed torather thanimproving, is getting worse.
“flip-flops,” they reluctantly agreed that view the declaration as a viable way of - - - The peaceful liquidation of the re-
they had little choice but to support thétextracting us from an onerous posi- Maining centers [of resistance] can ef-
" . . fectively be excluded. We will try to
current government and to be preparetion” and of “putting an end to the liquidate them using the armed forces
to withdraw troops from Budapestbloodshed.80 Any hopes they MaY  of the Hungarians. But there is a great
(though not from Hungary as a whole)have had, however, were quickly danger in this: The Hungarian army has
By 30 October, however, the mooddashed. Had the declaration been is-adopted a “wait-and-see” position. Our
within the Soviet Presidium had takersued several months earlier, it might military advisers say that the attitude of
a surprising turn. All the members, in-have prevented all the subsequent tur-Hungarian officers and generals toward
cluding Molotov and Voroshilov, had moil, but by the time the statement was Soviet officers has deteriorated in recent
reached a consensus—ephemeratoadcast over Hungarian radio on 30 days, and that there is no longer the trust
though it may have been—that the SoOctober, events in Hungary had already WNich existed earlier. It may well be
. . . , that if Hungarian units are used against
ng Umgn shoulq forgo Iarge—sc7aleeluded Spwet control. Moscow;yer— the uprising, they will go over to the side
military intervention in Hungar§. bal promises were no longer sufficient ¢ 10 insurgents, and it will then be
Marshal Zhukov conceded that the Sato contain either the wave of popular pecessary for the Soviet armed forces
viet Union had to be ready, if necessarynrest or the actions of Nagy’s govern- to resume military operatiorf
to withdraw all Soviet troops from Hun- ment. Although the declaration caused
gary, viewing this as “a lesson for us ira stir in most of the East-bloc countriesSubsequent messages from Mikoyan
the military-political sphere.” Othersits effect in Hungary was limited. Manyand Suslov were gloomier still, in part
reluctantly concurred. Khrushchev anaf the insurgents were determined tbecause they sensed that their worst
his colleagues were well aware that thachieve their goals immediately, rathefears were coming true. Within hours
situation in Hungary had continued tahan settling for ill-defined negotiationsafter their initial message on the 30th,
deteriorate, and had taken on distinctlyhat, once under way, would be subjeahey learned that an angry mob had
anti-Soviet overtones. Even so, theyo delay or derailment. launched a bloody attack on the
unanimously agreed to adopt what Nevertheless, even if Soviet hopeBudapest party committee’s headquar-
Khrushchev described as “the peacefibout the declaration were misplaceders in Republic Square. The grisly re-
path—the path of troop withdrawalsthe decision to forgo intervention wasprisals that some of the attackers car-
and negotiations”—rather than “thestill remarkable at this late stage. Itied out against disarmed AVH troops
militarg/ path, the path of occupa-suggests that for a brief while—a verycame as a shock not only to Mikoyan
tion.”8 brief while—the Soviet Presidium ac-and Suslov, but to most Hungarians (in-
This decision seems to have beetually may have been willing to accepttluding many rebel leaders, who
predicated on an unrealistic expectatiothe collapse of Communism in Hun-strongly criticized the actions and ap-
of what could be achieved by the Sogary. pealed for calm). The attack caused
viet government’s “Declaration on the ~ The unanimity of the Presidium’s even greater alarm in Moscow, where
Principles of Development and Furthedecision to eschew military force be-scenes of the violence were being fea-
Strengthening of Friendship and Cooplied the inherent fragility of that posi- tured on newsreels when the CPSU Pre-
eration Between the USSR and Othetion, especially after Khrushchev andsidium met on 31 October. Equally dis-
Socialist Countries,” issued on 30 Ochis colleagues realized that the 30 Oconcerting was the very fact that the
tober89 A draft of the statement, pre-tober declaration would not have thenob had been able to seize the build-
pared by high-ranking CPSU Centrablesired effect. Ominous reports frorming. Three Hungarian army tanks,
Committee officials, was reviewed atHungary, including cables and securgvhich had been sent to help the defend-
length and edited by the CPSU Prephone messages from Mikoyan anars of the site, ended up defecting to the
sidium just before it was released. Th&uslov that were much more pessimisnsurgents, just as Mikoyan and Suslov
declaration acknowledged that Soviettic than their previous dispatches, conhad feared. The siege in Republic
East European relations had beetinued to flow in. Earlier in the crisis, Square proved to be an isolated case
plagued by “egregious mistakes” in theMikoyan and Suslov had hoped thatand actually helped stabilize the situa-
past, and that Moscow had committethey could induce Nagy to restore ortion a good deal by spurring both the
rampant “violations of the principle of der and achieve a satisfactory politicajovernment and the rebels into seeking
equality in relations between socialissolution, but by the end of October theya peaceful settlement), but amid the
countries.” It pledged that in the futurehad markedly changed their tone. In general turmoil in Budapest at the time,
the Soviet Union would scrupulouslyphone message to Moscow on 30 Ogt initially seemed—at least from
“observe the full sovereignty of eachtober, they warned that the uprisingioscow’s perspective—to portend the
socialist state” and reexamine the basisould be ended only through the use ofdeterioration” that Mikoyan and



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN 369

Suslov had been predicting. stances was bound to spur a reassessraeli troops moved into Egyptian ter-
Concerns about the internal situament of Moscow’s non-interventionistritory, an action that was broadly coor-
tion in Hungary were reinforced by thestance. Khrushchev later recalled thatinated with France and Great Britain.
latest news about international develhe regretted the 30 October decisio®n 30 October the French and British
opments, particularly the start of Frenclalmost as soon as the Presidium adoptg@bvernments sent an ultimatum to
and British military operations in theit.95 At short notice on 31 October, heNasser — which the Egyptian leader
Middle East and the increasing signgonvened another emergency meetingromptly rejected — and early the next
that unrest in Hungary was spilling overof the Presidium to reconsider the wholelay they joined the Israeli incursions by
into other Warsaw Pact countries. Eacmatter?6 The notes from the meetinglaunching air raids against Egyptian cit-
of these factors is important enough toeveal that Khrushchev was not the onljes and imposing a naval blockagfé.
warrant a separate discussion belovane who had misgivings about the preWestern analysts have long speculated
Not only were the Suez Crisis and the&ious day’s decision. With one excepabout the role of the Suez Crisis in So-
fears of a spillover crucial in their owntion, all the participants strongly en-viet decision-makingis-a-visHungary,
right; they also magnified the impor-dorsed Khrushchev’s view that “webut until recently there was no real way
tance of Hungary’s status in the Warmust revise our assessment and mutst know. The new evidence, particu-
saw Pact. The prospect of an “imperinot withdraw our troops from Hungarylarly the Malin notes, does not resolve
alist” victory in the Middle East and of and Budapest. We must take the initiaall the ambiguities, but it does shed a
growing ferment within the bloc madetive in restoring order in Hungary.” Thegood deal of light on the matter.
it all the more essential to keep Hunenly dissenting voice was Maksim On the whole, the Malin notes and
gary within the Soviet camp; but on thisSaburov, who argued that “afterother new materials indicate that the
score, too, there seemed increasingesterday’s session this discussion is aBuez Crisis gave Soviet leaders a pow-
grounds for pessimism. By late Octopointless. [Full-scale intervention] will erful incentive to resolve the situation
ber it was clear that momentum fomerely vindicate NATO.” His asser-in Hungary as soon and as decisively
Hungary’s withdrawal from the Warsawtions were disputed by Molotov andas possible. For one thing, the pro-
Pact was rapidly building. One of thenumerous others, who insisted (not erlenged diplomatic wrangling over Suez
members of Nagy's new “inner cabi-tirely convincingly) that the previous induced the Soviet Presidium to be wary
net,” Bela Kovacs, explicitly called for day’s decision had been “only a com-of becoming embroiled in lengthy po-
a “neutral Hungary” and the end ofpromise.” After further persuasion,litical disputes the way the French and
Hungary’s “ties to military blocs” in a Saburov finally came around to supporthe British had. Khrushchev raised this
speech he delivered on 30 OctoBér. the interventionist position. point at the Presidium’s meeting on 28
That same day, Nagy himself endorsed With that, the Presidium unani-October, the day before military action
the goal of leaving the Warsaw Pact, anchously approved the full-scale use obegan in the Middle East: “The English
he opened talks about the matter (andilitary force “to help the working classand French are in a real mess
about the withdrawal of all Sovietin Hungary rebuff the counterrevolu-[zavarivayut kashuin Egypt. We
troops from Hungary) with Mikoyan tion.”97 This action brought an end toshouldn’t get caught in the same com-
and Suslov, who promptly informedthe long period of indecision and wapany.’99 By this, he evidently meant
their colleagues in Moscow about thevering in Soviet policy. that if the Presidium allowed the Hun-
discussiongQ.3 It seems likely that Even so, the reversal on 31 Octogarian crisis to drag on indefinitely,
Nagy’s expressed desire to renoundeer should not detract from the importhings would only get worse and the
Hungarian membership in the Warsavtance of the consensus on the 30th. Tt&oviet Union would be left facing the
Pact was one of the factors that inducelllalin notes suggest there was a chanceame intractable dilemma that the
the CPSU Presidium on 31 October tif only a very slender one, that theFrench and British were encountering
reverse its decision of the previous dayevents of 1989 could actually have ocin Suez.

To be sure, Nagy had spoken mangurred 33 years earlier. The start of fighting in the Middle
times in earlier years (especially after East on 29-31 October, which left
he was abruptly removed from poweiThe Effect of the Suez Crisis Moscow’s political ally Egypt in a pre-
in 1955) about the desirability of Hun- carious state, caused even greater com-

garian neutrality, but his decision to  On 26 July 1956 the new Egyptiarplications for Soviet leaders. They
raise the issue with Mikoyan and Susloleader, Gamel Abdel Nasser, announcedorried that a failure to act decisively
at this delicate stage must have comthat he was nationalizing the Suez Can Hungary would compound the dam-
as a jolt in MoscoW4 Once Soviet nal Company. Over the next fewage to Soviet foreign policy. This fear
leaders were confronted by the starknonths the British, French, and U.Swas particularly acute after the French
prospect of Hungary’s departure fromgovernments tried to persuade (and theand British launched their military op-
the Warsaw Pact, they realized howompel) Nasser to reverse his decisiomrations in the early morning hours of
much their influence in Hungary hadbut these diplomatic efforts were of nd31 October. When the Soviet Presidium
waned. avail. In late October, Israel begammet later that day to reach a final deci-
The confluence of all these circum-mobilizing its army, and on the 29thsion about Hungary, reports were al-
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ready flooding into Moscow about theout at the time, provide a “favorablefic.105 The Romanian authorities also
spectacular “successes” that the Frenclmoment” for the Soviet Union to un-established rigorous, comprehensive
British, and Israeli forces were supposedertake a large-scale military operatioscreening of mail and publications ar-
edly achieving. It soon turned out thatn Hungary!02 The French and Brit- riving from and going to Hungary. As
their joint military efforts got bogged ish governments, he noted on 2 Novena further precaution, the RWP Politburo
down (for want of U.S. support) and &ber, “are bogged down in Suez, and werdered the state security forces
stalemate ensued, but Khrushchev arate stuck in Hungary03 (Securitatg to reinforce their defenses
his colleagues could not have foreseen The invasion of Hungary undoubt-around key buildings, including trans-
that when they met on 31 October beedly would have been approved even fport stations, communications and
cause they automatically assumed—ithere had been no Suez Crisis, but Stroadcasting facilities, university com-
a classic case of misperception—thatiet fears of “imperialist” successes inplexes, and Communist party and gov-
the United States would back the alliedhe Middle East and the sudden emeernment offices. Leaves and furloughs
incursions. Khrushchev himself ex-gence of a divisive row within NATO for soldiers and state security troops
pressed the dominant sentiment at theearly expedited Moscow’s decision. were cancelled06 Over the next few

Presidium meeting: days, Romanian leaders also took steps
Fears of a Spillover to alleviate economic grievances and
If we depart from Hungary, it will give boost living standards, but overall
a great boost to the Americans, English,  New evidence confirms that SovietRomania’s efforts to prevent a spillover

and French—the imperialists. They will

T leaders feared the Hungarian revolutiofrom Hungary were geared predomi-
perceive it as weakness on our part and

will go onto the offensive. We would might §pread into ther'East Europeanantly toyvard increased vigilance and
then be exposing the weakness of our f:ountrles apd possibly into the USSR)reparatlons for a large-scale crack-
positions. Our party will not accept it itself, causing the whole Communistdown107
if we do this. To Egypt [the imperial- bloc to unravel. Warnings to that effect ~ Despite these precautions, the Ro-
ists] will then add Hungary?0 had been pouring in throughout the crimanian authorities were soon con-
sis from the Soviet embassy infronted by renewed “agitation and dem-
Khrushchev's subsequent commentBudapest, from KGB representatives ironstrations by student groups and hos-
about Suez, especially at a Presidiuhlungary, and from three former Hun-+ile elements” in many parts of the coun-
meeting on 4 November, show that hgarian leaders (Rakosi, Andradry, especially Transylvania and
believed the decision to intervene irHegedus, and Istvan Bata) who had fleBucharest08 Officials who were dis-
Hungary would help, rather than hurtto Moscow after being ousted. Conpatched to Cluj reported scenes of
Moscow’s policyvis-a-visSuez. The cerns that the Hungarian revolutiofmass confusion and unrest®® An
distraction posed by Hungary, he imwould spill into other Warsaw Pactunofficial student movement, formed at
plied, had prevented an effective reeountries were heightened by a serieBolyai University on 25 October, at-
sponse in the Middle East. Now that ®f intelligence reports from neighbor-tracted hundreds of members and
firm decision to suppress the uprisingng Romania and Czechoslovakiagained support from much of the fac-
had been adopted, the Soviet UnioKhrushchev later recalled he hadilty, including many who belonged to
would be able to “take a more activdearned from KGB sources that “thethe RWP. Romanian officials in the area
part in the assistance to Egyé@EL residents of the border areas in Hungammphasized that “party members of
In another respect as well, Soviehad begun seeking contacts with [resiHungarian origin” were especially
policy in Hungary was linked—if only dents in] the border areas of Czechdikely to succumb to “hostile” elements,
inadvertently—to the Suez Crisis. Theslovakia and Romania to gain direcand that ethnic Hungarian students
sudden conflict diverted internationalbacking from them204Archival ma-  throughout Transylvania were “singing
attention from Poland and Hungary tderials fully bear out his recollections. Horthyite and chauvinistic song%.l’O
the Middle East. Because the United From Romania, Soviet leaders reMost worrisome of all were reports that
States refused to support the Israeli arzkived word that students in Bucharestoung people in Baia Mare and Carei
French-British military operations, theand in a large number of Transylvanianvere “intent on joining the Hungarian
crisis generated a deep split among thaties (Cluj, Tirgu Mures, Timisoara, army,” and that Romanian army troops
Western powers at the very momenBaia Mare, and Oradea, among othergnd security forces in the border region
when they needed to show unity in rewere holding demonstrations in suppontvere being swayed by the demonstra-
sponse to the events in Hungary. Thef the Hungarian revolution, and thators’ “tendentious” and “inimical” pro-
intra-NATO rift engendered by the Suealisturbances were spreading around tr[ﬁagandal.11 To combat the growing
Crisis was not a critical factor incountry. As early as 24 October, theinrest, the RWP Politburo on 30 Octo-
Moscow’s response to the HungariafPolitburo of the Romanian Workers’ber set up a “general command staff,”
uprising—after all, the rift was not yetParty (RWP) felt the need to imposeconsisting of four senior Politburo
fully evident when the Soviet Presidiumemergency security measures and visaembers (Emil Bodnaras, Nicolae
met for its fateful session on 31 Octoregulations along the border with Hun-Ceausescu, Alexandru Draghici, and
ber—but it did, as Khrushchev pointedyary, effectively sealing it off to all traf- Leontin Salajan), who were given ex-
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traordinary powers, including the rightrevolution broke out, apprehension iryear of the Petofi Circle in Hungary.
to issue shoot-to-kill orders and to deEast Berlin rapidly increased. A topThey feared that the use of repressive
clare a state of emergent¥2 The East German official, Otto Grotewohl, measures might not be enough to restore
command staff was successful in itsvarned that “the events in Hungary andight discipline, just as Rakosi's and
task, but the very fact that this sort ofPoland show that the enemy looks foGero’s efforts had failed in Hungat#4
measure was needed was a disconcewteak spots in the socialist camp, seek- These concerns seemed to gain cre-
ing reminder to Soviet leaders that théng to break it apart.l’19 He and other dence when protests cropped up both
events in Hungary, if left unchecked East German leaders were acutelefore and after 4 November at higher
could prove contagious. aware that the GDR itself was one oéducational institutions in the USSR,
Equally disturbing reports flowed these “weak spots.” Soviet officials,including Moscow State University
into Moscow from Czechoslovakiatoo, were worried that developments ifMGU). State Security (KGB) troops
about student demonstrations irHungary could undermine their positiorwere dispatched to MGU to arrest stu-
Bratislava and other cities amidst growin East Germany, which by this pointdents and faculty who had staged ral-
ing “hostility and mistrust toward the was closely tied to Ulbricht. Soviet for-lies “denouncing the Soviet military
Soviet Union.213 The Czechoslovak eign minister Dmitrii Shepilov warned intervention” and had put up “anti-So-
authorities denied most of these reportshat certain elements in East Germanyiet slogans and posterd25 The KGB
but they acknowledged that the eventsiight exploit the crisis to launch a cam-also cracked down harshly on demon-
in Hungary were having “deleteriouspaign against the “Ulbricht cliquei20  strations in Yaroslavl and other cities
psychological effects” and creating a  Quite apart from the threat of awhere students organized demonstra-
“hostile, anti-socialist mood” among spillover into Eastern Europe, Sovietions and carried banners demanding the
some of the Czechoslovak troops wheeaders were aware of serious problemsithdrawal of Soviet troops from Hun-
had been sent to reinforce the 560-krin the USSR itself. The inception ofgaryl26 These incidents underlined the
border with Hungar>J-.14 Senior de-Stalinization had spawned numerousoncerns that had prompted the CPSU
Czechoslovak military officials warnedinstances of public disorder and unresPresidium’s decision on 4 November to
that the confusion might even “temptMass disturbances erupted in Thilisi antjpurge all higher educational institu-
the counterrevolutionary forces [inother Georgian cities in early Marchtions of unsavory elementd27 To de-
Hungary] to penetrate into our countryl956, as students, workers, and inteter further protests, the authorities or-
and stir up a rebellion in Slovak terri-lectuals joined together to protest thelered the arrests of other presumed dis-
tory,” especially in the southern areagirowing criticism of “our great leader sidents in late 1956 and 1957, but some
inhabited mainly by ethnic Hungar-Stalin."121 These demonstrationssenior party officials wanted to under-
ians11S They also warned that the danmarked the first time that “anti-Soviettake much more drastic action, launch-
ger would increase “if Soviet and Hun-activities” had occurred in Georgiaing a crackdown reminiscent of the
garian units are withdrawn” from north-since Communist rule was establishedtalin eral28 Their proposals were
ern Hungary, since “it is unlikely thatand Soviet leaders responded by imposiever formally adopted, but the distur-
[Czechoslovakia’s] existing combating martial lawl22 Very different chal- bances in 1956 were enough for Soviet
forces will be enough to prevent incurienges arose elsewhere in the Sovidtaders to feel that the invasion of Hun-
sions by counterrevolutionaryUnion, where intellectuals and someyary had narrowly averted a much
groups.’i16 The risk of a spillover into other groups took advantage of the opworse spillover into the USSR.
Czechoslovakia was explicitly cited byportunity to voice long-suppressed A number of Western analysts,
Soviet leaders when they approved grievances. Criticism of Stalin and ofsuch as Charles Gati, had long sus-
full-scale invasion: “If we don't em- the “cult of personality” opened the waypected that concerns about a spillover
bark on a decisive path, things irfor broader complaints about the naturéeom Hungary were one of the major
Czechoslovakia will collapsel.17 It ofthe Soviet regime itself. Soviet leadfactors in Soviet decision-making dur-
is unclear whether the actual danger waess tried to regain control of the deing the 1956 crisid?29 The new evi-
as great as they feared, but the impo&talinization campaign by issuing adence has amply corroborated that view.
tant thing at the time was the percepdecree that specified what was permis-
tion in both Moscow and Prague that &ible and what was not, but this docuMikoyan’s Continued Objections
failure to act would have ominous conment failed to put an end to dissidents’
sequences. activities123 Thus, when the revolu- The pro-intervention consensus on
The growing concerns about aion began in Hungary, Khrushchev an®1 October was formed without the par-
spillover were shared in East Europeahis colleagues were concerned that irticipation of Mikoyan and Suslov, who
countries further away from Hungary,tellectuals in the Soviet Union might trywere still in Budapest. When the two
notably East Germany. Initially, theto provoke similar disturbances abfficials returned to Moscow on the
East German leader, Walter Ulbrichthome. The Soviet authorities saw disevening of the 31st to present their con-
mainly feared that the return of Nagyturbing parallels between the burgeonelusions, they discovered that the mat-
might presage a similar turn of eventéng dissidents’ movement in the Sovieter had already been settled without
in the GDR118 Once the Hungarian Union and the activities earlier in thethem. Suslov evidently agreed with the
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decision, but Mikoyan was dismayed bytroops was unanimods’3 Technically, indicate that even though Kadar had
it, opposing it just as strongly as he hathis assertion was correct because theeen willing to travel surreptitiously to
resisted the original decision on 23 Ocparticipants in the 31 October meetingloscow at a critical moment, he did not
tober. Mikoyan pleaded with Khrush-did indeed approve the decision unanifavor large-scale Soviet military inter-
chev to call another meeting of themously. What Mikoyan failed to point vention in Hungary. Nor did he arrive
CPSU Presidium to reconsider the mawut is that if he had been present, thim Moscow intent on becoming the head
ter, but Khrushchev refused. Accorddecision would not have been unanief a new, post-invasion government. At
ing to Khrushchev’'s memoirs—whichmous, just as he dissented from ththe session on 2 November, Kadar
seem eminently plausible on thisoriginal decision to send in troops orwarned that “the use of military force
point—Mikoyan even threatened tothe night of 23-24 October. In spite ofwill be destructive and lead to blood-
commit suicide if Khrushchev did notthis subsequent backtrackingshed.” Such an outcome, he added,
reconvene the Presidiuf®® Khrush- Mikoyan'’s position in October-Novem- would “erode the authority of the so-
chev responded that it would be thder 1956 was in fact both courageousialist countries” and cause “the morale

“height of stupidity” to behave so “ir- and consistent. of the Communistséin Hungary] to be
rationally,” and he set off to take care reduced to zero39 The next day,
of the final political and military prepa- Janos Kadar’s Trip to Moscow Kadar’s tone had changed somewhat,
rations for the invasion. Had it not taken though not drastically. He highlighted

the CPSU Presidium so long and been It had previously been known thatthe existing government’s failure to pre-
so politically costly to reach a final de-Janos Kadar and Ferenc Munnich wereent the “killing of Communists,” and
cision about Hungary, Khrushchewspirited to Moscow aboard a Soviesaid he “agreed with [Soviet officials]”
might have been willing to comply with military aircraft on the evening of 1that “you cannot surrender a socialist
Mikoyan’s request; but KhrushchevNovember, and were brought back witltountry to counterrevolution.” Kadar
explained to Mikoyan that he was loatlSoviet troops after 4 November to belso asserted that “the correct course of
to “resume fruitless discussions” andnstalled as the prime minister andaction [in Hungary] is to form a revo-
“destroy our whole plan” now that “ev- deputy prime minister of a “Provisionallutionary government.” But even then,
erything has been decided and a timdRevolutionary Workers’ and Peasantshe implied that a Soviet invasion would
table has finally been laid out31 Government.” Nothing was known,only make things worse—"The with-
Despite these explanationshowever, about what Kadar was doingirawal of Soviet troops from Hungary
Mikoyan remained deeply upset by thén Moscow on 2 and 3 November. Al-will be of great significance™—and
decision, as he indicated at the Premost all Western accounts of the Hunwarned that “the [revolutionary] gov-
sidium meeting on 1 November (whergarian crisis have assumed that Kadarnment must not be puppetlike; there
Khrushchev had already headed off twvas duplicitous and supportive of Somust be a [popular] base for its activi-
Brest to inform the Polish leadership ofviet military intervention from the out- ties and support among workerfs36
the decision:32 Mikoyan insisted that set. The Malin notes provide a morén this respect, his views differed
“the use of force now will not help any-complex picture, offering the first solid sharply from those of Bata, who insisted
thing,” and that “we should enter intoevidence of Kadar's and Munnich’sthat “order must be restored through a
negotiations instead.” Although heroles in the establishment of a post-inmilitary dictatorship” imposed by the
agreed that “we cannot let Hungary esvasion regime. Soviet Army137
cape from our camp,” he argued thatit  Both Kadar and Munnich took part It is also interesting that even on
was still possible to wait 10-15 days tdn sessions of the CPSU Presidium othe 3rd, Kadar did not portray the re-
see how the situation would unfold: “If2 and 3 November, though Kadar dicdent events in Hungary in a uniformly
things stabilize by then, we can decidenost of the talking?—.?’4 (On the 2nd negative light. Although he claimed
whether to pull out our troops.” Thethey were joined by another Hungarianhat “Nagy’s policy has counterrevolu-
other participants disagreed withofficial, Istvan Bata, one of four seniortionary aspects” and that “hour by hour
Mikoyan, but he held his ground, argufigures who had been transported tthe situation [in Hungary] is moving
ing that an invasion was “inappropriatedMoscow several days earlier, on theightward,” he urged the Soviet leader-
in the current circumstances.” In pubevening of 28 October. On the 3rd, theghip to recognize that the uprising had
lic, however, Mikoyan did not display were joined by Imre Horvath, who tookstemmed from genuine popular discon-
any qualms. The first time thatdetailed notes of the session.) On fnt and that “the HWP has been com-
Mikoyan’s objections were revealedNovember, Khrushchev and Malenkowpromised in the eyes of the overwhelm-
was in Khrushchev’s memoirs, and thavere still away conferring with the lead-ing masses.” He argued that “the en-
Malin notes fully bear out Khrushchev'sers of other Warsaw Pact countries antire nation took part in the movement”
account. with Tito, but the rest of the Presidiumto “get rid of the Rakosi cliquel38
Interestingly enough, in later yearamembers met at length with Kadar and&adar’s perspective at this time was far
Mikoyan tried to gloss over his anti-in-Munnich. On 3 November, Khrushchevmore nuanced and insightful than the
terventionist stance in October 1956and Malenkov joined in as well. rigid formulas adopted by his govern-
arguing that the decision to send in  The notes from the two sessionsnent in December 1956, which char-
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acterized the whole uprising as no morthe Presidium meeting, Khrushchev had It turned out, however, that the
than a “counterrevolution” instigatedspoken by phone with Gomulka, and théalks with Liu Shaogi were much less
and supported by the West. two men had arranged to meet the nextnerous than expected. After
One other surprising aspect ofday (1 November) in Brest, along the<hrushchev explained why the Soviet
Kadar's remarks is that he made littleSoviet-Polish border. The Presidiumeadership had reversed its position, the
effort to gloss over his own actions omesignated Malenkov and Molotov toChinese delegates condoned the change
to downplay the negative influence ofaccompany Khrushchev to Brest. Thand promised to go over the matter care-
Soviet policy. He gave a detailed acPresidium also authorized Khrushchewlly with Mao. Even before the del-
count of the meetings of the Hungariamnd Malenkov to hold negotiations withegation returned to China, Mao’s own
“inner cabinet” on 1 November, notingTito so they could try to gain at leasview of the situation was gradually
that he “was a supporter of the view thatacit support from the Yugoslav leaderchanging as a result of intelligence re-
no sorts of steps should be taken within addition, the Presidium approvedoorts and diplomatic cables flowing into
out having spoken with Andropov.” Khrushchev’s suggestion that they “inBeijing. It is unclear precisely when
This position, however, did not reallyform the Chinese comrades, the Czechslao shifted unambiguously in favor of
distinguish Kadar from Nagy, who him-the Romanians, and the Bulgariansthe invasion, but the last-minute con-
self had summoned Andropov to thebout the upcoming invasicrt0 sultations at Vnukovo Airport may well
evening session for urgent consultations  When the Presidium meeting adhave been decisive in allowing the So-
about Soviet troop movement$9 journed, Khrushchev first contacted Liwviet Union to gain strong Chinese back-
Moreover, Kadar acknowledged thaShaogi and other senior Chinese offiing.143
when the consultations were over, heials who had been in Moscow for con-  With that task accomplished,
joined the other members of Nagy’ssultations since 23 October. The menmKhrushchev and Malenkov were able
cabinet in voting for the declaration ofbers of the Chinese delegation, who hat set off a few hours later for their rapid
neutrality, the appeal to the United Nakept in close touch with Mao Zedongseries of top-secret meetings with lead-
tions, and the resolution demanding aduring their visit, were getting set toers of the other Warsaw Pact coun-
immediate withdrawal of Soviet troopsreturn to Beijing on the 31st. tries144 At the first such meeting, in
from Hungary. On both the 2nd andhrushchev wanted to inform themBrest, Khrushchev and Malenkov were
3rd of November, Kadar spoke harshlymmediately about the new decisionjoined by Molotov for talks with a Pol-
about past Soviet “mistakes” in Hun-rather than having them find out abouish delegation consisting of Gomulka,
gary, and was far more critical aboutt second-hand back in China. The enJozef Cyrankiewicz, and Edward
Rakosi than about Nagy. His commentire CPSU Presidium traveled toOchab. This meeting was regarded as
on this topic were echoed by MunnichVnukovo Airport on the 31st to meetparticularly sensitive and unpredictable
who argued that the fundamentaWith the departing Chinese officials anecause the political situation in Poland
“source of anti-Soviet sentiments” insmooth over any ruffled feathekdl was still so turbulent. The three Soviet
Hungary was the population’s “cer-Khrushchev was concerned that Linegotiators hoped to defuse most of
tainty that the [Communist] regime ex-Shaogi might be upset when he learne@omulka’s objections, but their efforts
ists and is preserved only through thabout the sudden change in Sovidh this regard were largely unsuccess-
support of the USSR.” policy. During consultations with theful. Although the Polish leader agreed
None of this is to imply that Soviet leadership over the previoughat the “counterrevolution” in Hungary
Kadar's stance in early November wasveek, Liu Shaoqi had consistently exhad to be suppressed, he strongly ob-
greatly beneficial to Hungary. Kadarpressed Mao’s view that the “workingjected to the use of Soviet military force.
was hardly naive, and the fact that helass of Hungary” must be permitted t&Khrushchev soon realized that he would
was willing to come to Moscow sug-“regain control of the situation and putnot be able to convince Gomulka that
gests that he advocated more forcefuown the uprising on its own,” without direct intervention was necessary, and
Soviet action. Nevertheless, the Malifurther Soviet interference. As late ashe Soviet leader was not even sure by
notes do not bear out the notion thaB0 October, the Chinese delegates hatie end of the meeting whether
Kadar was a quisling from the very startcalled for Soviet relations with all otherGomulka would refrain from publicly
He took on that function after 4 Novem-=socialist states, including Hungary, tecriticizing the action42
ber, but it was not the role he wanted doe based on the five principles of = Khrushchev's concerns were not
envisaged when he arrived in MoscowPancha Shila: mutual respect for soventirely unfounded. Shortly after
ereignty and territorial integrity; non- Gomulka and his colleagues returned to
The Invasion aggression; non-interference in internaiVarsaw, they convened an emergency
affairs; equality and mutual benefit; andsession of the PZPR Politburo, which
The CPSU Presidium’s abrupt shiftpeaceful coexistenck*2 The Soviet “expressed opposition to the USSR’s
in favor of all-out intervention on 31 decision on 30 October seemed to be imrmed intervention in Hungar)?:46
October, after more than a week of vacfull conformity with these principles, The Polish Politburo also endorsed the
illation, left many political and military but thevolte-faceon 31 October raised publication of a statement affirming that
tasks to be carried out. Shortly beforeloubts about Chinese reactions. the crisis should be resolved “by the
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Hungarian people alone and not by forto combat “imperialist intrigues” and garian government would collapse, and
eign intervention.” This statement ap~preserve the system of people’s dethe Soviet intervention would not ap-
peared (in slightly modified form) in the mocracy in Hungary.l’51 pear to be directed against a specific
PZPR newspapdrybuna Luduhe fol- On 2 November, Khrushchev andeader®4 It turned out that Tito was
lowing day.14 Moreover, on 2 No- Malenkov flew to Yugoslavia, where unable or unwilling to fulfill his prom-
vember, Gomulka publicly offered War-they met with Tito at his villa on the ise—a failure that caused great irrita-
saw as a forum for Soviet-HungariarAdriatic island of Brioni from 7 p.m. tion in Moscow later on—but
negotiations, which he (and Imre Nagyuntil 5 a.m. the following da$22 Khrushchev did not foresee that when
hoped would “lead to the settlement ofVhen the two Soviet leaders weze he left Brionil®S Even if he had fore-
problems in bilateral relationst48  route to Brioni, they were apprehen-seen it, the very fact that Tito was so
When Gomulka'’s last-ditch efforts sive—particularly after the recent sesfirmly supportive of the upcoming in-
proved futile and the invasion began asion in Brest with Gomulka—that Tito, vasion was enough for Khrushchev to
scheduled on 4 November, the Polistno, would strongly oppose the Sovietegard the talks as a “pleasant sur-
leader briefly considered voicing his ob-decision; but their concerns proved tgrise."156
jections openly. After further thought,be unwarranted. During the ten hours On the morning of 3 November,
however, Gomulka decided that heof talks, Khrushchev declined to pro-Khrushchev and Malenkov returned to
should maintain a discreet public stanceide Tito with a precise timetable forMoscow having largely accomplished
to avoid undue antagonism with Mosthe invasion, but he made clear thatheir task of overcoming any reserva-
cow149 At his behest, the PZPR Po-Soviet troops would soon be interventions that allied Communist states (with
litburo instructed the Polish envoy at theéng in Hungary to “defend socialism” the exception of Poland) might have
United Nations to vote against a U.S.and “halt the killing of honest Commu-about the impending military action.
sponsored resolution condemning thaists.” The Yugoslav leader, for his partKhrushchev had ample reason to be
Soviet invasiont®0 Gomulka re- left no doubt that he agreed with thepleased when he briefly presented the
mained distinctly uneasy about theSoviet decision, if only because it wasesults of the talks at a CPSU Presidium
whole matter, but he kept his reservathe sole remaining way to “crush themeeting later that daly'.57
tions out of public view. To that extent,counterrevolution” and “prevent the The military side of the invasion
the Soviet consultations with Polishrestoration of capitalism in Hungary.” proceeded just as rapidly as the politi-
officials in Brest on 1 November wereTito's earlier support for Nagy had es-cal consultations. On 1 November,
a qualified success. Had Gomulka nagentially disappeared by this poilrr':t.3 Marshal Konev was appointed the su-
been informed at all about the invasion ~ When the question came up of whreme commander of Soviet forces in
beforehand, he might well have beeshould be brought in to replace NagytHungary. That same day, tens of thou-
inclined to adopt a much less accomKhrushchev mentioned that Janosands of Soviet troops, who had sup-
modating position when Soviet troopKadar and Ferenc Munnich were theosedly been withdrawing from Hun-
moved in. leading candidates, with a decided prefgary, instead received orders to move
The Soviet consultations after theerence for the latter. Tito and otheback into Budapest to quell the upris-
Brest meeting went far more smoothlyYugoslav officials at the talks (Edvarding. They were reinforced by many tens
Molotov returned to Moscow on the 1stKardelj, Aleksander Rankovic, and theof thousands of additional Soviet troops
so that he could inform the other memYugoslav ambassador to Moscowwho had been congregating in Roma-
bers of the CPSU Presidium abouVeljko Micunovic) argued that it would nia and the Transcarpathian Military
Gomulka’s reaction. In the meantimepe better to go with Kadar because dbistrict, along Hungary’s southern and
Khrushchev and Malenkov traveled tdhis credentials as a prisoner during theastern borders®8 Some consider-
Bucharest, where they spoke with tofstalin-era purges, and the Soviet leadition was given to having Romanian
Romanian, Czechoslovak, and Bulgarers readily agreed. Tito also urgednd Bulgarian soldiers take part along-
ian officials. Not surprisingly, the del- Khrushchev and Malenkov to be sureside the Soviet forces and to having
egations from all three East Europeathat the new “Provisional Workers’ andCzechoslovak troops move in simulta-
countries vehemently endorsed the Sdeasants’ Government” would coneously from the north2® Romanian
viet decision. The Czechoslovak leadedemn the Rakosi era and adopt reformsnd Bulgarian leaders had told
Antonin Novotny, and the Romanianneeded to win popular supportKhrushchev that “they wanted to have
leader, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, reemKhrushchev assented to these propotheir own military units participate in
phasized the concerns they had beeis (except for Tito’s suggestion that the . . the struggle against the Hungarian
expressing over the past several daysewly-formed workers’ councils in counterrevolution,” and the Czechoslo-
about the growing spillover from theHungary be preserved), and in returvak Politburo likewise expressed its
revolution. They were joined by theTito pledged to use his special contact§eadiness not only to support interven-
Bulgarian leader, Todor Zhivkov, in ar-with Geza Losonczy (a close aide tdion, but also to take an active part in
guing that “it is essential to adopt evNagy) to try to persuade Nagy to stejit.” 160 |n the end, however,
ery appropriate measure, including milidown immediately, before Soviet troopKhrushchev and his colleagues decided
tary intervention, as soon as possibleéntered. That way, the existing Hunthat the invasion should be carried out



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN 375

exclusively by Soviet troops. AlthoughPact and its declaration of neutralityber, a final signal was given for Opera-
one might have thought that Marshalith an agpeal to the UN General Astion “Whirlwind” (Vikhr'—the code-
Konev, as commander-in-chief of thesemblyl63 Any hopes of receiving out- name of the invasion) to commence.
Warsaw Pact, would have preferred aide support, however, were quicklyThe fighting in Budapest and many
joint operation with the East Europeardashed. The United States expresshther cities on 4, 5, and 6 November
armies, he in fact was among those whprohibited NATO forces from taking was intense, and even in a small town
recommended that the task be left to theny actions that might be deemed at dlike Dunapetele the defenders managed
Soviet Union alone. provocativel64 Once it was clear that to hold out for four days despite being
To ensure that mistakes made duthe “imperialist” armies would not be hopelessly outnumberéd® Eventu-
ing the initial Soviet intervention in late intervening, Konev and his subordinateslly, though, Soviet forces crushed the
October would not be repeated, Konewere able to concentrate their planningesistance and installed a pro-Soviet
met with General Lashchenko and othesind resources on Budapest and othgovernment under Kadar and Munnich.
Soviet officers who had been in Hun-cities where the revolution was at it9fficials in Moscow were able to main-
gary from the outsetbl For a variety height. tain direct contact with the new Hun-
of reasons, as one of Lashchenko’s aides The West's failure to intervene leftgarian government via Leonid Brezh-
later explained, the Soviet Union’sNagy’s government in a hopeless situnev and Anastas Mikoyan, who had
chances of success were much greatation. Although Hungarian army unitsbeen sent to Budapest on 3 November
during the second intervention: had been fighting mainly on the side ofor precisely that reasob.0 Some lim-
the rebels since 28 October (when #ed fighting continued in Hungary un-
In November our combat operations ceasefire was declared and a Nation&l 11 November, especially in areas well
took place under more auspicious cir- Guard was formed), the military over-outside Budapest (notably in Pecs,
cumstances than at the end of October. 5| could no longer function as a cohewhere some 200 fighters held out until
Budapest was already under martial law; e \vholel65 |n early November, the 14th), but the revolution was effec-
armed groups were less successul in Hungarian defense minister Pal Maletetively over by the 8th. Marshal K
carrying out sudden attacks; and our 9 . y . y the - viarshal onev
troops controlled the situation on the began preparing as best he couldlto dead promlsed Khrushchgv on 31 Octo-
city streets. We also had a lot more fend against a Soviet attack, but in theer that it would take Soviet troops three
forces and equipment at our disposal absence of Western military supporto four days to “destroy the counterrevo-
than in October. In addition, our troops Nagy was reluctant to order large-scalkutionary forces and restore order in
were no longer hampered by contradic- armed resistance, for fear of precipitatHungary,” and his forecast was largely
tory directives issued by the Hungarian ing mass bloodshed without any possiorne out:’
government (whether and when to open bility of victory.166 Among other
fire, etc.), which had seriously impeded inqq  Nagy was well aware that theFurther Rifts Within the Soviet Lead-
our roops’ actions and resulted in need- Soviet Union had systematically pen-ership
less casualties. . . . The considerable . - .
experience acquired by our units in Oc- etrated the Hungarian military establish- . N .
tober also contributed to the greater suc- Ment from the late 1940s on. He feared  Even after the final decision to in-
cess of our subsequent operatidRd.  that dozens of Soviet agents who wertervene on a massive scale was adopted
still entrenched in the Hungarian officeron 31 October, the leadership struggle
In addition to helping out with the final corps and national defense ministry, asontinued to buffet Soviet deliberations
military plans, Lashchenko retained avell as a “field staff for Soviet troops about Hungary. This was evident not
key command role in Budapest. Rein Budapest that operated in direct corenly at the Presidium meeting on 1
sponsibility for operations elsewhere irfact with the Hungarians” from the out-November, when Mikoyan (having just
Hungary was assigned to Generaget of the crisis, would prevent most ofeturned to Moscow) tried to undo the
Mikhail Kazakov and General Mikhail the Hungarian army from being used talecision to invade, but also at the meet-
Malinin, both of whom had played a keysupport the governmeh®B’ As a re- ings held during the first few days of
part in the earlier intervention. sult, the majority of Hungarian troopsthe invasion, on 4-6 Novembér2
One of Kazakov’s first tasks wasremained confined to their barracks oiMolotov and Kaganovich disagreed
to ensure that enough Soviet troop4 November and were systematicallyith the others about the best way to
were deployed along the border wittdisarmed by Soviet forces that reentereldandle the post-invasion regime in Hun-
Austria to forestall any prospect ofBudapesﬂ. 8 Although some middle- gary. Initially, Molotov had wanted the
Western intervention. Soviet leader@nd lower-ranking Hungarian officers,former prime minister Andras Hegedus,
decided to err on the side of caution itonscripts, and reservists, under theho had escaped to Moscow on 28
this regard, not least because Nagy anéadership of General Bela Kiraly, tookOctober, to be made the head of a new
his colleagues had made a last-ditch ag#p arms in a last-ditch defense of théProvisional Workers’ and Peasants’
tempt on 1 November to obtain mili-uprising, their efforts could not makeGovernment.” Such a step, Molotov
tary support from either the United Naup for the inaction of most Hungarianclaimed, would simply amount to the
tions or NATO by combining Hungary's soldiers. reinstatement of Hegedus's government
formal withdrawal from the Warsaw Early in the morning of 4 Novem- as the legitimate authority in Hungary.
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(Hegedus had been prime minister ithad “ignored the impact of [the Sovietunderscored the extent of popular op-
the government that immediately preUnion’s] actions on other socialist coun{position both to the Communist regime
ceded Nagy'’s return to power in Octotries”—charges that were not entirelyand to the Soviet role in Eastern Eu-
ber 1956.) Molotov averred that Janosvithout merit1 /4 Khrushchev man- ropel?”7 Two years of intensive “nor-
Kadar was still a furtive supporter ofaged to deflect those allegations and tmalization,” including wholesale
Nagy and should not be given any topust his opponents, but the events ipurges, arrests, deportations, and execu-
post. Although Molotov eventually both Hungary and Poland in 1956 hadions, culminating in the executions (by
backed down on this issue, he continhighlighted the risks of allowing de- hanging) of Nagy and Pal Maleter in
ued to insist that it was improper forStalinization in Eastern Europe to movelune 1958, were carried out to elimi-
Kadar's new government to condemnoo fast. Although Khrushchev ce-nate the most active opposition to
the “Rakosi-Gero clique” and to give amented his status as the top leader iadar’s regime. By the time the pro-
new name to the revived Hungariarl957, he pursued a much more cautiousss was completed, more than 100,000
Communist party. These differencepolicy in Eastern Europe from then onpeople had been arrested, 35,000 had

produced a number of acerbic ex- been tried for “counterrevolutionary
changes with Khrushchev and othe€onsequences and Costs acts,” nearly 26,000 had been sentenced
Presidium members. On 4 November, to prison, and as many as 600 had been

Khrushchev declared that he “simply By reestablishing military control executedt/8 Similarly, in Poland the
cannot understand Cde. Molotov; hever Hungary and by exposing—more”oznan riots and the mass protest ral-
always comes up with the most pernidramatically than in 1953—the empti-lies that preceded and accompanied
cious fredneishi¢ideas.” Molotov ness of the “roll-back” and “liberation” Gomulka'’s return to power were indica-
responded by telling Khrushchev thathetoric in the West, the Soviet invadive of widespread disaffection with the
he “should keef quiet and stop beingion in November 1956 stemmed angxtant political system. That discontent
S0 overbearing: 73 further loss of Soviet power in Easterrmerely festered in subsequent years, as
The exchanges became even moieurope. Shortly after the invasion,Gomulka gradually abandoned the re-
acrimonious at the session on 6 NovenKhrushchev acknowledged that U.S.formist mantle and reverted to an or-
ber, where Molotov brought a flood ofSoviet relations were likely to deterio-thodox Communist approach. Ironi-
criticism upon himself by declaring hisrate for a considerable time, but he ineally, it was Kadar, not Gomulka, who
“vehement objection” to Khrushchev’sdicated that he was ready to pay thanded up pursuing a more relaxed po-
ideas about the regime that Janos Kadprice because the Soviet Union “haditical and economic line once he had
was establishing in Hungary. Maksimproved to the West that [it is] strong anaconsolidated his hold on power; and as
Saburov accused Molotov andresolute” while “the West is weak anda result, Hungary experienced no fur-
Kaganovich of being “rigid and dog-divided.”17® U.S. officials, for their ther instances of violent upheaval and
matic,” and Mikoyan insisted that “Cde.part, were even more aware than themass disorder. By contrast, Gomulka’'s
Molotov is completely ignoring the con-had been in 1953 of how limited theireschewal of genuine reform left Poland
crete situation and is dragging us baclkeptions were in Eastern Europe. Seniaxs politically unstable as ever by the
ward.” Averki Aristov noted that “Cdes. members of the Eisenhower administime he was forced out in December
Molotov and Kaganovich were alwaystration conceded that the most they970.
transfixed by Stalin’s cult, and they arecould do in the future was “to encour-  The events of 1956 also made So-
still transfixed by it.” Severest of all age peaceful evolutionary changes” iwiet leaders aware of the urgent need
were the criticisms that Khrushchewvthe region, and they warned that théor improved economic conditions in
himself expressed, accusing Molotownited States must avoid conveying anizastern Europe, insofar as the unrest in
and Kaganovich of wanting to indulgeimpression “either directly or by impli- both Poland and Hungary—and in East
in “screeching and face-slapping.” Hecation . . . that American military helpGermany three years earlier—had
expressed particular disdain fomwill be forthcoming” to anti-Commu- stemmed, at least initially, from eco-
Kaganovich, asking him “when are younist forces! /6 Any lingering U.S. nomic discontent. The danger of allow-
finally going to mend your ways andhopes of directly challenging Moscow'sing “basic economic and social prob-
stop all this toadying [to Molotov]?” sphere of influence in Eastern Européems to go unresolved” was one of the
In June 1957, when the leadershiphus effectively ended. main lessons that Khrushchev empha-
struggle reached its peak, the Hungar- Despite these obvious benefits fosized to his colleagues from the very
ian crisis resurfaced. One of the accusoviet policy, the revolts in both Polandstart: “ldeological work alone will be
sations leveled by Molotov and othermand Hungary in 1956 had demonstratedf no avail if we do not ensure that liv-
members of the “Anti-Party Group” serious weaknesses in the region thatg standards rise. It is no accident that
against Khrushchev was what they dewould continue to endanger Soviet conHungary and Poland are the countries
scribed as his mismanagement of intrarol. The bloodiness of the three-dayn which unrest has occurred.#9
bloc affairs. Molotov argued thatconflict in Hungary, in which roughly Khrushchev also concluded that the rec-
Khrushchev had committed “dangerou22,000 Hungarians and nearly 2,30dification of “certain inequalities in our
zigzags” vis-a-vis Eastern Europe andoviet soldiers died or were woundedeconomic relations with the fraternal
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countries” would be “crucial to the pro-nificant increase in hostile statements
cess of normalization” in both Polandabout the Soviet Union” in key South [If we had failed to take action], there
and Hunganyt80 Although Kadar was Asian countries, including India, Paki- are people in the Soviet Union who
eventually able to redress some of thstan, Burma, Ceylon (now Sri Lanka), Would say that as long as Stalin was in
most acute economic grievances imnd Indonesia82 Tugarinov noted that SV%Temﬁgd’ ree\’;trﬁr;ilfsbezsf r?g\?v t:]he;te
Hungary through the adoption of a Newthe governments in these countries, and[these ne%v bastards] ’have come to
Economic Mechanism in 1968 andeven many leftist commentators there, power, Russia has suffered the defeat
other reforms in subsequent years, hisere publicly “drawing an analogy be- ang |oss of Hungary83
retention of state ownership and centween the English-French-Israeli ag-
tralized economic managemengression in Egypt and the participationrhis point was further highlighted by
thwarted any hope of genuine prospemf Soviet troops in the suppression ofhe acrimonious exchanges during the
ity. This was even more the case ithe counterrevolutionary uprising incpsu Presidium meetings in early
Poland, where, despite some leewallungary.” The report cited an official November (see the previous section)
granted for private activity (especiallyprotest from the Indian government ingnd by the accusations which the Anti-
in agriculture, retail trade, and light in-mid-December which declared that “theparty Group lodged against Khrushchev
dustry), the economic policies undeevents in Hungary have shattered thg, june 1957, as cited above. Ulti-
Gomulka and his successors spawneztliefs of millions who had begun tomately, Khrushchev was able to over-
periodic outbreaks of widespread publook upon the USSR as the defender gfome the political fallout from the two
lic unrest. No matter how often thepeace and of the rights of the weakesfises, but the events of 1956 clearly
Polish authorities claimed that theypeople.” What was even more disturbtook their toll on the process of de-
would pursue drastic economic im-ing, according to Tugarinov, was thestalinization in Eastern Europe. Even
provements, they always proved unwill“increased prestige that the Unitedhough Khrushchev suspected that the
ing to accept the political price that suctstates had derived from recent evenig/arsaw Pact countries would remain
improvements would have necessitatedn Hungary and the Near East.” Whileyyinerable to recurrent crises unless the
From a purely military standpoint, Asian officials were condemning Sovietindigenous regimes became more “vi-
the invasion in November 1956aggression” in Hungary as “a directaple” and the Soviet Union forged a
achieved its immediate goals, but in theiolation of the spirit and letter of the more equitable relationship, he was de-
longer term it exacted significant costsBandung Conference declaration,” theYermined to proceed far more cautiously
When the revolution was crushed byvere making “extremely favorable” ref- i the futurel84 Repressive leaders in
Soviet troops, the morale and fightingerences to the “U.S. position in botheastern Europe, such as Walter Ulbricht
elan of the Hungarian armed forcesiungary and Suez.” Tugarinov re-n East Germany, Gheorghe Gheorghiu-
were bound to dissolve as well. Theported that some Indian officials hadbejin Romania, Todor Zhivkov in Bul-
remains of the Hungarian army wereeven begun insisting that “it makesyaria, and Antonin Novotny in Czecho-
regarded by Soviet commanders (ansense for India to reorient its foreignsiovakia, were able to win even stron-
by Kadar) as politically and militarily policy more closely toward the Unitedger backing from Khrushchev because
unreliable. More than 8,000 officers States.” This raised the “distinct possithey convinced him that their presence
including a large number who had atbility,” in Tugarinov's view, that “there \as the only safeguard against “unex-
tended Soviet military colleges andwill be a major improvement in Indo- pected developments” of the sort that
academies, were forced out of the HunAmerican relations, with a detrimentalpccurred in Hungary and Poland. When
garian armed forces in late 1956 andmpact on India’s relations with thefaced with a tradeoff between the “vi-
1957181 The country’s army thus es-USSR.” Although the adverse effectspility” of the East European regimes
sentially disintegrated and had to be resf the 1956 invasion on Soviet-Thirdgnd the “cohesion” of the Eastern bloc
built almost from scratch, leaving a gapNorld relations proved, for the mostafter 1956, Khrushchev consistently
in Warsaw Pact military planning andpart, to be relatively ephemeral, the sup-hose to emphasize cohesion, thus fore-
combat preparations for many yearpression of the uprising did cause aitalling any real movement toward a

thereafter. least temporary disruption inmore durable political ordés3>
From a diplomatic standpoint asKhrushchev’s strategy vis-a-vis the
well, the invasion entailed significantNon-Aligned Movement. * ok kK

costs, at least in the short term. The Finally, the fact that an invasion

large-scale use of force in Hungaryhad been necessary at all underscored This brief review of some of the
alienated numerous Third World counthe dangers of Moscow’s incoherenfatest findings about the 1956 crises
tries that had been sedulously courteand drifting policy in Eastern Europejeaves numerous topics unaddressed,
by the Soviet Union. A top-secretfollowing Stalin’s death. Khrushchevpyt it should be enough to indicate that
memorandum prepared in Decembewas well aware of the potential for rethe new archival evidence does not just
1956 by Igor Tugarinov, a senior offi-criminations, as he indicated during higonfirm what everyone knew all along.
cial at the Soviet Foreign Ministry, ac-conversation with Tito in early Novem-\jore often than not, the new evidence

knowledged that there had been a “sigver: undercuts long-established views and
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reveals unknown events. Disagreaorous revisionists” in Hungary who had claimedmeetings dealing with Khrushchev's secret speech
ments about how to interpret the pashat the events of 1956 were a “popular uprisingat the 20th CPSU Congress, but these notes have
will persist even if all the archives areand who in 1989-90 were carrying out a secondot been made more widely available. See V. P.
someday open, but the new documerieounterrevolution.” The article was unstintingNaumov, “K istorii sekretnogo doklada N. S.
tation is enabling scholars to achieve & its denunciation of the “traitors” led by Imre Khrushcheva na XX s"ezde KPSS\ovaya i
far more accurate and complete undeNagy and of the “new counterrevolutionaries innoveishaya istoriygMoscow), No. 4 (July-Au-
standing not only of specific episodesur midst today who regard themselves as thgust 1996), pp. 147-168; Vladimir Naumov,
(e.g., the Soviet Union’s responses teeirs of 1956.” The chief editor of the Soviet“Utverdit’ dokladchikom tovarishcha,’
the Polish and Hungarian crises) but gburnal, Major-General Viktor Filatov, endorsed Moskovskie NovostNo. 5 (4-11 February 1996),
the entire course of the Cold War. the Hungarian author’s arguments and warmlp. 34; and Aleksei Bogomolov, “K 40-letiyu XX
recommended the article to his readers. Filatos’ezda: Taina zakrytogo doklad&bvershenno
1 «Zayavlenie rukovoditelei Bolgarii, Vengrii, added that “upon reading the article, one cannaekretno(Moscow), No. 1 (1996), pp. 3-4.
GDR, Pol'shi, i Sovetskogo Soyuza” andhelp but notice features of that [earlier] counterd4\Vyacheslav Sereda and Janos M. Rainer, eds.,
“Zayavlenie Sovetskogo Soyuza,” bottHravda revolutionary period that are similar to theDontes a Kremlben, 1956: A szovjet partelnokseg
(Moscow), 5 December 1989, p. 2. changes occurring in the East European countriestai Magyarorszagrol(Budapest: 1956-o0s
2F Luk’yanov, “Vengriya privetsvuet zayavlenie at the present time.” Intezet, 1996).
Moskvy,” Izvestiya(Moscow), 24 October 1991, 2 Jelcin-dosszie Szoviet dokumentumok 1956 rok>The notes about Hungary appeared in two parts
p. 4. Budapest: Dohany, 1993); akilanyzo Lapok: under the title “Kak reshalis’ ‘voprosy Vengrii’:
3 See, e.g., Army-General A.D. Lizichev, 1956 tortenetebol: Dokumentumok a volt SZKRRabochie zapisi zasedanii Prezidiuma TsK KPSS,
“Oktyabr’ i Leninskoe uchenie o zashchiteKP Leveltarabol(Budapest: Zenit Konyvek, iyul’-noyabr’1956 g.,"Istoricheskii arkhiyMos-
revolyutsii,” Kommunis{Moscow), No. 3 (Feb- 1993). cow), Nos. 2 and 3 (1996), pp. 73-104 and 87-
ruary 1987), p. 96; Admiral A. |. Sorokin, ed.,5LO “O sobytiyakh 1956 goda v Vengrii,” 121, respectively. The notes about Poland ap-
Sovetskie vooruzhenye sily na strazhe mira Diplomaticheskii vestnikMoscow), Nos. 19-20 peared in Issue No. 5 of the same journal.
sotsializma(Moscow: Nauka, 1988), p. 254; V. (15-31 October 1992), pp. 52-56. 16 see the assessment of this meeting and the
V. Semin, ed., Voenno-politicheskoe 11 “vengriya, aprel’-oktyabr’ 1956 goda: annotated translation of the Czech notes by Mark
sotrudnichestvo sotsialisticheskikh strévios-  Informatsiya Yu. V. Andropova, A. |. Mikoyanai Kramer, “Hungary and Poland, 1956:
cow: Nauka, 1988), esp. pp. 127-141, 181-220y1. A. Suslova iz Budapeshta”; “Vengriya, Khrushchev's CPSU CC Presidium Meeting on
and the interview with Army-General V. N. Lobov oktyabr’-noyabr’ 1956 goda: Iz arkhiva TsK East European Crises, 24 October 19%80ld
in “| tol'ko pravda ko dvoru,’lzvestiya(Mos- KPSS”; and “Vengriya, noyabr’ 1956-avgust 1957War International History Project Bulletjissue

cow), 8 May 1989, pp. 1, 3. g.,” all inIstoricheskii arkhiyMoscow), Nos. 4, No. 5 (Spring 1995), pp. 1, 50-56. The Czech
4 Colonel I.A. Klimov, “KPSS ob ukreplenii 5, and 6 (1993), pp. 103-142, 132-160, and 13document, “Zprava o jednani na UV KSSS 24.
edinstva i boevogo sotrudnichestva vooruzhenykh44, respectively. rijna 1956 k situaci v Polsku a Mad’arsku,” 25

sil sotsialisticheskikh stranyoenno-istoricheskii  12See, in particular, the segment of Khrushchev'®ctober 1956, in Statni Ustredni Archiv (Praha),
zhurnal(Moscow), No. 5 (May 1987), p. 80. memoirs published in “Memuary Nikity Archiv Ustredniho Whboru Komunisticke Strany
SVF Khalipov,Voennaya politika KPS@os-  Sergeevicha Khrushcheva/@prosy istoriiMos-  Ceskoslovenska (Arch. UV KSC), Fond (F.) 07/
cow: \oenizdat, 1988), esp. pp. 256-257. cow), No. 4 (1995), pp. 68-84. Another extremelyl6 — A. Novotny, Svazek (Sv.) 3, was compiled
6 Army-General P. |. Lashchenko, “Vengriya, useful account is available in the memoir by théy Jan Svoboda, a senior aide to the then-leader
1956 god,”Voenno-istoricheskii zhurngMos-  former Yugoslav ambassador in Moscow, Veljkoof Czechoslovakia, Antonin Novotny, who at-
cow), No. 9 (September 1989), pp. 42-50. Micunovic,Moscow Diarytrans. by David Floyd tended the CPSU Presidium meeting.

7 Budapest Domestic Service, 28 January 1984Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980). Becausel’ Lieut.-General E. |. Malashenko, “Osobyi
84TsK KPSS: Ob izuchenii arkhivov TsK KPSS, of his fluency in Russian and close ties with Titokorpus v ogne Budapeshta/genno-istoricheskii
kasayushchikhsya sobytii 1956 g. v Vengrii,”"Micunovic regularly had direct contacts with zhurnal (Moscow), Nos. 10, 11, and 12 (Octo-
Report No. 06/2-513 (Secret), from R. FedoroKhrushchev and other senior figures. Less reliber, November, and December 1993) and No. 1
and P. Laptev, deputy heads of the CPSU C@ble, but potentially illuminating (if used with (January 1994), pp. 22-30; 44-51, 33-37, and 30-
International Department and CPSU CC Generalaution), are the relevant portions of the memoiB6, respectively.

Department, respectively, 23 November 1990, ity the police chief in Budapest during the revol8 See the analysis and valuable collection of
Tsentr Khraneniya Sovremennoi Dokumentatsiiution, Sandor Kopacsilu nom de la classe declassified documents in Edward Jan Nalepa,
(TsKhSD), Moscow, Fond (F.) 89, Opis’ (Op.) 11,ouvriere (Paris: Editions Robert Laffont, 1979), Pacyfikacja zbuntowanego miasta: Wojsko
Delo (D.) 23, List (L.) 1. The memorandumwhich is also available in English translation un{olskie w Czerwca 1956 r. w Poznaniu w swietle
warned that the “new Hungarian authorities” weraler the same titlelrf the Name of the Working dokumentow wojskowych (Warsaw:
“clearly intending to use this question [i.e., theClasg. Kopasci ended up siding with the insur-Wydawnictwo Bellona, 1992). For broader over-
1956 invasion] as a means of pressure against ugiénts and was arrested in November 1956. Heéews of the crisis, see Jan Ptasinglydarzenia
For the article praising the invasion, see Lieut.was sentenced to life imprisonment in June 195§0znanskie czerwiec 19%8Varsaw: Krajowa
Colonel Jozsef Forigy, “O kontrrevolyutsii v but was granted amnesty in 1963. In 1974 h&dgencja Wydawnicze, 1986); Jaroslaw
Vengrii 1956 goda,Yoenno-istoricheskii zhurnal was permitted to emigrate to Canada. Maciejewski and Zofia Trojanowicz, eds.,
(Moscow), No. 8 (August 1990), pp. 39-46. This13A few well-connected Russians have had priviPoznanski Czerwiec 1956 (Poznan:
article was explicitly intended to counter the “trai-leged access to Malin’s notes from the PresidiuriVydawnictwo Poznanskie, 1990); and Maciej
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Roman BombickiPoznan ‘5§ Poznan: Lawica, 25 At the time, there were still 79 Soviet officers,komunizmyWarsaw: BGW, 1990), p. 119.
1992). including 28 generals, serving in the Polish army.36 Mus, “Czy grozila interwencja zbrojna?” p.
19“Rabochaya zapis'zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsiSee Edward Jan Nalefaficerowie Radziecky w 14.

KPSS, 9i 12 iyulya 1956 g.,” 12 July 1956 (TopWojsku Polskim w latach 1943-1968: Studiun®’ “Przemowienie towarzysza Wladyslawa
Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D.1005, LI. 2-historyczno-wojskowéWarsaw: Wojskowy Gomulki,” Trybuna LuduWarsaw), 25 October
20b. Instytut Historyczny, 1992), p. 43. For a valu-1956, p. 1, which appeared under the banner head-
20 “poI'skii narod kleimit organizatorov able discussion of the military confrontation, sedine “Ponad 300 tysiecy warszawiakow na
provokatsii,”Pravda(Moscow), 1 July 1956, p. “Wojskowe aspekty pazdziernika 1956 Pdlska  spotkaniu z nowym kierownictwem partii.”

6. Zbrojna(Warsaw), 18-20 October 1991, p. 3. 38 ‘Rabochaya zapis’zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK
21The best overview of the events in Poland ir?® This account is based on documents recentl¢(PSS, 26 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” 26 October 1956
1956 is Pawel Machcewic2plski rok 195War-  declassified at the Internal Military Service (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005,
saw: Oficyna Wydawnicza, 1993). LeszekArchive (Archiwum Wojskowej Sluzby L.53.

Gluchowski has done excellent work on the SoWewnetrznejor AWSW) and the Central Mili- 39“Rabochaya zapis’' zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK
viet-Polish crisis; see, for example, his “Polandtary Archive Centralne Archiwum Wojskower ~ KPSS, 21 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 2.

1956: Khrushchev, Gomulka, and the ‘Polish OcCAW) in Warsaw, which were provided to the4o“Rabochaya zapis’' zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK
tober’,” Cold War International History Project author by Leszek Gluchowski. See, in particukKPSS, 23 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” 23 October 1956
Bulletin, Issue No. 5 (Spring 1995), pp. 1, 38-49lar, the two reports compiled by Major Witold (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006,
See also Jerzy Poksinski, “Wojsko Polskie w 195@sinski, deputy chief of the 2nd Section of theLl. 4-4ob.

r. — problemy polityczne (1) i (2),Wojsko i KBW's Military Counterintelligence Directorate, 41Compare Khrushchev's account in “Memuary
Wychowani¢Warsaw), Nos. 1-2 (1992), pp. 40-in AWSW, sygn. 2859/20/K and CAW, sygn. Nikity Sergeevicha Khrushcheva” with Molotov’s
78; and Robert LosPazdziernik 1956 roku w 1812/92/8. See also the invaluable first-handess favorable reminiscences in Feliks Chuey, ed.,
perspektywie stosunkow polsko-radzieckichaccount by Wlodzimierz Mus, the KBW com- Sto sorok besed s MolotovyiMoscow: Terra,
Ph.D. Diss., University of Lodz, 1993. For amander at the time, “Spor generalow 01991), p. 113.

sample of other perspectives on the 1956 PolisRazdziernik 1956: Czy grozila interwencja42 Khrushchev’'s comments, as recorded in
crisis, see Zbyslaw Rykowski and Wieslawzbrojna?”Polityka (Warsaw), No. 42 (20 Octo- Micunovic, Moscow Diary p. 139.

Wiladyka,Polska proba Pazdziernik ‘§&rakow: ber 1990), p. 14. 43 “Telefonogramma po VCh,” 15 November
Wydawnictwo Literackie, 1989), pp. 232-234;27 “Zapis’ besedy N. S. Khrushcheve v1956 (Top Secret), from |. Maslennikov of the
Sprawozdanie z prac Komisii KC PZPRVarshave,” L. 4. Soviet embassy in Warsaw, in AVPRF, F.

powolanej dla wyjasnienia przyczyn i przebiegu28 Comments by Stefan Staszewski, formeReferentura po Pol'she, Op. 38, Por. 20, Pap. 127,
konfliktow spolecznuch w dziejach PolskiPZPR CC Secretary, in Teresa Toranska@ui., D. 178, LI. 32-33.

Ludowej special issue dflowe Drogi(Warsaw), (London: Aneks, 1985), p. 148. 44 Quotations are from “Rabochaya zapis’
September 1983, see esp. pp. 21-32; Bend?? “Komunikat o naradach Biura Politycznegozasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 23 oktyabrya
Dymek, ed.,Pazdziernik 1956: Szkice KC PZPR i delegacji KC KPZR w Warszawie,” 1956 g.,” L. 4; and “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya
historyczne (Warsaw: Akademia Nauk Trybuna LuduWarsaw), 20 October 1956, p. 1. Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 28 oktyabrya 1956 g.,”
Spolecznych, 1989); Bogdan Hillebrandt, ed.,30“Rabochaya zapis'zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsiR8 October 1956 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3,
Ideowopolityczne kontrowersje i konflikty latKPSS, 20 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” 20 October 1956p. 12, D. 1005, L. 58.

1956-1970 (Warsaw: Akademia Nauk (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 100543 For the full transcript of these sessions, see
Spolecznych, 1986); Grzegorz Matuszétyzysy  Ll. 49-50. “Jegyzokonyv a Szovjet es a Magyar part-es
spoleczno-polityczne w procesie budowy?'l This was evident, for example, when Ochalallami vezetok targyalasairol,” 13-16 June 1953
socjalizmu w Polsce LudowejWarsaw: stoppedin Moscow in September 1956 on his wafTop Secret), in Magyar Orszagos Leveltar, 276,
Akademia Nauk Spolecznych PZPR, 1986); anthack from Beijing. See “Priem Posla Pol'skoiF. 102/65, oe. The document was declassified in
Antoni Czubinski, “Kryzys polityczny 1956 roku Narodnoi Respubliki v SSSR tov. V. 1991 and published the following year in the Hun-
w Polsce,” in Antoni Czubinski, edKryzysy Levikovskogo, 10 sentyabrya 1956 g.,” 11 Sepgarian journaMultunk.A preliminary translation
spoleczno-polityczne w Polsce Ludo(Véarsaw: tember 1956 (Secret), memorandum from Nby Monika Borbely was included in Christian F.
Instytut Podstawowych Problemow Marksizmu-Patolichev, Soviet deputy foreign minister, inOstermann, ed.The Post-Stalin Succession
Leninizmu, 1983), pp. 80-114. Arkhiv Vneshnei Politiki Rossiiskoi Federatsii Struggle and the 17 June Uprising in East Ger-
22 “Zapis’ besedy N. S. Khrushcheva v(AVPRF), F. Referentura po Pol'she, Op. 38, Pomany: The Hidden Historya compendium of
Varshave,” No. 233 (Special Dossier — Strictly9, Papka, 126, D. 031, L. 1. documents prepared by the Cold War International
Secret), notes by A. Mikoyan, 19-20 October32“Antisovetskaya kampaniya v pol'skoi presse,”History Project (CWIHP) and the National Secu-
1956, in Arkhiv Prezidenta Rossiiskoi FederatsiPravda(Moscow), 20 October 1956, p. 1. rity Archive for a November 1996 international
(APRF), F. 3, Op. 65, D. 2, LI. 1-14. Further33“Rabochaya zapis' zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsKonference (hosted by the Center for Contempo-
details about this meeting are contained ifKPSS, 21 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” 21 October 1958ary History Research in Potsdam) on “The Cri-
“Zprava o jednani na UV KSSS 24. rijna 1956,"(Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006sis Year 1953 and the Cold War in Europe.”

LI 1-4. L. 2. 46 “plenum TsK KPSS — XIX Sozyv:
23 pjd. 34 “Zprava o jednani na UV KSSS 24. rijna Stenogramma chetyrnadtsatogo zasedaniya 12
24)bid. and “Zapis’ besedy N. S. Khrushcheva v1956,” L. 8. iyulya 1955 g. (utrennego),” July 1955 (Top Se-

Varshave,” L. 4. 35 jacek Kuron,Wiara i wina: Do i od cret), in TskhSD, F. 2, Op. 1, D. 176, L. 143.
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474ghifrtelegramma,” Special Nos. 316-319/No.(Secret), compiled by Yu. V. Andropov, in APRF,a particularly rich source, as are some of the
16595 (Strictly Secret), from Yu.V. Andropov to F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 186-190. monographs sponsored by the Institute of His-
the CPSU Presidium and CPSU Secretariat, ﬁ“Zapis’ vystuplenii na zasedaniya Politbyurotory at the Hungarian Academy of Sciences. Re-
April 1956, in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 45, D. 1, L. 2. TsR VPT, 13 iyulya 1956 g.,” 17 July 1956 (Se-assessments of the 1956 crises, based on newly
48 bid., L. 5. cret), compiled by Yu. V. Andropov, in APRF, F. declassified materials and new memoirs, were
49“Vypiska iz protokola zasedaniya Prezidiuma3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 191-205; and “TsK KPSS,"presented at a landmark international “Conference
TsK KPSS ot 3 maya 1956 g.,” No. P13/XXIIl 16 July 1956 (Strictly Secret— Urgent), Osobay@n Hungary and the World, 1956: The New Ar-
(Strictly Secret), 3 May 1956, in APRF, F. 3, Op.Papka, APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 183-185chival Evidence,” which was organized in
64, D. 483, L. 133. See also “Zapis’ besedy A. I. Mikoyana sBudapest on 26-29 September 1996 by the Na-
50 “Telefonogramma iz Budapeshta v TsKYanoshem Kadarom, 14 iyulya 1956 g.,” 17 Julytional Security Archive, the CWIHP, and the In-
KPSS,” 13 June 1956 (Top Secret), from M. A.1956 (Top Secret), compiled by Yu. V. Andropov,stitute for the History of the 1956 Hungarian
Suslov to the CSPU Presidium and Secretariaity APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 206-215. Revolution.

in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 146-149.  83“Tsk KPSS,” 18 July 1956 (Strictly Secret — /2 Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ogne
51“Zapis’ besedy N. S. Khrushcheva s kitaiskimiUrgent), Osobaya papka, in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64Budapeshta” (Part 1), pp. 24-25.

tovarishchami 2 oktyabrya 1959 g. v Pekine,” 2D. 483, LI. 225-236. On the eve of the plenum,73 Other key sources are “Zprava o jednani na
October 1959 (Top Secret/Special Dossier), itMikoyan also held talks with key members of theUV KSSS 24. rijna 1956,” LI. 8-14; Malashenko,
APRF, F. 3, Op. 65, D. 331, L. 12. For othetHWP Central Leadership to ensure that Gero’8Osobyi korpus v ogne Budapeshta” (Part 1), pp.

disparaging remarks by Khrushchev aboutandidacy would be supported. 22-30; and “TsK KPSS,” Memorandum from
Rakosi, see Micunovid/loscow Diary pp. 135- 64 Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ogneMarshal Georgii Zhukov, Soviet minister of de-
136, 140. Budapeshta” (Part 1), pp. 23-24. fense, and Marshal Vasilii Sokolovskii, chief of

52 See Janos Kadar's remarks to this effect i “Plan deistvii Osobogo korpusa pothe Soviet General Staff, 24 October 1956
“Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsKosstanovleniyu obshchestvennogo poryadka n&trictly Secret — Special Dossier) to the CPSU
KPSS, 3 noyabrya 1956 g.,” 3 November 195@erritorii Vengrii,” 20 July 1956 (Strictly Secret), Presidium, in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484, LI. 85-
(Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006as recorded in Tsentral’nyi arkhiv Ministerstva87.

LI. 31-330b. oborony (TSAMO), F. 32, Op. 701291, D. 15, LI. 74 The written request, dated 24 October 1956
53 The resolution was broadcast on Hungariai30-131. and signed by then-prime minister Andras
domestic radio on 30 June and published if6"TsK KPSS” (cited in Note 63uprg, L. 231. Hegedus, was transmitted by Andropov in a ci-
Szabad Nephe following day. For an English 67“Zapis;’ besedy s Erno Gere, 2 sentyabrya 195phered telegram on 28 October. See
translation, see Paul E. Zinner, éthtional Com- g.,” 27 September 1956 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD;Shifrtelegramma” (Strictly Secret— Urgent), 28
munism and Popular Revolt in Eastern EuropeF. 5, Op. 28, D. 394, LI. 254-256. October 1956, from Yu. V. Andropov, in AVPRF,
A Selection of Documents on Events in Polan88Ibid., L. 256. F.059a, Op.4,P.6,D.5, L. 12. [Ed. note: For an
and Hungary, February-November 1988ew 69“Shifrtelegramma," 12 October 1956 (Strictly English translation, se@WIHP Bulletirb (Spring
York: Columbia University Press, 1956), pp. 328-Secret — Urgent — Special Dossier), from Yu.1995), p. 30.]

331. V. Andropov to the CPSU Presidium, in APRF,”>“Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK
S4“shifrtelegramma,” from Yu. V. Andropov to F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484, LI. 64-75. KPSS, 23 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 4-40b.
the CPSU Presidium and Secretariat, 9 July 1956 Ibid., L. 71. 76 “Zprava o jednani na UV KSSS 24. rijna

(Special Dossier — Strictly Secret), in APRF, F.71 Countless books and articles about the Hunt956,” L. 9.
3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 151-162. All quotations ingarian revolution have been published since 1956.7 Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ogne

this paragraph are from Andropov’s cable. For a vivid and well-researched account of thdudapeshta” (Part 1), p. 27.
S5“Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma Tskvents of 23-24 October, see Bill Lomadyn- 78 The preliminary directives are recorded in
KPSS, 9i 12 iyulya 1956 g.,” LI. 2-20b. gary 1956 London: Allison & Busby, 1976), esp. TSAMO, F. 32, Op. 701291, D. 15, LI. 130-131.

56+Tsk KPSS,” 18 July 1956 (Strictly Secret — pp. 106-123. For other useful perspectives, sel “TsK KPSS,” Memorandum from Marshal
Urgent), Osobaya papka, in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64Ferenc A. ValiRift and Revolt in Hungary: Na- Georgii Zhukov, Soviet minister of defense, and

D. 483, L. 231. tionalism versus Communisi@ambridge, MA: Marshal Vasilii Sokolovskii, chief of the Soviet

57 bid., L. 232. Harvard University Press, 1961); PaulGeneral Staff, 24 October 1956 (Strictly Secret—
58“Rabochaya zapis' zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsiKecskemetiThe Unexpected Revolution: SocialSpecial Dossier) to the CPSU Presidium, in APRF,
KPSS, 9112 iyulya 1956 g.,” L. 2. Forces in the Hungarian UprisingStanford: F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484, LI. 85-87. This memoran-

59 “Vypiska iz Protokola No. 28 zasedaniyaStanford University Press, 1961); Charles Gatidum lays out in detail the complexion and assign-
Prezidiuma TsK KPSS ot 12 iyulya 1956 g.,” 12Hungary and the Soviet Bl¢burham, NC: Duke ments of the Soviet ground and air forces.

July 1956 (Strictly Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op.University Press, 1986); and Paul E. ZinRayo- 80“Shifrtelegramma iz Budapeshta,” Cable from
14, D. 41, LI. 1-2. Jution in Hungary(New York: Columbia Uni- A. Mikoyan and M. Suslov to the CPSU Pre-
60Rastut i krepnut mezhdunarodnye sily mira,versity Press, 1962). Until recently, reliable Hun-sidium, 24 October 1956 (Strictly Secret), in
demokratii i sotsializma,Pravda(Moscow), 16 garian-language accounts were relatively few idVPRF, F. 059a, Op. 4, Pap. 6, D. 5, L. 2. [Ed.
July 1956, pp. 2-3. number, but that has changed dramatically sinaeote: For an English translation, $&&/IHP Bul-
61“Zapis’ besedy A. I. Mikoyana s Matyashem Communism ended. The large number of publitetin 5 (Spring 1995), pp. 22-23, 29.]

Rakoshi, Andrashem Hegedushem, Erne Gerecations put out in Budapest by the Institute foB1The Soviet defense ministry’s complete list of
Beloi Vegom, 13 iyulya 1956 g.,” 17 July 1956 the History of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution areHungarian army units that defected to the insur-
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gents was recently declassified at the main Ruszembe Mikojannal es Szuszlovalgazsag Khrushcheva,” p. 73.

sian military archive, TSAMO, F. 32, Op. 701291,(Budapest), 1 November 1956, p. 1. 105+protocol No. 54 al sedintei Biroului Politic
D. 17, LI. 33-48. 94 The theme of Hungarian neutrality was em-al CC al PMR din 24 oct. 1956,” 24 October 1956
82ughifrtelegramma iz Budapeshta,” Cable fromphasized in several of Nagy's essay®imCom-  (Top Secret), in Arhiva Comitetului Central al
A. Mikoyan and M. Suslov to the CPSU Pre-munism: In Defense of the New Cou¢sen-  Partidului Comunist Roman (Arh. CCPCR),
sidium, 25 October 1956 (Strictly Secret), indon: Thames and Hudson, 1957). The Soviducharest, F. Biroul Politic, Dosar (Do.) 354/56,
AVPRF, F. 059a, Op. 4, Pap. 6, D. 5, L. 8. Union’s backing for Rakosi against Nagy inff. 1-5. This document is included in the valu-
83 |mportant samples of these messages, decldgtarch-April 1955 was clearly one of the factorsable new collection edited by Corneliu Mihai
sified in 1992, are available in “Vengriya, that prompted Nagy to consider the prospect dfungu and Mihai Retegarl,956 Explozia:

oktyabr’-noyabr’ 1956 goda: Iz arkhiva TsK neutrality. Perceptii romane, iugoslave si sovietice asupra
KPSS,” Istoricheskii arkhiv(Moscow), No. 5 95 Khrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha evenimentelor din Polonia si Ungar{Bucharest:
(1993), pp. 132-141. Khrushcheva,” pp. 73-74. Editura Univers Enciclopedic, 1996).

84Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma Tslgs“Rabochaya zapis' zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsRO6 bid.

KPSS, 26 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 62-620b.  KPSS, 31 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 15-180b.  107“Protocol No. 55 al sedintei Biroului Politic
85 Citations here are from “Rabochaya zapis’97 “Vypiska iz protokola No. 49 zasedaniyaal CC al PMR din 26 oct. 1956,” 26 October 1956
zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 28 oktyabryRrezidiuma TsK KPSS ot 31 oktyabrya 1956 g.(Top Secret), in Arh. CCPCR, F. Biroul Politic,
1956 g.,” LI. 54-63. O polozhenii v Vengrii,” No. P49/VI (Strictly Do. 355/56, ff. 1-5.

86Rabochaya zapis' zasedaniya Prezidiuma TstSecret), 31 October 1956, in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64108“Protocol Nr. 58 al sedintei Biroului Politic
KPSS, 28 oktyabrya 1956,” 28 October 1956 (TofD. 484, L. 41. al CC al PMR din 30 oct. 1956,” 30 October 1956
Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, L1.98 For a detailed survey of the crisis as recorde(lfop Secret), in Arh. CCPCR, F. Biroul Politic,
54-63. in declassified U.S. documents, see U.S. Deparbo. 358/56, ff. 3-5.

87“Rabochaya zapis’' zasedaniya Prezidiuma Tsknent of StateForeign Relations of the United 109 “Stenograma conferintei organizatiei
KPSS, 30 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” 30 October 1956tates, 1955-195%0l. XVI: Suez Crisis, July regionale al CC al PMR,” 23 November 1956
(Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 100626-December 31, 1958Vashington, D.C.: U.S. (Top Secret), in Arh. CCPCR, F. 85, Do. 84/56,

LI. 6-14. Government Printing Office, 1990). Ff. 1-8. This report is not included in the Lungu/
88pid., L. 14. 99Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsiRetegan volume. | am grateful to Mihai Retegan
89 “Deklaratsiya o printsipakh razvitiya i KPSS, 28 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 61. for providing me with a copy of the document.

dal’neishem ukreplenii druzhby i sotrudnichestval 00 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma-101bid.

mezhdu SSSR i drugimi sotsialisticheskimiTsK KPSS, 31 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” 31 October11ibid. See also Constantin Botoran, “National
stranami,”Pravda(Moscow), 31 October 1956, 1956 (Top Secret), in TSKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, Dinterest in Romanian Politics During the Cold
p. 1. For the CPSU Presidium decision to issu2006, LI. 15-18ob. If Khrushchev had been privyWar” (Bucharest: Institute for Military Theory
the declaration, see “Wpiska iz Protokola No. 430 secret U.S. deliberations, he would have reaknd History, Romanian Ministry of Defense,
zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS ot 30zed that the United States had no intention oMarch 1994), pp. 7-8.

oktyabrya 1956 g.: O polozhenii v Vengrii,” No. directly supporting the French-British-Israeli op-112 “Protocol Nr. 58 al sedintei Biroului Politic
P49/1 (Strictly Secret), 30 October 1956, in APRFeration, either militarily or diplomatically. See, al CC al PMR din 30 oct. 1956,” ff. 3-5.

F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484, LI. 25-30. for example, *Memorandum of a Conference with!13“Stenograficky zapis ze zasedani UV KSC,”
90“Rabochaya zapis’' zasedaniya Prezidiuma Tskhe President, White House, Washington, 30 O&-6 December 1956 (Top Secret), in SUA, Arch.
KPSS, 30 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 9, 10. tober 1956, 10:06-10:55 am,”#RUS, 1955-57, UV KSC, F. 07, Sv. 14, Archivna jednotka (A.j.)
915K KPSS,” High-Frequency Transmission, Vol. XVI, pp. 851-855. 14.

30 October 1956 (Strictly Secret), in TskhSD, F101 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma14“zabezpeceni klidu na uzemi CSR a statnich
89, Op. 45,D. 12, L. 2. TsK KPSS, 4 noyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 34. On thishranic s Mad’arskem,” Report from Col.-General
92 Kovacs's remarks, at a meeting of the Indesame point, Sandor Kopasci recounts a very irWaclav Kratochvil, chief of the Czechoslovak
pendent Smallholders Party in Pecs, were reportédguing comment that lvan Serov, the head ofseneral Staff, and Lieut.-General Jaroslav
in the first issue of the revived party newspapethe Soviet KGB, allegedly made when he wa®ockal, chief of operations, 29 October 1956 (Top
Kis Ujsag(Budapest), 1 November 1956, p. 2. arresting Kopasci just after the invasion: “Sue®ecret), in Vojensky historicky archiv (VHA)
93 see the first-hand comments by Gyorgy Gcaught us [in Moscow] by surprise. We were comPraha, Fond Ministra narodni obrany (MNO)
Heltai, the Hungarian deputy foreign ministerpelled to resort to military measures in the Danub€SR, 1956, Operacni sprava Generalniho stabu
under Nagy's government, “International As-Basin because of that area’s strategic importanas. armady (GS/OS), 2/8-39b.

pects,” in Bela K. Kiraly and Paul Jonaghe to any operations we might conduct in the Neatl®1pid., p. 5.

Hungarian Revolution of 1956 in Retrospdtast East.” See Kopasd\u nom de la classe ouvrigre 116 “souhrn hlaseni operacniho dustojnika
European Monograph No. XL (Boulder, Col.:p. 201. If Kopasci recorded Serov’s statemenGeneralniho stabu cs. armady,” Notes from Col.-
East European Quarterly, 1978), esp. pp. 52-5&ccurately, and if—assuming the statement is a&eneral Vaclav Kratochvil, chief of the Czecho-
The negotiations are also briefly recounted ircurate—Serov was being sincere, this passaggovak General Staff, to the KSC Central Com-
Tibor Meray,Thirteen Days That Shook the Krem-sheds valuable light on Khrushchev’s remarks. mittee (Top Secret), 27 October 1956, in VHA
lin: Imre Nagy and the Hungarian Revolutjon 102 \jicunovic, Moscow Diary p. 136. Praha, F. MNO, 1956, GS/OS, 2/8-49b.

trans. by Howard L. Katzander (London: Thamed03 bid. 117 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma
and Hudson, 1959), pp. 163-165; and “Szemtol 04 Khrushchey, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha TsK KPSS, 1 noyabrya 1956 g.,” 1 November
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1956 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D131ipid. pp. 132 and 138, which fully bear out
1006, L. 22. 132 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiumahrushchev’s version. Unfortunately, all Chinese
118 jilfried Otto, ed., “Ernst Wollweber: Aus TsK KPSS, 1 noyabrya 1956 g.,” 1 Novembeirchives that might shed greater light on China’s
Erinnerungen — Ein Portraet Walter Ulbrichts,”1956 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, Drole in the 1956 events are still closed. For an
Beitraege zur Geschichte der Arbeiterbewegun006, LI. 19-22. assessment based on Chinese-language evidence
(Berlin), No. 3 (1990), pp. 365-367. 133gee, for example, Mikoyan’s comments durthat has surfaced to date—largely memoirs
119 Speech by Grotewohl to the CC plenum ofing the secret proceedings of the June 1957 CPSWhose reliability is questionable) and published
the Socialist Unity Party of Germany (SED), 13CC plenum (which removed the Anti-Party compilations of documents selected and edited
November 1956, in Stiftung Archiv der ParteienGroup), in “Plenum TsK KPSS, iyun’1957 goda:by Chinese authorities—see Chen Jian, “Beijing
und Massenorganisationen im BundesarchivStenograficheskii otchet,” No. P2500 (Strictlyand the Hungarian Crisis of 1956,” presented at
Zentrales Parteiarchiv (Berlin), DY 30/IV 2/1/ Secret), 22-29 June 1957, in TsKhSD, F. 2, Oghe “Conference on Hungary and the World,
166, p. 247. 1, D. 259, LI. 270b-280b. 1956.” Chen Jian and other scholars are seeking
120 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma34 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiumadditional evidence on this matter, and their find-
TsK KPSS, 4 noyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 350b. FofTsK KPSS, 2 noyabrya 1956 g.,” 2 Novembeiings will appear in future CWIHP publications.
illuminating analyses of the impact of the 19561956 (Top Secret), in TSKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D144First-hand accounts of the meetings are avail-
events on the East German authorities, see Hop®06, LI. 23-29; and “Rabochaya zapis’able in Khrushchev, “Memuary Nikity
M. Harrison, “The Effect of the 1956 Hungarianzasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 3 noyabry&ergeevicha Khrushcheva,” pp. 75-77, which
Uprising on the East German Leadership,” and956 g.,” 3 November 1956 (Top Secret), irhave been well corroborated by other sources,
Christian F. Ostermann, “East Germany and th&sKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LI. 31-330b. including Khrushchev’s observations at the time,
Hungarian Revolution, 1956,” both presented at35 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiumas recorded in Micunovidyloscow Diary pp.

the “Conference on Hungary and the World,TsK KPSS, 2 noyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 240b. 135, 138-139. Newly declassified documents
1956.” 136 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiumaertaining to the meetings are cited below.
121For a detailed, top-secret account of the disFsK KPSS, 3 noyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 32. 1455ee “zapis’ telefonogrammy,” c. 1 Novem-
orders, see “Zakrytoe pis’mo,” 12 March 1956137 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiumaer 1956, in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, L.
(Top Secret), from S. Statnikov, Thilisi correspon-TsK KPSS, 2 noyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 29. 66.

dent forTrud, to the CPSU Central Committee, 138 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiumad46 “Protokol Nr. 135 posiedzenia Biura
in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 30, D. 140, LI. 53-67. TsK KPSS, 3 noyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 31-33. Politycznego w dn. 1.X1.1956 r.,” 1 November
122 “prikaz No. 14 Nachal'nika Thilisskogo 139y addition to Kadar's account in “Rabochayal956 (Top Secret), in Archiwum Akt Nowych
garnizona,” from Major-General Gladkov, com-zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, ZAAN), Warsaw, Archiwum Komitetu
mander of the Thilisi garrison, 9 March 1956, innoyabrya 1956 g.,” see the cable sent to Mosco®entralnego Polskiej Zjednoczonej Partii
TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 30, D. 140, L. 68. by Andropov on 1 November— Rabotniczej (Arch. KC PZPR), Paczka (Pa.) 15,
123 40 kul'te lichnosti i preodolenii ego "Shifrtelegramma,” 1 November 1956 (Strictly Tom (T.) 58, Dokument (Dok.) 134. This proto-
posledstvii,” in KPSS v rezolyutsiyakh i Secret), in AVPRF, F. 059a, Op. 4, P. 6, D. 5, Licol is included in the valuable collection of de-
resheniyakh s"ezdov, konferentsii i plenumov, TsK17-19—which provides valuable corroboration ofclassified Polish documents edited by Janos
8th ed. (Moscow: Politizdat, 1978), Vol. 7, p.Kadar’s remarks. Tischler,Rewolucja wegierska 1956 w polskich
212. 140 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya PrezidiumaokumentachDokumenty do dziejow PRL No.
124rora cogent analysis of this matter based ofisK KPSS, 31 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 15-180b.8 (Warsaw: Instytut Studiow Politycznych,
newly declassified materials, see M. R. Zezinal41Knrushchey, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha 1995).

“Shokovaya terapiya: Ot 1953-go k 1956 godu, Khrushcheva,” pp. 74-75. 147 «0dezwa Komitetu Centralnego Polskiej
Otechestvennaya istoriygMoscow), No. 2 142 “Rabochaya zapis' zasedaniya Prezidium&jednoczonej Partii Rabotniczej do klasy
(1995), esp. pp. 129-133. TsK KPSS, 30 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” in TsKhSD,robotniczej, do narodu polskiegdtybuna Ludu

125gee the first-hand account by the former KGHB-. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LI. 6-14. The principles of(Warsaw), 2 November 1956, p. 1.

deputy director, Filipp BobkoWGB i vlast® Pancha Shila were endorsed in a joint statemeff8“Rozmowy radziecko-wegierskieTrybuna
(Moscow: \eteran MP, 1995), pp. 144-145. by Chinese prime minister Zhou Enlai and In-Ludu (Warsaw), 3 November 1956, p. 1.

126 “TsK KPSS: Informatsiya,” 7 November dian prime minister Jawaharlal Nehru in Newl49 Gomulka’s conflicting thoughts about the
1956 (Top Secret), from regional KGB stationsDelhi on 28 June 1954. The five principles werenatter can be seen in “Stenogram Krajowej
to the CPSU Presidium, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 30intended to “guide relations between the twd\Narady Aktywu Partyjnego odbutego w dn. 4
D. 141, L. 67. countries” as well as “relations with other coundistopada 1956 r.: Wystapenia W. Gomulki,” 4
127 “Rabochaya zapis'zasedaniya Prezidiumdries in Asia and in other parts of the world.” ForNovember 1956 (Top Secret), in AAN, Arch. KC
TsK KPSS, 4 noyabrya 1956 g.,” 4 Novembethe full text of the statement, see G. V. AmbekaPZPR, 237/V-241.

1956 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, Dand V. D. Divekar, edsDocuments on China’s 190 “Protokol Nr. 136 posiedzenia Biura

1006, L. 360b. Relations with South and South-East Asia (194%olitycznego w dniu 4 listopada 1956 r.,” 4 No-
128 Bobkov,KGB i viast, p. 145. On the new 1962)(New York: Allied Publishers, 1964), pp. vember 1956 (Top Secret), in AAN, Arch. KC
arrests, see Zezina, “Shokovaya terapiya,” p. 130-8. PZPR, Pa. 15, T. 58, Dok. 135.

129Gati, Hungary and the Soviet Blpp. 153.  1431n addition to Khrushchev's account of thel31“Usneseni 151 schuze politickeho byra UV
130khrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha airport meeting, see the contemporary observd<SC k bodu 1: Udalosti v Mad’arsku,” 2 No-
Khrushcheva,” p. 76. tions recorded by Micunovic iMoscow Diary  vember 1956 (Top Secret), in SUA Praha, Arch.
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UV KSC, F. 02/2—Paliticke byro UV KSC 1954- Kommunistov Yugoslavii,” L. 4. Mezinarodni oddeleni UV KSC 1954-1962, Sv.
1962, Sv. 120, Aj. 151. 155 For Tito's explanation of why the promise 110, Ar. Jed. 371. For a thorough survey of the
152K nrushchev's account of this meeting talliescould not be fulfilled, see “Pis’mo Tsentral’nogorole of the Hungarian army in 1956, see Imre
well with the much more detailed first-hand ac-Komiteta Soyuza Kommunistov Yugoslavii ot 7 Okvath, “Magyar tisztikar a hideghaboru
count in MicunovicMoscow Diarypp. 131-141. fevralya 1957 goda Tsentral’nomu Komitetuidoszakaban, 1945-1956,” Uj Honvedsegi szemle
Micunovic’s account is based on notes he comKommunisticheskoi Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza,(Budapest), No. 1 (1994), pp. 14-27, which is

piled right after the negotiations, but unfortunatelyLIl. 17-18. based on documents from the 1956 collection
those notes have not yet turned up in the Yugosleilxﬁ‘6 Khrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha (1956-os Gyujtemeny) of the Military History
archives. (Another document in the formerKhrushcheva,” p. 75. Archives of the Hungarian National Defense

Yugoslav Central Committee archive refers to thdS7 See Imre Horvath's handwritten summary (inMinistry (Hadtortenelmi Leveltar, Honvedelmi
notes, so it is possible that they still exist someHungarian) of Khrushchev's remarks, in MagyarMiniszteriun). A recent volume by Miklos
where; but the location has not yet been pinOrszagos Leveltar, XIX J-1-K Horvath Imre Horvath,1956 katonai kronologiajgBudapest:
pointed.) Newly declassified correspondence beculugyminiszter iratai, 55, doboz. For some reaMagyar Honvedseg Oktatasi es Kulturalis
tween Tito and Khrushchev in early 1957, nowson, Malin did not record Khrushchev’s speectAnyagellato Kozpont, 1993), also draws on these
stored in the former CPSU Central Committeén the notes from the full session (“Rabochayalocuments. For a useful first-hand account, see
archive, bears out Khrushchev’s and Micunovic'zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, Bela Kiraly, “Hungary’s Army: Its Part in the
memoirs very well, but it also shows that thenoyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 31-330b. Revolt,” East EuropeVol. 7, No. 6 (June 1958),
memoirs omit a few key details, which are men158A detailed first-hand account of the military pp. 3-16. Kiraly, as commander of Hungarian
tioned below. See “Pis’'mo Tsentral’'nogooperations can be found in Malashenko, “Osobyiroops in Budapest at the time, led the armed re-
Komiteta Kommunisticheskoi Partii Sovetskogokorpus v ogne Budapeshta” (Part 3), pp. 33-38istance against the invasion.

Soyuza ot 10 yanvarya 1957 goda Tsentral'nomand (Part 4), pp. 30-36. 1660n the preparations by Maleter, see Miklos
Komitetu Soyuza Kommunistov Yugoslavii/ 159 gee, e.g., “Zprava o opatrenich k zesilenHorvath, Pal Maleter (Budapest: Osiris/
Pis'mo Tsentral’'nogo Komiteta Soyuzabojove pohotovosti vojsk,” Report from Col.- Szazadveg/1956-0s Intezet, 1995), esp. pp. 223-
Kommunistov Yugoslavii ot 7 fevralya 1957 godaGeneral Vaclav Kratochvil, chief of the Czecho-228.

Tsentral’'nomu Komitetu Kommunisticheskoi slovak General Staff, and Lieut.-General Evzed67 “Stav Mad'arske lidove armady a priciny
Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza,” No. P295 (Top SeChlad, chief of the Main Logistical Directorate, jejiho rozkladu,” LI. 4-5. The quoted phrase is
cret), February 1957, in TSKhSD, F. 89, Op. 45to the MNO Collegium (Top Secret), 31 Octobeifrom “Shifrtelegramma iz Budapeshta,” Cable
D. 83, LI. 1-12 and D. 84, LI. 1-18. John Lampe 1956, in VHA Praha, F. MNO, 1956, GS/OS 2/8from A. Mikoyan and M. Suslov to the CPSU
the director of the East European Program at td9b. See also “Rozkaz k provedeni vojenskycresidium, 24 October 1956 (Strictly Secret), in
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Schol-opatreni na hranicich s Mad’arskem,” from Col.-AVPRF, F. 059a, Op. 4, Pap. 6, D. 5, L. 2.

ars, reported at the “Conference on Hungary an@eneral Vaclav Kratochvil, chief of the Czecho-168 On the disarming operations, see
the World, 1956,” that he had recently obtainedlovak General Staff, to the 2nd Military District “Informatsiya o polozhenii v Vengrii po
an official summary of the Brioni meeting from in Trencin (Strictly Secret), 28 October 1956, insostoyaniyu na 21.00 4 noyabrya 1956 goda,”
a colleague who had found it in the papers o¥HA Praha, F. MNO, 1956, GS/OS, 2/8-2b.  Report No. 31613 (Top Secret), from Soviet de-
Tito’'s biographer, the late Vladimir Dedijer, 160+ysneseni 151 schuze politickeho byra UVfense minister G. Zhukov to the CPSU Presidium,
among materials evidently intended for a fourthKSC k bodu 1,” pt. 1. and “Informatsiya o polozhenii v Vengrii po
never-completed volume. An English translationt 61 Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ogne sostoyaniyu na 9.00 5 noyabrya 1956 goda,” Re-
of this Yugoslav record of the Brioni talks, with Budapeshte” (Part 3), p. 33. port No. 31614 (Top Secret), from Soviet defense
Lampe’s commentary, is slated for publication int62 Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ogne minister G. Zhukov to the CPSU Presidium, both
the next issue of theWIHP Bulletin Budapeshta” (Part 4), pp. 32-33. in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 485, LI. 102 and 103-
153Fora very useful collection of newly declas-lGSNagy’s cable to UN Secretary-General Dadl04, respectively. See also Malashenko, “Osobyi
sified materials tracing Yugoslav-Hungarian reHammarskjold can be found in UN Doc. A/3251 .korpus v ogne Budapeshta” (Part 3), pp. 34, 37.
lations in late October and early November 1956The appeal and declaration of neutrality werd-69 “Informatsiya o polozhenii v Vengrii po
see Jozsef Kiss, Zoltan Ripp, and Istvan Vidabroadcast on Budapest radio on the evening ofdostoyaniyu na 21.00 6 noyabrya 1956 goda,”
eds.,Magyar-Jugoszlav Kapcsolatok 1956: November. According to Kadar’s detailed expla-Report No. 31618 (Top Secret), from Soviet de-
DokumentumolBudapest: MTA Jelenkor-kutato nation at a CPSU Presidium meeting on 2 Nofense minister G. K. Zhukov to the CPSU Pre-
Bizottsag, 1995), esp. pp. 125 ff. vember, Zoltan Tildy was the one who came uidium, in AVPRF, F. 0536, Op. 1, P. 5, D. 65, L.
154yntil recently, this arrangement had not beenvith the idea of a declaration of neutrality. All63. Among the other cities in which Soviet troops
disclosed, apart from a few vague references ithe members of the Hungarian cabinet ultimatelgncountered fierce resistance were Budaorsi,
Micunovic’s memoirs Mloscow Diary pp. 137- voted in favor of it. See “Rabochaya zapis'Csepel, Jaszberenyi, Kaposvar, Kecskemet,
138). The first direct revelation of the deal cameasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 2 noyabryKobanya, Komlo, Mezokovesd, Miskolc, Obuda,
in the early 1990s when the top-secret correspot956 g.,” LI. 23-29. Pecs, Soroksar, Szolnok, Szombathely, Thokoly,
dence between Tito and Khrushchev from earl;164Micunovic,Moscow Diary p. 156. Ulloi, and Veszprem.

1957 was declassified. See “Pis’mol65“Stav Mad'arske lidove armady a priciny 170 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma
Tsentral’'nogo Komiteta Kommunisticheskoi jejiho rozkladu,” Report compiled by KSC CC TsK KPSS, 2 noyabrya 1956 g.,” L. 30.

Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza ot 10 yanvarya 195Department No. 14 for the KSC CC Politburo, 9L71Khrushcheyv, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha
goda Tsentral’'nomu Komitetu SoyuzaApril 1957, in SUA, Arch. UV KSC, F. 100/3 — Khrushcheva,” pp. 77-78.
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172 Quotations here and in the following para-ing a few days before the Central Committee ple‘Sobytiya v Vengrii 1956 g.," in Col.-General G.
graph are from “Rabochaya zapis'’zasedaniyaum. A. Krivosheev, ed Grif sekretnosti snyat: Poteri
Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 4 noyabrya 1956 g.,” L1175 Micunovic, Moscow Diary p. 156. vooruzhenykh sil SSSR v voinakh, boevykh
34-360b; and “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniy$76“Mem0randum from the Director of Central deistviyakh i voennykh konfliktakh: Statist-
Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 6 noyabrya 1956 g.,” @ntelligence to the President,” 20 November 1956cheskoe issledovanigMoscow: Voenizdat,
November 1956 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3(Secret), in U.S. Department of Stak@reign 1993), p. 397. The number of Soviet deaths was
Op. 12, D. 1006, LI. 41-450b. This bickering wasRelations of the United States, 1955-19831. 720, the number of Soviet wounded was 1,540.
first described by Khruschev in his memoirsXXV: Eastern EuropéWashington, D.C.: U.S. The number of Hungarian deaths was 2,502, and
(“Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha Khrushcheva,” Government Printing Office, 1988), pp. 473, 475the number of Hungarian wounded was 19,226.
pp. 77-78), and a few additional details (not menThis FRUSvolume contains a large number ofl78 Attila Szakolczai, “A forradalmat koveto
tioned in Malin's notes) came to light in the re-documents essential for understanding the U.$negtorlas soran kivegzettekrol,"EvkonyyVol.
cently declassified transcript of the June 195government’s response to the events in Polar8l (Budapest: 1956-0s Intezet, 1994), pp. 237-
CPSU Central Committee plenum (“Plenum TsKand Hungary in 1956, although many other ma256. Szakolczai provides a considerably lower
KPSS, iyun’ 1957 goda,” LI. 270b-280b). Theterials have since been declassified through thfigure (229) for the number of executions. The
Malin notes confirm and add a great deal to thedéreedom of Information Act. A collection of figure of 600 comes from Maria Ormos, “A
earlier sources. newly declassified materials is available to rekonszolidacio problemai 1956 es 1958 kozott,”
173 The Russian phrase that Molotov usedsearchers at the National Security Archive in th@arsadalmi Szem&/ol. 44, Nos. 8-9 (1989), pp.
(odernut’ nado, chtoby ne komandomMalslightly ~ Gelman Library of the George Washington Uni-48-65. See also Janos Balassa et al., eds.,
awkward in the original, but it can be roughlyversity in Washington, D.C. Halottaink 2 vols. (Budapest: Katalizator, 1989).
translated as it is here. 177 bata on Hungarian and Soviet casualtied 79 “Zprava o jednani na UV KSSS 24. rijna
1745ee “Plenum TsK KPSS, iyun’ 1957 goda,”come, respectively, from Peter Gosztonyi, “Az1956,” L. 12.

LI. 2, 25. The charge of “dangerous zigzags” wa4956-os forradalom szamokbahé&pszabadsag 180Knrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha
leveled by Molotov at a CPSU Presidium meet{Budapest), 3 November 1990, p. 3; an&hrushcheva,” p. 81.

181Testimony of former national defense minis-
ter Lajos Czinege in Magyar Orszaggyul@s,
Honvedelmi Bizottsag 1989 oktoberi ulesszakan
FUNDS SOUGHT TO PROCESS $50,000 to finance critical research, nletrhozott vizsgalobizottsag 1989 december 11-i,
RADIO FREE EUROPE TAPES voIving processing of the tapes t 2£990 januar 3-i, 1990 januar 15-i, 1990 februar
ON 1956 HUNGARIAN EVENTS were previously believed lost and/b®-i ulese jegyzokonyvenek nyilt reszl&esols.

Eor fort _ -y missing, and acquisition of additio |(;£2>94),Vol. 1,p. 261
or forty years, various politiclans,,,5;erials from other foreign radios ahd® ‘Tov. OrlovuA.L..” Memorandum No. 1869/

historians, and public figures have deérchives. The sources and the profeg-(Top Secret), 28 December 1956, transmitting
bated the existence of Radio Fregi,,,| contacts are already establisHed report prepared by 1. Tugarinov, deputy head of
Europe’s tapes of broadcasts made dur- Processing the collection afdhe Foreign Ministry's Information Committee,
ing the Hungarian Revolution of 1956'complementing it with additiondl in AVPRF, F. Referentura po Vengrii, Op.36,
In the summer of 1995, Mr. Gyorgyy, oaqcast and recorded materials, Wiffor-9, Pap.47a, D.110, L1.11-18. An English
Vamos, Director of Documentation forcreate a basis for a meaningful and hpitanslation of this document, as well as an insight-
Hungarian National Radio, and Judy, e analysis of the American afdul commentary by James Hershberg, can be
Katona, M.A., A.B.D., researcher a”éNestern policies of the time. All matf-found in theCold War International History Bul-
journalist, found the recordings in Ger’rials, of course, would be made freg}ytetin Issue No.4 (Fall 1994), pp.61-64.
many—over 500 hours of tape, whichyq a1y and openly available to k283 Mmicunovic, Moscow Diary p. 134.
reveal what was broadcast and rais?earchers. 184K hrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha
serious questions concernig policy and In the future, in a second phasd| dfhrushcheva,” pp. 80-82.
intent. the research, a major English |anguag]é.35The notion of a tradeoff between “cohesion”
These holdings constitute a UniqUE, ,rce document can be published WjitAnd “viability” is well presented in James F.
and invaluable record for the study O(:ontent analysis of the broadcasts, fdofrown.Relations Between the Soviet Union and
Hungarian history, the role of the Uniteqqotes, and detailed references. Its East European Allies: A Suryey-1742-PR
States and American radio in the 1956 In the first phase of the implemeh{Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1975).
Hungarian Revolution, and in general, .0 of the project, money would fe
the role of U.S. media abroad in pro'spent on researchers’ stipends, tran |Mark Kramer, a scholar based at the Davis
moting ideology, and internal divergen-tions, acquisition of materials, transcrfpCenter for Russian Studies at Harvard Uni-
cies which led broadcasters to CoNVeyon duplications, and travel. versity, is a frequent contributor to the
messages about American intentions £\ ¢ rther information, contact JuglyCWHP Bulletin.
which were at odds with the actual in'Katona at (703) 913-5824 (telephorfe)

tentions of top policy makers during thisor katjud@mnsinc.com (e-mail)
tense period of the Cold War. ' '

We are seeking support of US
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THE "MALIN NOTES” ON THE CRISES
IN HUNGARY AND POLAND, 1956

Translated and Annotated by Mark Kramer

TRANSLATOR’S NOTE:

The translated items below are in chronological order. They include Vladimir Malin’s notes of CPSU Presidium meetirggs that
dealt with the events in Hungary and Poland in 1956. The notes are supplemented by several other newly released docufhents that
shed direct light on portions of the notes. Most of the documents, including Malin’s notes, were translated from Russian,put two
documents (both from the Hungarian National Archive) were translated from Hungarian.

Extensive annotations have been included because of the idiosyncratic style of the notes and the large number of refefences (to
events, individuals, etc.) that may not be familiar to most readers. Rather than putting in separate annotations to identifylspecific
persons, | have compiled an identification list of all individuals mentioned in the notes. This list and a list of abbreviations preg@ede the
notes and should be consulted whenever unfamiliar names or abbreviations turn up.

As best as possible, the flavor and style of the original have been preserved in the English translation, but in a few cages | have
expanded Russian and Hungarian abbreviations and acronyms to avoid confusion. For example, there is no equivalent in Bhglish for
the Russian abbreviation “m.b.,” short foozhet byt'meaning “perhaps” or “maybe.” Hence, in this particular instance the Engfish
word has been written out in full. In most cases, the translation seeks to replicate abbreviations and acronyms, but they havejpeen used
only when it does not cause confusion.

The English translation is not identical to the published Hungarian and Russian compilations of the Malin notes. Both gf these
earlier publications contain several errors, including a few that substantially alter the meaning of the original. The fact that fhistakes
cropped up is mainly a reflection of how difficult it is to work with the handwritten originals, which, aside from problems of legifjility,
are occasionally out of sequence in the archival folders. In some cases the mispagination is easy to correct, but in a few inggances the
reordering of pages necessitates very close textual analysis. | have corrected all these mistakes in the English translationfand have
included details about the corrections in the annotations. --Mark Kramer

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS tary History Archive), Budapest INDIVIDUALS MENTIONED
HWP = Hungarian Workers’ Party IN THE MALIN NOTES

APRF =Arkhiv Prezidenta Rossiiskoi HSwpP = Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
Federatsii(Archive of the President of the KGB = Committee for State Security Three points are worth mentioning
Russian Federation), Moscow KSC = Komunisticka strana Ceskos-about this list:
AVH = Allam-Vedelmi HatosagState Se- |ovenskgCzechoslovak Communist Party)  First, unless otherwise indicated, the
curity Authority; name of Hungarian secretymvp = Ministry of Internal Affairs positions listed for each person are those
police agency after 1949) PKK = Political Consultative Committee of held during the 1956 crises.
AVO = Allam-Vedelmi Osztal{State Secu- the Warsaw Pact Second, the entries for some Hungar-
rity Department; name of Hungarian secrebzpR = Polska zjednoczona Partiaian Communist party officials include as
police agency until 1949) RobotniczgPolish United Workers’ Party) many as three titles for the party. The Com-
AVPRF =Arkhiv vneshnei politiki Rossiiskoi SUA = Statni ustredni archiyCentral State munist party in Hungary was called the
Federatsii(Archive of Foreign Policy, Rus- Archive), Prague Hungarian Communist PartyM@gyar
sian Federation), Moscow TSAMO =Tsentral'nyi arkhiv Ministerstva Kommunista Pajtuntil June 1948, when it
CC = Central Committee oborony Rossiiskoi FederatsjCentral compelled the Hungarian Social Democratic
Cde. = Comrade Archive of the Ministry of Defense, Rus- Party (Magyar Szocial-Demokrata Partio
CPC = Communist Party of China sian Federation) merge with it. The combined party was re-
CPSU = Communist Party of the SovietrskhSD =Tsentr Khraneniya Sovremennoinamed the Hungarian Workers' Party
Union Dokumentatsii(Center for the Storage of (Magyar Dolgozok Partja The Hungar-
GS/OS = General Staff/Operational Direc-Contemporary Documentation), Moscow ian Workers’ Party was dissolved at the end
torate UV = Central Committee (of the KSC)  of October 1956, and a new Hungarian So-
HCP = Hungarian Communist Party VHA = Vojensky historicky archifMilitary-  cialist Workers’ Party Nlagyar Szocialista
HL/HM = Hadtortenelmi Leveltar, Historical Archive), Prague Munkaspart was formed on 1 November

Honvedelmi Miniszteriurt(Hungarian Mili- 1956. The acronyms HCP, HWP, and
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HSWP will be used in the listings to refer toNovember 1956; member of the HSWP Profrom the HWP in mid-July 1956; arrested

the successive incarnations of the Hungarisional Executive Committee; senior Hun-on 12 October 1956; sentenced to 16 years

ian Communist party. garian state official until 1984 imprisonment in February 1957; amnestied

Third, two Hungarian officials who BATA, Istvan: Hungarian minister of in 1961

played contrasting roles in 1956 were botmational defense until 24 October 1956; fled ~ FIRYUBIN , Nikolai: Soviet ambas-

named Istvan Kovacs. The identificationgo the Soviet Union on 28 October 1956 sador in Yugoslavia

and the translator’s annotations should pre- BEREI, Andor: head of the Hungar- GERO, Erno: First Secretary of the

vent any confusion about which was whichian state planning bureau from 1954 to 19564WP from 18 July 1956 to 25 October 1956;
fled to the Soviet Union with his wife, fled to the Soviet Union on 28 October 1956

CPSU CC PRESIDIUM Erszebet Andics (see above), in late Octo- GHEORGHIU-DEJ, Gheorghe: First
ber 1956 Secretary of the Romanian Workers’ Party
FULL MEMBERS: Nikolai BOLDOCZKI , Janos: Hungarian am- GOMULKA , Wladyslaw: First Sec-
BULGANIN (prime minister), Kliment bassador in Moscow retary of the Polish United Workers’ Party
VOROSHILOV (chairman of the Pre- CHERNUKHA , Vladimir: deputy (PZPR) from 20 October 1956 to Decem-
sidium of the Supreme Soviet), Lazar’head of the General Department of théer 1970
KAGANOVICH (first deputy prime min- CPSU Central Committee GROMYKO, Andrei: Soviet first
ister), AlekselKIRICHENKO (First Sec- CYRANKIEWICZ , Jozef: Polish deputy foreign minister
retary of the Ukrainian Communist Party),prime minister GRYAZNOV , Feodosii: counselor at
GeorgiiMALENKOV (deputy prime min- DOBI, Istvan: president of Hungary the Soviet embassy in Yugoslavia
ister), AnastasMIKOYAN , VWyacheslav (a largely figurehead post) HEGEDUS, Andras: Hungarian

MOLOTOV (foreign minister until June DOGEI, Imre: appointed minister of prime minister from April 1955 to 24 Octo-
1956), Mikhail PERVUKHIN , Maksim agriculture in the Provisional Workers’ andber 1956; first deputy prime minister from
SABUROV (first deputy prime minister), Peasants’s Government formed on 4 Na24 to 27 October 1956; fled to Soviet Union

Mikhail SUSLOV (CPSU CC Secretary), vember 1956 on 28 October 1956
and NikitaKHRUSHCHEV (CPSU CC DONATH, Ferenc: well-known HIDAS, Istvan: member of the HWP
First Secretary). economist; leading supporter of Imre NagyPolitburo from June 1953 to 26 October

appointed a Secretary of the HWP on 23-24956; deputy prime minister from 1954 to
CANDIDATE MEMBERS: Leonid October 1956; appointed a member of th26 October 1956
BREZHNEV (CPSU CC Secretary), HSWP Executive Committee on 1 Novem- HORTHY , Admiral Nicolas de: final
Georgii ZHUKOV (defense minister), ber 1956; took refuge in the Yugoslav emeommander-in-chief of the Austro-Hungar-
Nurotdin MUKHITDINOV , Ekaterina bassy on 4 November 1956; arrested bian Navy; authoritarian leader (with the title
FURTSEVA (CPSU CC Secretary), Nikolai Soviet troops on 22 November 1956 anaf Regent) in Hungary during the interwar
SHVERNIK (chairman of CPSU Party transferred to Romania; sentenced to 1geriod and most of World War 1l (1920-
Control Committee), and DmitriBHEP- years imprisonment in June 1958; amnestieti944)
ILOV (foreign minister after June 1956). in 1960 HORVATH , Imre: Hungarian foreign
DUDAS, Jozsef: engineer; one of theminister from 30 July 1956 to 2 November
CPSU CC SECRETARIES NOT ON most radical leaders of the Budapest rebdl956; foreign minister in Provisional Work-
THE CPSU CC PRESIDIUM forces after 23 October 1956; took part irers’ and Peasants’ Government formed by
the armed resistance against the Soviet idanos Kadar on 4 November 1956
Averki ARISTOV, Nikolai BEL- vasion; arrested by Soviet troops on 21 No- KADAR, Janos: victim of Stalin-era

YAEV, and PyotPOSPELOV. vember 1956; executed in January 1957 purges; member of HWP Politburo after 18
DULLES, John Foster: U.S. Secre-July 1956; elected HWP First Secretary on

OTHERS MENTIONED tary of State 25 October 1956; chairman of HWP Pre-

IN THE NOTES EGRI, Gyula: HWP Secretary from sidium from 28 October 1956 until the for-

1955 to 1956; fled to the Soviet Union atmation of the HSWP on 1 November; mem-
ANDICS, Erzsebet: chief historian for the beginning of November 1956; returneder of the HSWP Executive Committee from

the HWP until the autumn of 1956; fled toto Hungary in April 1957 1 November; state minister in Imre Nagy’s
the Soviet Union with her husband, Andor EISENHOWER, Dwight: U.S. Presi- government from 1 to 4 November 1956;
Berei (see below), in late October 1956 dent formed a “Provisional Workers’ and Peas-
ANDROPOV, Yurii: Soviet ambassa- ELYUTIN , Wacheslav: Soviet min- ants’ Government” on 4 November 1956;
dor in Hungary ister of higher education top leader in Hungary until 1988
APRO, Antal: member of the HCP/ EPISHEV, Aleksei: Soviet ambassa- KARDELJ , Edvard: vice-president of
HWP Politburo from 1946 to 1951 and 1953dJor in Romania Yugoslavia; top aide to Tito
to 1956; Hungarian deputy prime minister FARKAS, Mihaly: Hungarian minis- KIRALY , General Bela: released from

from November 1953 to 3 November 1956ter of national defense from 1948 to 1953prison in September 1956; appointed head
member of the HWP Presidium from 28notorious organizer of mass repression iof the police and armed forces of the Revo-
October 1956; minister of industry after 4Hungary during the Rakosi era; expelledutionary Committee for Public Order on 30
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October 1956; appointed to the Revolutionthe insurgents after the 1956 revolution be-  NAGY, Imre: Hungarian prime min-
ary Defense Committee on 31 October 195&an; appointed to Revolutionary Defenséster from July 1953 to March 1955 and from
appointed commander of the National Guar@€ommittee and a first deputy minister of na24 October 1956 to 4 November 1956;
on 3 November 1956; one of the leaders dfonal defense on 31 October 1956; apsought refuge in Yugoslav embassy on 4 No-
the armed resistance to the Soviet invasiopointed national defense minister on 3 November 1956; arrested by Soviet troops on
KISS, Karoly: member of the HWP vember 1956 and promoted to the rank 022 November 1956 and transferred to Ro-
Presidium from 28 October 1956; membemajor-general; arrested on the evening of Bania; executed by hanging in June 1958
of the HSWP Provisional Executive Com-November by Soviet KGB troops; executed ~ NOVOTNY,, Antonin: First Secretary
mittee after 4 November 1956; member oby hanging along with Imre Nagy in Juneof Czechoslovak Communist Party
the HSWP Politburo from 1957 to 1962 1958 OCHAB, Edward: First Secretary of
KONEV, Marshal lvan: commander- MALIN , Vladimir: head of the Gen- the PZPR from March 1956 to 20 October
in-chief of the Warsaw Pact Joint Armederal Department of the CPSU Central Com1956
Forces; appointed on 1 November as ovemittee PIROS, Lajos: Hungarian minister of
all commander of Soviet troops thatinvaded =~ MALININ , General Mikhail: first internal affairs from 1954 to 27 October
Hungary on 4 November deputy chief of the Soviet General Staff;1956; fled to the Soviet Union on 28 Octo-
KOSSA, Istvan: finance minister in commanded Soviet forces during the initiaber 1956
the Provisional Workers’ and Peasants’ Govintervention in Hungary on 23 October PONOMARENKO, Panteleimon:
ernment formed by Janos Kadar on 4 No- MALNASAN , Aurel: Romanian Soviet ambassador in Poland
vember 1956 deputy foreign minister PONOMAREYV, Boris: head of the
KOVACS, Bela: Secretary General of MAO Zedong: Chairman of the Chi- CPSU CC Department for Ties with For-
the Independent Smallholders Party untihese Communist Party eign Communist Parties
February 1947; imprisoned in the Soviet MAROSAN, Gyorgy: victim of POPOVIC, Koca: Yugoslav foreign
Union from February 1947 until the autumnStalin-era purges; rehabilitated in 1956minister
of 1955; member of Imre Nagy's cabinetmember of the HWP Politburo from July to RAJK, Laszlo: top Hungarian Com-
from 27 October 1956 (and a state ministeDctober 1956; state minister in the Provimunist official; sentenced to death on
from 3 to 4 November 1956) sional Workers' and Peasants’ Governmernttumped-up charges in October 1949; post-
KOVACS, General Istvan: senior formed by Janos Kadar on 4 November 1956umously rehabilitated in March 1956; re-
Hungarian army official; appointed chief of MICUNOVIC , Veljko: Yugoslav am- buried in October 1956
the Hungarian General Staff; arrested by Sdyassador in Moscow RAKOSI, Matyas: HWP First Secre-
viet KGB troops on 3 November; sentenced ~ MILOVANOV , Milenko: employee tary from June 1948 to July 1956; served
to six years imprisonment in 1958;atthe Yugoslav embassy in Budapest; killedimultaneously as Hungarian prime minis-
amnestied in 1960 by stray Soviet tankfire on 5 November 1958er from 1952 to June 1953; fled to the So-
KOVACS, Istvan: senior official in MINDSZENTY , Cardinal Jozsef: Pri- viet Union on 26 July 1956, where he spent
HCP/HWP from 1945 on; member of themate of the Hungarian Catholic Church; imthe rest of his life
HWP Politburo from March 1955; HWP prisoned from 1948 to July 1955; under RANKOVIC , Aleksander: Yugoslav
Secretary from November 1955; first sechouse arrest from July 1955 until 30 Octominister of internal affairs; party secretary
retary of the Budapest party committee frontber 1956, when he was freed by Hungariaresponsible for cadres; second most power-
July 1954 to 29 October 1956; fled to thesoldiers; took refuge in the U.S. embassjul figure in Yugoslavia and widely regarded
Soviet Union on 31 October 1956 on 4 November 1956 and remained therat the time as the heir apparent to Tito
LIU Shaoqi: Secretary of the Chineseuntil 1971, when he was allowed to leave = ROKOSSOWSKI, Marshal Konstan-
Communist Party Central Committee;for Austria tin: Soviet officer serving as Polish national
deputy chairman of the Chinese Commu-  MUNNICH , Ferenc: Hungarian am- defense minister, December 1949 to No-
nist Party bassador in the Soviet Union from Septemvember 1956; removed from PZPR Polit-
LOSONCZY, Geza: victim of Stalin- ber 1954 to July 1956; Hungarian ambassduro on 20 October 1956; recalled to the
era purges; rehabilitated in 1954; candidatdor in Yugoslavia from July 1956 to 25 Oc-Soviet Union in mid-November 1956
member of the HWP Politburo from 23 Oc-tober 1956; member of the HWP Presidium  RONAI, Sandor: former Social
tober 1956; state minister in Imre Nagy’'sfrom 28 to 31 October 1956; minister of in-Democrat; member of HWP Politburo until
cabinet from 30 October 1956; member ofernal affairs from 27 October 1956; deputyune 1953; appointed minister of commerce
the HSWP Executive Committee from 1 tohead of the Provisional Workers’ and Peasn Provisional Workers’ and Peasants’ Gov-
4 November 1956; took refuge in Yugoslawvants’ Government formed by Janos Kadaernment formed by Janos Kadar on 4 No-
embassy on 4 November; arrested on 2@n 4 November 1956 vember 1956; chairman of the Hungarian
November and transferred to Romania; im-  NAGY, Ferenc: leader of the Indepen-State Assembly (parliament) from 1952 to
prisoned in Hungary in April 1957; died in dent Smallholders Party from 1945 to mid-1962
prison in December 1957 under mysteriou4947 and Hungarian prime minister from SEROV, Ivan: chairman of the KGB
circumstances February 1946 to June 1947; emigrated to SOBOLEYV, Arkadii: Soviet perma-
MALETER , Pal: colonelin the Hun- the United States after the Communistgent representative at the United Nations
garian People’s Army who took the side offorced him to resign from his posts SZANTO, Zoltan: member of the
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HWP Politburo from 24 October 1956 (and THE MALIN NOTES
of the HWP Presidium from 28 October); 1 The_re_’s only one way out—put an end
member of the HSWP Executive Commit- DOCUMENT No. 1 to what is in Poland.

tee from 1 to 4 November 1956; took ref- . If Rokossowski is kept, we won't have
Working Notes from the Session of the to press things for a whiles

uge along with Imre Nagy in the Yugoslav - M
aneuvers.
embassy on 4 November 1956; arrested §PSU €C Presidium on 9 and 12 July

. 956 Prepare a document.
Soviet troops when he left the embassy OfRe: Point IV of Protocol No. 28} Form a committeé3
18 November 1956; transferred to Roma- 2. The ambassador, Cde. Ponomarenko,

nia along with Imre Nagy and other formerThose Taking Part: Bulganin, Voroshilov,was grossly mistaken in his assessment of
officials five days later; permitted to returnKaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov, Ochab and Gomulkk?

to Hungary in 1958 Pervukhin, Khrushchev, Shepilov, Belyaev, 3. We should invite to Moscow represen-
TILDY , Zoltan: one of the leaders of Pospelov, Brezhnev, Zhukov tatives from the Communist parties of
the Independent Smallholders Party untilc. h. Telea. N fom Bud 2 gzDeRc hgr?(;oéigz‘riggng:rrgépiovr\?eag;%utlge
. Ciph. Teleg. No. . . . fom Budapes , s
Augtuls;jgétwkun_(ljigggyse f\rtrest _”F”t“ A_L'(Khrushchev, Voroshilov, Zhukov, send CC officials to China for informational
gus ,o pri ; a state minister in, o oo\ purposed.6
Imre Nagy’s government from 27 October 4. Send information. Take notice of in-
1956 to 4 November 1956; arrested in Mayye should call Cde. Mikoyan so that he’llformation. Think through the questions that
1957 and sentenced to six years in prison io take a vacation on Lake Balathn. have been raised.

June 1958; amnestied in 1960
TITO, Josip Broz: General SecretaryAn article should be prepared in our presi._On Hungary.

of the Yugoslav League of Communistsaboutinternationalist solidarity to rebuff the
president of Yugoslavia enemy. We need to think it over, perhaps send Cde.

. . . . : 17
TOGLIATTI , Palmiro: General Sec- _The s_ubverswe activities of the imperial-Mikoyan: _
t f the Italian C ist Part ists—in Poznan and Hungary. They wanfdes. Mikoyan and Zhukov must consider
retary ot the ftalian .ommunist Farty to weaken internationalist ties; and in theecalling soldiers to their unit
ULBRICHT , Walter: General Secre-

- "~ name of independence of paths, they want
tary of the (East) German Socialist Unity, foment disunity and destroy [the social- Cde. Mikoyan is to draft information for

Party (SED) ist countries] one by one. the fraternal partiet?
VAS, Zoltan: top-ranking official in To Cdes. Pospelov, Shepilov, and Pono- _
the HCP and HWP from 1945 on; served agiarev® Pull out the KGB advisers

chairman of the Government Commission
on Consumer Supplies during the 1956 revd2€rhaps the lItalian cdes. could publisfiSource: TSKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, LI.

lution; took refuge in the Yugoslav embassfon;]ethingciin t_?e F|>_ret§S- il writ i 49-50, compiled by V. N. Malin]
on 4 November 1956; arrested when he Ieﬁer aps .de. foghattrwitwnte an articte.

the embassy on 18 November 1956; trangy, the Rajk affaif—there must be an eas-

DOCUMENT No. 3

ferred along with Nagy and other formering of the situation Working Notes from the Session of the
officials to Romania five days later; allowedRakos$ CPSU CC Presidium on 21 October 1956
to return to Hungary at the end of 1958 (Malenkov, Khrushcheyv, VoroshiIO\%.
VEG, Bela: HWP Secretary from On the Situation in Poland?®
1953 to October 1956 Cde. Mikoyan should confer with Kovacs,(Molotov, Serov, Zhukov, Mikoyan,
ZORIN, Valerian: Soviet deputy for- @nd he should speak firm{? Pervukhin, ~ Saburov, ~ Kaganovich,

Voroshilov, Suslov, Furtseva, Malenkov)

eign minister
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, LI.

2-20b, compiled by V. N. Malin.] Cde. Khrushchev:
Taking account of the circumstances, we
DOCUMENT No. 2 should refrain from military intervention.

We need to display patience. (Everyone
Working Notes from the Session of the agrees with this.)
CPSU CC Presidium on 20 October 1956

[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, un-
Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Kaganovichhumbered page. Compiled by V. N. Malin.]
Malenkov, Mikoyan, Molotov, Pervukhin,

Saburov, Suslov, Khrushchev, Brezhney, DOCUMENT No. 4
Zhukov, Shepilov, Furtseva, Pospelov,
Serov. Working Notes from the Session of the

CPSU CC Presidium on 23 October 1956
I. Briefing from the CPSU Delegation
about the Trip to Warsaw11 Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Kaganovich,
(Khrushchev, Mikoyan, Molotov, Mikoyan, Molotov, Pervukhin, Saburov,
Kaganovich, Konev, Zhukov) Khrushchev, Suslov, Brezhnev, Zhukov,
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Furtseva, Shepilov Mikoyan how to act.
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LI.
On the Situation in Budapest and Over 4-4ob, compiled by V. N. Malin.] Cde. Kaganovich—the real correlation of
all in Hungary21 forces is such that it does not support the
(Cdes. Zhukov, Bulganin, Khrushchev) DOCUMENT No. 5 conclusions of Cde. Mikoyan.
We must adopt a firm position.
Information ofCde. Zhukovw. Working Notes from the Session of the A Military-Revol. Com’tee must be set

A demonstration by 100 thous. in BudapeSEPSU CC Presidium on 26 October 1956 up.35

The radio station is on firé2

In Debrecen the obkom [provincial partyThose Taking Part: Bulganin, Voroshilov,Cde. Malenkov—we sent in troops, and the
committee—trans.] and MVD [Ministry of Kaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov, Saburov,adversary began to recover.

Internal Affairs—trans.] buildings were oc- Brezhnev, Khrushchev, Zhukov, Shvernik\We should tell Cde. Mikoyan that he must

cupied. Furtseva, Pospelov, Yudin. firmly press Nagy to restore order.
From the CPC CC—Cdes. Liu Shadd,
Cde. Khrushchevspeaks in favor of send- Cde. Zhukov—Cde. Mikoyan is acting
ing troops to Budape§§ Exchange of Opinions about the Situation improperly, he’s pushing us toward capitu-
in Poland and Hungary lation.
Cde. Bulganinbelieves Cde. Khrushchev’s We must insist on a firm position.
proposal to send troops is justified. The point about Rokossowski is the central
question.26 Cde. Shepilov—the step was extreme, but
Cde. Mikoyan: Without Nagy they can't (Cde. Liu Shaoqi). correct.
get control of the movement, and it's alsdGomulka is taking this to extremes. Real power is with the troops.
cheaper for us. Expresses doubt about the To make further concessions would be re-

sending of troops. What are we losing? Th€ontinuation of the session of 26/X at 8:0@arded as weakness.

Hungarians themselves will restore order op.m.27

their own. We should try political measuresReview of the information from Cdes. Cde. Furtseva—Cde. Mikoyan, apparently,

and only then send troops. Mikoyan and Suslo¢8 is mistaken about Nagy. They released
1,000 who had been arrestefl.

Cde. Molotov—With Nagy left on his own, Cdes. Shepilov, Brezhnev, and Furtseva are

Hungary is coming apart. Favors the sende study it. Cde. Khrushchev—Mikoyan is acting as
ing of troops. he said he would.

Hungarian party workers (126 cdes.) ar€de. Mikoyan supported a position of non-
Cde. Kaganovich—The government is be- studying at the Higher Party Schadl. intervention, but our troops are there.

ing overthrown. There's no comparisonWe should provide information to them.
with Poland. Favors the sending of troopsinstruct them, carry out work. We mustn'tA new stage—we don't agree with the gov-
turn them against the Directory and CC, buérnment.
Cde. Pervukhin—Troops must be sent.  should say there are vacillations within the
cc30 We should send reinforcements—Molotov,
Cde. Zhukov—There is indeed a difference Convene a meeting with them with partici-Zhukov, Malenkov.
with Poland. Troops must be sent. One gbation of the Hungarian ambassador and
the members of the CC Presidium shouldhilitary officers (in the school), and thenContact should be established with both
travel there. Martial law should be declaredend them back there (to Hungary). Hegedus and the othe?é.
in the country, and a curfew introduced. Hold a meeting with the students and in-
form them (at the colleges) perhaps with th&Ve must write an appeal to our troops.
Cde. Suslov—The situation in Poland is ambassador preseht.

different. Troops must be sent. Perform the work. Prepare a flight.
Reinforce the troops.
Cde. Saburov—Troops must be sent to Three copies Cdes. Molotov, Zhukov, and Malenkov are
uphold order. for Cdes. Brezhnev, to fly off.38
Shepilov,

Cde. Shepilov—Favors the sending of Furtsevas2 Later we can say definitively.
troops

On the Situation in Hungary33 Regarding Cde. Mikogan’s trip to Austria—
Cde. Kirichenko—Favors the sending of it should be deferreds
troops. Cdes. Malinin and Serov should b€de. Bulganin—Cde. Mikoyan is maintain-
dispatched to Budapest. ing an improper and ill-defined position, andSource: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, LI.

is not helping the Hungarian leaders put aB3-530b, 62-620b, compiled by V. N. Malin.]
Cde. Khrushchev—We should recruit end to their flip-flops.

Nagy for political action. But until then we A firm line must be maintaine®* DOCUMENT No. 6

shouldn’'t make a chairman of the govern-

ment. Cde. Molotov—endorses Cde. Bulganin’s Working Notes from the Session of the
Cdes. Mikoyan and Suslov are to fly toview. CPSU CC Presidium on 28 October

Budapestz.4 We must set certain limits and instruct Cde1956*0
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This pertains now to the composition of theNagy said that if you act he will relinquish
Those Taking Part: Voroshilov, Bulganin,government and to the Directory. his powers.
Kaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov, Saburov, They are excluding Hegedus, and this mearithen the coalition will collaps‘ég
Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Zhukov, Shvernikthey're no longer showing regard for us.

Shepilov, Furtseva, Pospelov, Zorin The bare minimum is the question of friend-There is no firm leadership there, neither in
ship with the USSR and the assistance dhe party nor in the government.

On the Situation in Hungary our troops.

(Khrushchev) Cde. Mikoyan is reassuring them. The uprising has spread into the provinces.
If they don’t agree, we must consider whafhe [Hungarian] troops might go over to the

Cde. Khrushchev—the matter is becom- will happen with the troops. side of the insurgengo

ing more complicated. We can't persist on account of Hegedus.

They're planning a demonstratidd. Cde. Kaganovich—a counterrevolution is Two options.

Kadar is leaning toward holding negotia-under way. The gov't takes action, and we help.

tions with the centers of resistance. Indecisiveness of the Hungarian CommuThis might soon be completed, or Nagy will
nists. turn against us.

We must set Sobolev right at the YR Kadar should make certain concessions tde will demand a ceasefire and the with-

The workers are supporting the uprisinghe workers and peasants and thereby nedrawal of troops, followed by capitulation.
(therefore they want to reclassify it as sometralize the movement.
thing other than a “counterrevolutionaryDecisive action is needed against the ceftwhat might the alternatives be?

uprising”). ters of resistance; we cannot retreat.

1) The formation of a Committee, which
Cde. Zhukov provides information. Cde. Bulganin—the HWP is acting takes power into its hands (this is the worst
They would refrain from stamping out oneambivalently. alternative), when we =
of the centers of resistant8. Kadar kept lurching. The main thing is to2) This gov't is retained, and officials from
An order was given not to permit a demondemand greater decisiveness from Kadar.the gov't are sent into the provinces.
stration. A platform is needed.

We must act as follows—summon MikoyanPerhaps our Appeal to the population and
They're dismantling the railroad tracks in ato the phone and say: The HWP Politburdo workers, peasants, and the intelligentsia

number of localities. must act decisively; otherwise, we will takeshould be prepared, or else we're just shoot-
In Debrecen power has passed to ouaction without you. Perhaps will have toing.
troops#4 appoint the gov't directi§. 3) Would it not be appropriate if the Chi-

nese, Bulgarians, Poles, Czechs, and
Cde. Khrushchevprovides information.  Cde. Malenkov—we shouldn’t lay blame Yugoslavs appealed to the Hungarians?

The situation is complicated. for the situation on our comrades. They'rel) Decisively suppress the armed forces of
Cde. Suslov is to fly back to Moscow. firmly carrying out a line aimed at suppressthe insurgents.

A Directory has not been declared. ing the uprising. Nagy from the government

They propose that Hegedus be removesb he can put forth a program [sic—trans.]JCdes. Brezhnev, Pospelov, Shepilov, and
from the Directory (4 in favor, and 6 Furtseva are to prepare documents.
againstf*d Cde. Zhukov—regarding Cde. Mikoyan's

The plenum is going on notP role, it's unfair to condemn him right now. It is agreed: the fraternal parties should ap-

The situation has unfolded quite differentlypeal to the Hungarians.
Cde. Voroshilov—they are poorly in- compared to when we decided to send in

formed. troops. Do we support the present government once
Cdes. Mikoyan and Suslov are behavinyVe must display political flexibility. the declaration is issued
calmly, but are poorly informed. We must organize the CC for more flexibleYes, support it. There is no alternative.

We're in a bad situation. We must devisections.
our own line and get a group of Hungarian§Ve must organize armed workers’ brigade<Cde. Bulganirt . . 53

to embrace it. Our troops must be kept in full readiness.

Cde. Mikoyan is not able to carry out thisThe main center of resistance must be sugde. Voroshilov. We acted correctly when
work. pressed’t8 we sent in troops. We should be in no hurry
What we intended to do (to send a group of to pull them out.

comrades) must now be done. Cde. Saburov—agrees with Cde. Zhukov. American secret services are more active
We should not withdraw troops—we mustThey must take up their positions at largehere than Cdes. Suslov and Mikoyan are.
act decisively. enterprises. A group of comrades should go there. Ar-
Nagy is a liquidator. A program is needed. range to form a gov't and then withdraw the

troops. We sent you there for nothiof.
Cde. Molotov—things are going badly. ~ Cde. Khrushchev—we will have a lot to (Cdes. Khrushchev and Kaganovich object.)
The situation has deteriorated, and it igsnswer for.

gradually moving toward capitulation. We must reckon with the facts. Cde. Bulganin. We acted properly when

Nagy is actually speaking against us. Will we have a gov't that is with us, or will we sent in troops, but | can't agree with the
Our cdes. are behaving diffidently. there be a gov't that is not with us and willassessment offered by Cde. Voroshilov. We
It is agreed up to what limit we will permit request the withdrawal of troops? should endorse the actions taken by Cdes.

concessions. What then? Mikoyan and Suslov.
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In Budapest, we should pull troops off theAn appeal from the fraternal partié4.

We must draw the right conclusion: Instreets in certain regions. A ciphered cable to Yugoslavﬁa's.

Budapest there are forces that want to g&erhaps we should release a statement from

rid of Nagy’s and Kadar’s government. Wethe military command. Cde. Pospelov is to be included in prepara-
should adopt a position of support for theVith regard to the assessment of Cdesions of the report for 6.X1.56

current government. Mikoyan and Suslov, it's inappropriate to

Otherwise we'll have to undertake an occusay the things that Cde. Voroshilov did.  If there is to be a leaflet from the military
pation. command, let . 66

This will drag us into a dubious venture. Cde. Saburov We must support this gov't.
The authority of the gov't must be increaseddegedus

Cde. Kaganovich Regarding the sending in the eyes of the people. Gero

of troops, we acted properly in sendingNe shouldn’t protest their assessments dtiros

them. events, and we shouldn't protest about the them to Bulgaria@7

There is no reason to attack Mikoyan andavithdrawal of troops, albeit not an immedi-

Suslov. ate withdrawal. On the Situation in Hungary®8

They acted properly. It's unfair to lay the (Cde. Suslov)

blame on them. Cde. Khrushchev. Agrees with the cdes.

If we don't offer support, there’ll be an oc-We must support this gov't. Cde. Suslov The situation is complicated.
cupation of the country. We must devise our tactics. On 23 Oct. our troops enterf.

That will take us far afield. We must speak with Kadar and Nagy: Wen 25 Oct. only one pocket of resistance
We should do what is needed to support theupport you; the declaration—you evidentlywas left; we found out about it on 26 Oct. It
gov't. are not able to do moRY. was in the “Corvin” cinema, a group headed
Changes shouldn't be made in the declara//e will declare a ceasefire. by a colonel from the Horthyite arn?)(?.

tion regarding the withdrawal of troo§§. We are ready to withdraw troops fromSingle gunshots are heard (often).

So that they speak about friendship. Budapest. They're beating officers.

The question is how to strengthen the partye must make this conditional on a3,000 wounded, 350 dead (Hungarians).
We don't need to send additional peopleeasefire by the centers of resistance.  Our losses are 600 dead.

there. The popular view of our troops now is bad
Cde. Molotov: Second, we must look after (and has gotten worse). The reason is the

Malenkov:°8 The actions that were takenthe Hungarian Communisg$ dispersal of the demonstration on 24 Oct.

were correct. 56./1 Shooting began. 70 ordinary citi-

There is no point at all in condemning CdesCde. Bulganin—the regime of people’s zens were killed. Many flags were hung up

Mikoyan and Suslov. democracy in the country has collapsed. on the sidewalk.

We should support the new gov't. The HWP leadership no longer exists.

We should keep troops there with the apPower has been gained by 9 Workers are leaving their enterprises.

proval of the gov't.
Cde. Kaganovich—we're not talking here Councils are being formed (spontaneously)
Cde. Malenkov. So many people were in- about concessions, but about a war for that enterprises (around various citi g).

volved there that there’ll have to be a guarpeople. There is an anti-Soviet trend in the demon-
antee of an amnesty. The declaration must be adop@?i. strations.

A troop withdrawal from Budapest.
Cde. Molotov: We acted properly when we How can we regain control of the situation?

sent in troops. The initial messages frontde. Voroshilov. If only a group could be The establishment of a relatively strong
Cdes. Mikoyan and Suslov were reassurinfprmed there, we could leave our troops imgov't.

about their view of the government. place.

The influence of the party on the masses iShere’s no one to rely on. Our line is not to protest the inclusion of

weak. Otherwise there’s war. several democrats in the gov't.

With regard to the new government, we Yesterday a government was formed.

should support it. Cde. Khrushchev—I support the declara-

But regarding friendship with the USSR,tion. On the morning of 28 Oct., at 5:00, Kadar

they're talking about the withdrawal of Politically this is beneficial for u8l arrived and pointed out that the trade unions

troops. We must act cautiously. The English and French are in a real medsad demanded a reassessment of the insur-
in Egypt. We shouldn’t get caught in thegents, reclassifying the events as a national-

Cde. Zhukov: We must support the new same company- democratic uprisinj.

gov't. But we must not foster illusions. They want to classify it according to the

The question of a troop withdrawal fromWe are saving face. example of the Poznan events.

Hungary—this question must be considered Kadar reported that he had succeeded in

by the entire socialist camp. Fundamentally, the declaration must bagreeing with the trade unions to eliminate

The authority of the HWP CC must beadopted. the formula of a national-democratic move-

raised. But adopt it with correction83 ment and about the organs of state security.

We should appeal to the fraternal parties so

that they, in turn, will issue appeals to the.ife in the city must be put right. In his address, Nagy inserted a point about

Hungarians. the withdrawal of Soviet troops.
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They're also insisting on a ceasefire. On our appeal to the Hungarians—we

should prepare it. Cde. Zhukov—With regard to troops in the
Our line now: this time the gov't is recom-A declaration should be prepared. GDR and in Poland, the question is more
mending a ceasefire, and the military com- serious.
mand is devising an order for the withdrawaCde. Molotov—Today an appeal must belt must be considered at the Consultative
of troops from Budapedt} written to the Hungarian people so that thefouncil84

promptly enter into negotiations about therhe Consultative Council is to be convened.
Nagy and Szanto raised the question of revithdrawal of troops.

moving Hegedus from the Directo??. There is the Warsaw Pact. To persist further—it is unclear what will
This must be considered with other couneome of this.
There’s no need to hold elections. tries. A quick decision, the main thing is to de-

On the view of the Chinese comrades—theglare it today.
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, LIsuggest that relations with the countries of

54-63, compiled by V. N. Malin.] the socialist camsp be built on the principle<de. Furtseva—We should adopt a general
of Pancha Shil&" declaration, not an appeal to the Hungarians.
DOCUMENT No. 7 Not a cumbersome declaration.

Relations along interstate lines are on one
Working Notes from the Session of the basis and interparty relations on another. The second thing is important for the inter-

CPSU CC Presidium on 30 October nal situation.
1956/6 Cde. Voroshilov. We must look ahead.
(Re: Point 1 of Protocol No. 49§7 Declarations must be composed so that w&/e must search for other modes of relations

aren’t placed into an onerous position. Wavith the countries of people’s democracy.
Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Voroshilov,must criticize ourselves—but justly.

Molotov, Kaganovich, Saburov, Brezhney, About meetings with leaders of the people’s
Zhukov, Shepilov, Shvernik, Furtseva,Cde. Kaganovich—Pancha Shila, but | democracies (concerning relations).
Pospelov don't think they should propose that we

build our relations on the principles ofWe should convene a CC plenum (for in-
On the Situation in Hungary Pancha Shila. formational purpose$%.5

Two documents—an appeal to the Hungar-
Information from Cdes. Mikoyan and Serovians and a Declaration. Cde. Saburov Agrees about the need for a
is read aloud8 In this document we don’t need to provideDeclaration and withdrawal of troops.

self-criticism. At the XX Congress we did the correct thing,
Cde. Zhukov provides information about There’s a difference between party and stateut then did not keep control of the un-
the concentration of mil.-transport aircraftrelations. leashed initiative of the masses.
in the Vienna regior?.9 It's impossible to lead against the will of
Nagy is playing a double game (in Malinin'sCde. Shepilov—The course of events re-the people.
opinion). veals the crisis in our relations with theWe failed to stand for genuine Leninist prin-
Cde. Konev is to be sent to Budap%gt. countries of people’s democracy. ciples of leadership.

Anti-Soviet sentiments are widespread. We might end up lagging behind events.
On Discussions with the Chinese com- The underlying reasons must be revealedAgrees with Cde. Furtseva. The ministers
rades81 The foundations remain unshakable. are asking; so are members of the %€C.
(Khrushchev) Eliminate the elements of diktat, not giving
play in this situation to a number of meaWith regard to Romania—they owe us 5
We should adopt a declaration today on thsures to be considered in our relations.  billion rubles for property created by the
withdrawal of troops from the countries of The declaration is the first step. peoplez.37
people’s democracy (and consider thes&here is no need for an appeal to the HulA/e must reexamine our relations.
matters at a session of the Warsaw Pacgarians. Relations must be built on an equal basis.
taking account of the views of the countrie©On the armed forces: We support the prin-
in which our troops are based. ciples of non-interference. Cde. Khrushchev We are unanimous.
With the agreement of the government ofAs a first step we will issue a Declaration.
The entire CPC CC Politburo supports thitHungary, we are ready to withdraw troops.
position. We’'ll have to keep up a struggle with na-Cde. Khrushchev—informs the others
tional-Communism for a long time. about his conversation with Cde. Mikoyan.
One document for the Hungarians, and an-
other for the participants of the Warsaw PacCde. Zhukov—Agrees with what Cde. Kadar is behaving well.
Shepilov has said. 5 of the 6 are firmly hanging in the®8.
On Rokossowski—I said to Gomulka thatThe main thing is to decide in Hungary. A struggle is going on inside the [HWP—
this matter is for you (the Poles) to decdffe. Anti-Soviet sentiments are widespread. trans.] Presidium about the withdrawal of
We should withdraw troops from Budapesttroops.
Cde. Bulganin—The Chinese cdes. have arand if necessary withdraw from Hungary as
incorrect impression of our relations witha whole. The minister of defense will issue a direc-
the countries of people’s democracy. This is a lesson for us in the military-politi- tive about the suppression of insurgents in
cal sphere. the cinema, using the armed forces.
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(Malinin, apparently, became nervous andransmitted via high frequency to Cdes.

left the session.) Mikoyan and Suslov. Cde. Khrushchev sets forth the various
considerations.

Officers from the state security (Hungarian)nformation fr om Cde.Yudin on Nego- We should reexamine our assessment and

are with our troop§.9 tiations with the Chinese Comrades should not withdraw our troops from Hun-
gary and Budaped00 We should take the

Consideration of the Draft Declaration =~ What's the situation: Will Hungary leave initative in restoring order in Hungary. If

(Shepilov, Molotov, Bulganin) our camp? Who is Nagy? Can he beve depart from Hungary, it will give a great

trusted? About the advisers. boost to the Americans, English, and
Cde. Bulganin—we should say in what French—the imperialists.
connection the question of a Declaratiomhose taking part: Bulganin, Voroshilov, They will perceive it as weakness on our
arose. Kaganovich, Molotov, Saburov, part and will go onto the offensive.
Page 2, Par. 2, don't soften the self-criticismKhrushchev, Zhukov, Brezhnev, Shepilov, We would then be exposing the weakness
Mistakes were committed. Shvernik, Furtseva, Pospelov, Yudin. Chiof our positions.
Much use should be made of “Leninist prinnese comrades. Our party will not accept it if we do this.
ciples.” To Egypt they will then add Hungakp1

On the Situation in Hungary We have no other choice.
Cde. Khrushchev—expresses agreement.(Cde. Khrushchev, If this point of view is supported and en-
We should say we are guided by Leninis€de. Liu Shaoqi) dorsed, let's consider what we should do.
principles.
Page 2, Par. 5—we should say we are malcde. Liu Shaoqi indicates on behalf of theAgreed: Cdes. Zhukov, Bulganin, Molo-
ing a statement, not an explanation. CPC CC that troops must remain in Huntov, Kaganovich, Voroshilov, Saburov-02
Page 3—we should speak about economgary and in Budape@l‘.1
equity, make it the main thing. We should say we tried to meet them half-
We should say that no troops are stationedde. Khrushchev—there are two paths. way, but there is not now any government.
in the majority of countries. A military path—one of occupation. What line are we now adopting?
We should say that on the territory of theA peaceful path—the withdrawal of troops,
Polish, Hungarian, and Romanian states theegotiations. We should create a Provisional Revol. Gov't
stationing of troops is done with the con- (headed by KadaA03
sent of their governments and in the inter€de. Molotov—the political situation has Best of all—a deputy.
ests of these gov'ts and peop%. taken clearer shape. An anti-revol. gov't haMunnich—as premier and min. of defense

been formed, a transitional go?® We and internal affaird04
We should express our view of the governshould issue the Declaration and explain our

ment of Hungary. position. We should clarify our relationshipThis government—we should invite them
Measures to support them. with the new gov't. We are entering intoto negotiations about the withdrawal of
About support for the party and HWP CCnegotiations about the withdrawal of troopstroops and resolve the matter.
and for the gov’'t. We should refer specifi- If Na%/ agrees, bring him in as dep. pre-
cally to Nagy and Kadar. Nagy—the prime minister. mier105

Kadar—a state minister.
Cde. Kaganovich, Cde. Molotov, Cde. Tildy Zoltan— “ Munnich is appealing to us with a request
Zhukov: We should mention the PotsdanKovacs Bela— for assistance. We are lending assistance
agreement and the treaties with every cour-osonczy—a Communist and a supporteand restoring order.
try.91 of Nagy96 We should negotiate with Tito.

We should inform the Chinese comrades, the
Cde. Zhukov—We should express sympa-[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LICzechs, the Romanians, and the Bulgar-

thy with the people. We should call for an6-14, compiled by V. N. Malin.] ians106
end to the bloodshed. There will be no large-scale war.
DOCUMENT No. 8

Page 2, Par. 2: We should say the XX Con- Cde. Saburov—after yesterday’'s session
gress condemned the disregard for principléd/orking Notes from the Session of the this discussion is all pointless.
of equality. CPSU CC Presidium on 31 October It will vindicate NATO.

195607
Cde. Zhukov—we should speak about eco-(Re: Point VI of Protocol No. 4998 Cde. Molotov—yesterday was only a com-
nomics. Information about Discussions with promise decision.
Restructuring was thwarted after the XXGomulka
Congress. Regarding the Situation in Poland and Cdes. Zhukov, Voroshilov, Bulganin We
(Cde. Khrushchey Hungary99 should reject the view that we are reexam-
We are turning to the member-states of th@hrushchev) ining our position.

Warsaw Pact to consider the question of our

advisers?2 We are ready to withdraw them.A meeting with Cde. Gomulka (in the BrestCde. Furtseva—What further should be
region) was proposed. done?

Further editing‘?3 We showed patience, but now things have
On Hungary gone too far. We must act to ensure that
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victory goes to our side. The demand for the withdrawal of troops
Notes of a Telephone Message from F. N. became universal.

Cde. Pospelov-we should use the argu- Gryaznov, a Counselor at the USSR Em- Anti-Soviet sentiments have intensified.

ment that we will not let socialism in Hun- bassy in Yugoslavia, on 31 October 1956 (Cde.Mikoyan)

gary be strangled. In current circumstances it is better now to
The message was transmitted throughupport the existing gov't.

Cde. Shvernik—Cde. Khrushchev’s pro- Kardelj. Right now, the use of force will not help

posal is correct. anything.

Cde. Tito is at Brioni. Kardelj reported We should enter into negotiations. For 10-
Cde. Molotov—we should not defer the that Tito is prepared to meet with Cdesl5 days.
creation of organs in localities. We shouldKhrushchev and Malenkov on 1 Novemberlf the regime slips away, we’ll need to de-
act simultaneously in the center and in thélowever, because the doctors have forbictide what to do. We simply cannot allow

localities. den him to leave his current premises in viewungary to be removed from our camp.
of his illness, Tito requests that our delega-

Cde. Zhukov is instructed to work out a plartion, if possible, come to Brioni. We shouldn’t quarrel right now with the

and report on i£07 As Kardelj further said, it would be de- army.

sirable if the aircraft carrying the delegadf the situation stabilizes, we should decide
Shepilov, Brezhnev, Furtseva, and Pospelaion arrived at the airport in Pula at roughlyat that point whether we’ll withdraw the

are to handle the propaganda 88 5:00 p.m. Belgrade time so they can leav&oops.
from the airport for Brioni with the approach We should wait another 10-15 days and sup-

An appeal to the people from the militaryof darkness. port this government.
command or the government. Instructions about the flight path andlf the situation stabilizes, everything will
An appeal to the people from the Provthe landing in Pula will be given in duechange for the better.
Revol. Gov't. course.
An order from Cde. Kone¥09 Kardelj requested that we let him knowCde. Suslov: The unstable polit. situation.

) the time of departure for the aircraft and thd N& danger of a bourgeois restoration has
We should send agrt:J:lp to the region of Cd‘fime of arrival in Pula. reached its peak.
Konev’s headquarte LO

The situation will be clarified in the next

Cde. Rakosi—favors Munnich (as pre{Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, Lige,y gays;
mier)l11 64-65, compiled by V. N. Malin.]

Cde. Hegedus— *“ Events are developing wildly, but without

Cde. Gero—  “ DOCUMENT No. 10 the control of the party.
A schism in the HWP—the intra-party
Aprol12 Notes of a Telephone Messagé6 struggle has spilled out onto the streets.
Kadar | don't believe that Nagy organized the up-
Kiss Karolyl13 There was a certain common underrising, but his name is being used.
Boldoczki standing. The position is what we expected.
Horvath This is an internal affair. There should noff e pack this gov't—there is no guaran-
be interference. tee.
On Negotiations withTito
(Cdes. Khrushchev, Molotov, Bulganin) Reaction is rearing its head. Only by means of an occupation can we
8-10% at elections. have a government that supports us.
Draft a telegram to Tito about the meet-  Arm the workers, let them keep the
ing.1 weapons. Cde. Serov—the demonstrations were me-
To Brest: Khrushchev, Molotov, Malen- ticulously prepared. Nagy was connected
kov115 [Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, Lyyith the rebels.

To Yugoslavia: Khrushchev, Malenkov. 66, compiled by V. N. Malin.]
We must take decisive measures.
To discuss with you the situation that has DOCUMENT NO. 11 We must occupy the country.
emerged in Hungary. What is your view of
it? If you agree, our delegation will visit Working Notes from the Session of the cde. Bulganin—provides information

incognito from CPSU CC Presidiumon 1 Novemlb?er 1956 ahout the decision taken on 31-X-56 and
1. Xl in the evening to (Re: Point I of Protocol No. 50} about the discussions with the Chinese com-
2. Xl in the morning your time. rades! 19

Those Taking Part: Voroshilov, Bulganin,
Confirm the telegram to the Soviet ambast<aganovich, Mikoyan, Saburov, Suslov,cde. Bulganin The international situation

sador in Belgrade. Brezhnev, Zhukov, Shvernik, Furtsevangg change&l.zo

Pospelov, Konev, Serd}8 If we don’t take measures—we will lose
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LI. Hungary.
15-180b, Comp”ed by V. N. Ma“n] On the Situation in Hungary.

(Cdes. Mikoyan) Cde. Konev—Budapest is in the hands of

DOCUMENT No. 9 the rebels.
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Anarchy is spreading; reaction is triumph- they’re seeking the ouster of the Rakosi
ing. On the main question. clique.
The decision: occupation.

Cde. Shepilov There were two paths: toThey fought for the withdrawal of troops
Cde. Kaganovich The discussion was reckon with the mass nature of the moveand for the order of people’s democr&@ﬁ

complicatedl21 ment and not to intervene; or second, the

The Chinese said we should not withdrawnilitary path; it turned out there was a thirdVlass demonstrations are taking place on the
troops. path: both that we intervened and that reaperiphery;

Objectively—a sharp reactionary move-tion triumphed. these didn't include any goal—to destroy
ment. the order of people’s democracy; many de-
The party doesn't exist. The current situation: a counterrev. putscimands about democratization, and social
We can't wait long. has been carried out, and the state order hdsmands.

The reactionagl forces are attacking, and wehanged; the main trend is anti-Soviet; the

are attacking}. 2 chief orientation of forces is being orches{ personally took part in one meeting (of the
trated from outside. conference), and no one wanted counter-

Cde. Furtseva—reactions to the Declara- If we don’'t embark on a decisive path, thingsevolution.

tion. in Czechoslovakia will collapslez.8

Are worried that we’re giving away Hun- We must establish order by the use of forc&ut when we spoke with the leaders of the

garyl23 armed groups, inside these groups—armed
Cde. Mikoyan: If Hungary becomes a basegroups of a counterrevolutionary nature

Cde. Zhukov—there is no basis for recon-for imperialism, that's a different matter. have emerged.

sidering the decision of 31-X-56. What we're talking about here is the cur-
| don’t agree with Cde. Mikoyan that werent situation. | have to say that everyone demanded the
must support the current gov't. We should not tolerate a pedantic approackithdrawal of Soviet troops.
Our actions must be decisive. There are still 3 days to think it over; there’llWe didn'’t clarify how the counterrevolution-
Remove all the unsavory elements. be advice from the comrades. aries managed to disseminate this counter-
Disarm the counterrevolution. The tactic: to maintain contacts withrevolutionary propaganda.

them129
Delay the parliamentary delegation to The strike is a demand for the withdrawal
France. Cdes. Suslov, Brezhnev, + Hungarian comef troops: we’ll starve in the process, but
To the ambassador in Budapest—send thrades— the troops must be withdrawn.
families 124 to prepare measures (on which cadres to rely
Reconsider sending a parliamentary delegand what we will do). Yesterday there was a conference.

tion to Thailand.
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LIThey were speaking about the Declaration

Cde. Bulganin—everything is being done 19-22, compiled by V. N. Malin.] of the Soviet government and the Declara-
in the spirit of the decision of 31 X. tion of neutralityl 34
DOCUMENT No. 12
Cde. Zhukov: Everything will be restored Stated that we will go back to work.
to order. Working Notes from the Session of the But Soviet troops were being redeployed,

We are acting on the basis of the Declar&EPSU CC Presidium on 2 November and the news quickly spread.
tion—the redeployments will bring order. 1956, with Participation by J. Kadar, F.

Munnich, and I. Batal30 The government will not be considered to
Cde. Suslov—now the situation has become have any authority because of the coalition
clearer. Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Voroshilov,nature of the government.
Separate out the honest oAes. Kaganovich, Mikoyan, Molotov, Saburov, All forces are seeking the restoration of their
Suslov, Brezhnev. Cdes. Munnich, Kadarparties. Each group wants to take power
Zhukov, Suslov, Konev, Serov, Brezhnewand Bata into its own hands. This undermines the
(the plan of measure3$6 authority of the government even further.
Exchange of Opinions about the Situation The Soc.-Democrats are especially distinc-
Those Taking Part: Voroshilov, Bulganin,in Hungary tive in this regard.
Kaganovich, Mikoyan, Saburov, Suslov,
Brezhnev, ZhukovShepilov, Shvernik, An assessmenl In the inner cabinet the Soc.-Dems. were
Furtseva, Pospelov, Konev, Serov The intelligentsia is taking the lead; given one spot. But they haven't named a
the oppositionists are supporters of Nagy;candidate; theg don’t want to act in solidar-
On the Situation in Hungary the armed groups are headed by ity with Nagy13%
(Mikoyan) party figures, including Nagy’s policy has counterrev. aspects to it.
Dudas, an engine B2 The soldiers freed Cardinal Mindszelz‘\ﬁf.5
About our embassy in Hungary. When the uprising ended, they spoke with
(Bulganin, Kaganovich, Mikoyan, Zhukov, the rebels; The Austrians support a fascist organization
Shepilov) these were workers, the leaders of the groufin West Germany—a Hungarian organiza-

they arrived at the coalition government; tion) 35 thous. people (Horthyites).
So far, to keep the emba§s%/.7 they didn’t want this;
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The weak link is the HWP; it has ceased tonoving into Szolnok. My point of view is: if the Soc.-Dems. and
exist: some have been killed (workers)This was at noon. The government has bee¢he Smallholders party are going to operate
some were saved. thrown into a nervous state. on the basis of their old progams, they will

They summoned Andropov. He respondedbe deceitful.
The leaders of 1/3 of the obkoms are takinthe withdrawal of wounded soldiers.
part in revolutionary committees (for the re- The people believe in nationalism and re-
gion and province). Nagy was convinced that a strike againggard it as their affait43
Local bodies have been destroyed. Budapest is being prepared. Tildy requestelfithe Communists declare that they support
that Hungarian tanks approach the parliaaationalism, the authority of the other par-
On 1 Nov. at noon—the point of view in thement. ties will stop increasing.
government is that it's necessary to hold
discussions with the Soviet gov't and to havén the army—a Rev. Council, The looming danger—the counterrevolution
the troops withdrawn b¥ a certain time.  Maleter, KovacéL,"'land Kiraly are not sub- wouldn’t embolden these coalition parties.
But this isn't accuraté3 ordinate to the gov't.

The coalition parties don’t want counterrev.They don’t want bad ministers. My view is that there’s another path.

Tildy and other cdes. are afraid of Ferenc The armed forces could be deployed to sup-

Nagy.138 The whole gov't was inclined to the view port Hungary.

Those in the emigre community: they’rethat if the troops move toward Budapest, thBut then there will be skirmishes.

afraid of them. city must be defended. The use of military force will be destruc-

Tildy is afraid of Kovacs, but he’s better thanin this atmosphere the idea of neutralittive and lead to bloodshed.

Tildy and is a smart man. arose. What will happen then? The morale of the
The initiator of it was Zoltan Tildy. Communists will be reduced to zero.

Kovacs gave a speech in PSP we are Everyone supported it. The socialist countries will suffer losses.

creating a Smallholders party, but we can’'t was a supporter of the view that no sortss there a guarantee that such circumstances
struggle on the basis of the old program. of steps should be taken without having spowill not arise in other countries?
He is against the return of the landownerken with Andropov.
and capitalists. The counterrev. forces are not meager.
The whole cabinet, other than Kadar, deBut this is a matter of struggle.
But they aren't putting forth demands thatlared that the Sov. gov't is deceiving thdf order is restored by force, the authority
are popular in the nation. Hungarian gov't. of the socialist countries will be eroded.
They deferred it for two hours.
Hour by hour the situation is moving right-The Sov. gov't's explanation didn’t satisfy Munnich:

ward. them. They told Andropov that they’ll be A gloomy situation.
taking this steg:42 Why did this situation arise?
2 questions: When Andropov left, they took their stepThe isolation of the leaders from the masses.
1) the gov't's decision about neutrality,  about neutrality and decided to issue an aj@ertainty that the regime exists and is pre-
2) the party. peal to the UN. served only through the support of the
If these are just maneuvers, they'll withdrawd SSR144
How did the decision about neutralitythe question from the UN. This is the source of anti-Soviet sentiments
emerge? When Andropov left, Kadar voted for neu-(facts: soccer, radio broadcas‘c§)5.
trality, too. In Hungary: total chaos.
The strong impression is that there’s an orfhe renaming of the party: the Hungariarwwhat would be the result if the troops are
ganized departure of troops. Socialist Workers’ Party (a name used bacwithdrawn—this would respond to the sen-
The Declaration—a good impression and & 1925). timent of the masses.
reassuring gesture. The HWP has been compromised in the
But the masses are very stirred-up and axgew of the overwhelming masses. Counterrev. elements are receiving rein-
reacting harshly. The peak of the HWP’s authority was inforcement, and their actions are not being

There were movements of Sov. troops1948 (the alliance with the Soc.-Dems.). stopped.

which alarmed the gov't and masset) The Rajk affair shattered its authority. We have no more forces left.

The gov'tis doing one thing, and the troops

another. About the future. On the military nature of the events.
Anti-Soviet sentiments are being spread by

They reported that Soviet troops had crossetesterday | voted for these two decisions ofounterrev. elements.

the border in transport vehicles. Hungariathe government.

formations are entrenched. Cde. Kadar—a concrete request:

What should be done—to shoot or not tdf they will withdraw Soviet troops in the preserve the party cadres.

shoot? near future (within two-three

They summoned Andropov. Andropov saidnonths)—the decision on the withdrawal ofCde. Bata:

that these are railroad workers. troops is the important thing—our party andThe question is pointedly raised about the

Hungarians at the border sent back telesther parties would be able to fight againstvithdrawal of Soviet troops.

grams saying that these definitely are nahe counterrev. Everything all of them are doing will lead

railroad workers. But I'm not sure this will be successful. to a confrontation of Soviet and Hungarian

Then they reported that Soviet tanks ar&@here’s no unity within the coalition. troops.
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| was a withess when a Hungarian unisador to transmit to Cde. Gheorghiu-Dej hi8ut among others there are many orderly
opened fire on Soviet troops. request for advice on what to do. people.

The Soviets didn’t respond. Further such 3-4 individuals monopolized relations be-
restraint couldn’t be expected from eventhe  This request to the ambassador hasveen Hungary and the USSR.

most disciplined army. been transmitted to Cde. Gheorghiu-Dej. This is the source of many mistakes.
Whether deliberately or not, the gov'tis lay-

ing the groundwork for a confrontation of Cde. Gheorghiu-Dej responded to thé&Rakosi would say “this is the view of the

Soviet and Hungarian troops. ambassador—in a message to be convey&adviet cdes.,” and that would put an end to
Order must be restored through a militargo Imre Nagy—that he received his appeahe debate.
dictatorship. and stated, by way of reassurance, that for

Change the policy of the government. the life of the Hungarian working class andOn the exclusion of Nagy from the party:
of the Hungarian Republic it is never tooRakosi said that the Soviet cdes. share his
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, Lllate, and | am sending Cde. Malnasan taiew.

23-29, compiled by V. N. Malin.] youl153
Cde. Kadar—the decisions of the XX Con-
DOCUMENT No. 13 The response has not yet been sent tress were heartily welcoméd@8
Budapest.
Working Notes from the Session of the To criticize Rakosi means speaking out
CPSU CC Presidium on 2 November 1956 3/XI1/56 against the Soviet cdes.

(Re: point IV of Protocol No. 509-46
An LI-2 aircraft (a single one) will fly The congratulatory telegram in Rakosi’s
On the Plan for Measures Concerning out of Bucharest at 10:20 Bucharest tim@ame (caused confusioi‘ﬁ.9

Hungary147 for a trip into Budapest city airport. On
(Zhukov, Serov, Konev, Molotov, Mikoyan, board the aircraft is Malnasa®r4 For 12 years: the Soviet comrades were
Kaganovich, Bulganin, Voroshilov) calm with Rakosi at the head and then Gero

[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, LI(they didn't raise objections to them).
1) to speak about the threat of fascisr7-69, compiled by V. N. Malin.]

posed by the Horthyite%‘,18 What now?
the threat to our homeland, DOCUMENT No. 15 On Nagy'’s behavior.
they want to use it as a base against They're killing Communists.
our country; Working Notes from the Session of the The counterrev. are killing them, and pre-
the workers and peasants support CPSU CC Presidium on 3 November mier Nagy provides a cover.
us. 1956, with Participation by J. Kadar, F.
Adopt it with amendments. Munnich, and I. Horvath The government lacks the forces to put an
end to it.
2) send Cdes. Mikoyan and Brezhk&9 Those Taking Part: Voroshilov, Bulganin,
(decide on 3 XI 56). Kaganovich, Malenkov, Mikoyan, Molotov, What must be done?
Kirichenko, Saburov, Suslov, Brezhnev,Surrendering a socialist country to
Approve the plaf-30 Pospelo¥S9 counterrev. is impossible.

| agree with you.
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LOn the Preparation of Documents fordse The correct course of action is to form a rev.

30, compiled by V. N. Malin.] in Hungary government.
(Khrushchev, Mikoyan)
DOCUMENT No. 14 I'd like to dwell on one point:
The documents are poorly prepared. the whole nation is taking part in the move-
Notes of a Secure Phone Call from the Cdes. Suslov, Mikoyan, and Shepilov arenent.
USSR Ambassador in Romania, A. A. to prepare the documerkg6 The nation does not want to liquidate the
Epishev151 peop.-dem. order.
On the Composition of the Hungarian
3/X1/56 Gov't The withdrawal of Soviet troops from Hun-
(Mikoyan)1>7 gary has great significance.
Bucharest, Cde. Epishla-@2 We are being strengthened in our military
Cde. Mikoyan: At the head of the gov't is relationship, and are becoming weaker in
A message. Kadar. the political.

National sentiments are offended (form,
Late in the evening of 2 Nov. after aKadar—it is worth speaking about mis- title).
discussion with the Soviet ambassador, Imrakes, but for a long while there was no time.
Nagy summoned the Romanian ambassadébout one matter—why in the summer theyCde. Kadar:

and told him that he, Imre Nagy, has rechose Gero as secretary. This government must not be puppetlike,
ceived verified information that Soviet The Soviet comrades always helped, buhere must be a base for its activities and
troops are entering the country. there was one mistake: only 3-4 support among workers.

Hungarian cdes. enjoyed the full trust of th& here must be an answer to the question of
In this connection, he asks the ambasSoviet cdes.: Rakosi, Gero, Farkas. what sort of relationship we must have with
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the USSR. choice. We cannot regard I. Nagy as a Conmight be dangerous!0
munist. Dulles needs someone just like IWe must convince them that they should
Cde. Munnich: Nagy. We uphold the Declaration. But withrefrain from this reference
Believes that Cde. Kadar’s assessment adNagy that’s impossible! to the Rakosi-Gero clique.
conclusions are correct. Eng. + Fr. Egypf-.65 We consulted with
other parties. Malen., Khr. Poland. Kadar is calling (1 XI) for a condemnation
Cde. Kadar—the center of counterrev. is We can’t be observers on the sidelines. of Stalinism171
in the city of Gy0|;.L60 Yug., Rankovic, Kardelj, Micunovic, the
If we declare Nagy’'s gov't counterrev., allambassador in Mosc. + Malenk., KhrushThe title of Hungarian Workers’ Party
parties will fall under this rubric. Alarm! should be retained.
The government does not want to struggl®evol. government. The traitors want to us&Ve should come to agreement with them
against the counterrev. Kadar as a screen. If I. Nagy is not force@nd prevent them from shifting to Yugoslav
into retirement, he’ll be working for the en-positions.
The position: emy.
on the basis of defending the peop.-dem. Cde. Molotov—reinforce the military vic-
order, socialist gains, and friendship with—Munnich — Apro | Hidas tory through political means.
the USSR and with other socialist countries deputy, —Ronai | Berei
and cooperation with all peaceloving coun- internal affairs, Kiss | Andics Cde. Khrushchev—I don’t understand
tries. defense —Marosan Cde. Molotov. He comes up with the most
—Kadar as chairman Kovacs pernicious ideas.
At the head of the gov't is Kadar. —Kossa at finance  Egri
Veg Cde. Molotov—you should keep quiet and
To send: Malenkov, Mikoyan, Brezhn&dl They want to isolate Kadar stop being so overbearing.
To fly off: (at 2:00-3:00) at 7:00 to 8:00 in —Dogei
the morning. Miskolc |—> Budapest Cde. Bulganin—we should condemn the
Szolnok | incorrect line of Rakosi-Gero.
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, L.
31-330b, compiled by V. N. Malin.] [Source: Magyar Orszagos Leveltar, XIX J-Cde. Khrushchev:The declaration is good
1-K Horvath Imre kulugyminiszter iratai, —we must act honorably.
DOCUMENT No. 16 55, doboz.]
Cde. Shepilov—during the editing they
Imre Horvath’s Notes of Khrushchev’'s DOCUMENT No. 17 added the phrase “the clique of Rakosi and
Speech at the 3 November SessibfP Gero.”

Working Notes from the Session of the We are giving them legal opportunities to
Khrush., Bulg., Vorosh., Malen., Molot., CPSU CC Presidium on 4 November 1956 denigrate the entire 12-year period of the

Kagan., Mikoyan, Brezhnev (Re: Protocol No. 51) HWP’s work.
Khrush.: Organized counterrev. Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Voroshilov,Cde. Shepilov—is it really necessary to dis-
Events are without letup. Kaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov, parage cadres?
From the north. Pervukhin, Saburov, Suslov, KhrushchevlTomorrow it will be the “clique of
Mistakes of Rakosi, Gero, + others Zhukov, Shepilov, Furtseva, Pospelov.  Ulbricht."172

Miskolc!163
We are doing a lot, but not everything!  On the Operations and Situation in Hun- Cde. Saburov—if they themselves don’t
This is no justification for the factthat ~ gary166 comprehend their mistakes, we will deal at
there are no Hungarian leaders! length with the matter.
Rakosi was paralyzed, but we didn't activelyCde. Kaganovich’s ciphered cable from
speak out. We were too late in requestin@de. Malinin Reward the military personnel.
that he be replaced. at Cde. Khrushchev Take care of the families of those who per-
It's my fault and Mikoyan's that we pro- (4 X1).167 ishedl73
posed Gero rather than Kad&# We gave 1) Bring back Cdes. Mikoyan and Brezhnev.
in to Gero. Rak. and Gero are honorable arg) Provide assistance to Hung&@ﬁ? V. On Purging the Higher Educational
committed Communists. But they did many3) More actively take part in the assistancénstitutions of Unsavory Elements
stupid things. to Egypt.169 (Cdes. Zhukov, Khrushchev, Furtseva,
Rak. is hardline, and Gero hapless. Think through a number of measures (perPervukhin, Voroshilov)
They criticized |. Nagy and regarded himhaps a demonstration at the English em-
as an opportunist, but he is also a traitobassy). Furtseva, Pospelov, Shepilov, and Elyutin
The exclusion of I. Nagy from the party wasMore widely in the newspapers. are to come up with recommendations for
a mistake and a reflection of Rak.’s stupid- purging the higher educational institutions
ity. We would have arrested I. Nagy. WeCde. Molotov—think about Hungary. of unsavory elements/4

were for admitting him back into the party.Exert influence on Kadar so that Hungary

Some of the rebels are not enemies! Theyoes not go the route of Yugoslavia. TheyV. On the Response to Cde. Kardelj and
were antagonized by the mistakes of thenade changes in the Declaration—they nothe TelegramAbout Imr e Nagy
leadership. We welcome your (Kad.’s)condemn the Rakosi-Gero clique—and this
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Affirm the text of the respons]e7. S Cde. Malenkov—without harsh criticism of
On Instructions to the SovietAmbassa- Cde. Mikoyan—overall it should be Rakosi we won't be able to strengthen the
dor in Hungary adopted. [Hungarian] leadership.

They're setting forth their own program. A
On the Raising of the Question at the Gen. Cde. Molotov—in whose name is the docu-CC plenum should not be convened (since
Assemblys Session on Hungar ment being issued (from the CC)? The conNagy is also a member of the CE§2
position of the CC is still unknown. It is
Cde. Kadar is to say that he will withdrawunclear what entity is supporting democra€de. Zhukov—we must decisively support

the question from the UN76 tization if there is still a CC of the HWP. InCde. Kadar. Otherwise they won't under-
actuality, the dissolution of the party is bestand us. Rakosi conducted an inapprop.
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, Lling proposed. policy, which must be condemned.
34-360b, compiled by V. N. Malin.] A new party will be created on an unknown
basis. Where will it lead? Cde. Saburov—I support Cde. Mikoyan.

DOCUMENT No. 18
In April 1956 there was an appeal from theCde. Molotov—we must not forget that a
Working Notes from the Session of the CPSU CC. We sent greetings to the HWRhange of names is a change of character.
CPSU CC Presidium on 5 November 1956 CC (we acknowledged their servicé@f? What's going on is the creation of a new

(Re: Point VIII of Protocol No. 52) Yugoslavia. We are responsible for Hungary
They're talking about acknowledgment of(without Stalin).

On the Party in Hungaryl’7 Marxism-Leninism, but in reality everything | vehemently object.

(Khrushchev, Zhukov, Molotov) can be acknowledged.

Cde. Furtseva—raises the question: where
Today this question need not be considere&o far we have concurred in not resolvingvere the leaders?
The old name (HWP) will not be suitable.the question of the renaming of the partyThe people fully support them.
The name must be in accord with MarxistWe should not use the expression “the
Len. content. Rakosi clique.181 Cde. Brezhnev The Declaration is appro-
priate. It's pointless to theorize about it.
Cde. Zhukovw—consult with secretaries of Cde. Suslov—the draft of the appeal is cor-

the provincial party committees. rect—no one is talking about the dissoluCde. Saburov. Cdes. Molotov and
tion of the HWP. The party’s basic prin-Kaganovich are simplistically and dogmati-

Cde. Molotov—it would be important to ciples are being preserved. cally approaching the question.

preserve the old name of the HWP. We must support it. On the “clique”—the The party will be better.

issue is not the name, but the mistakes that

Cde. Voroshilov—through the CC we were made. The Hungarian comrades agaitde. Mikoyan—Cde. Molotov is com-

should hold a conference of the party aktiwill have suspicions; let's dispel them.  pletely ignoring the concrete situation—

and consult about the name of the party. Cde. Molotov is dragging us backward.
Cde. Kaganovich This is a step forward. Speak about Nagy.

Cde. Malenkovw—we don'’t need to consider Having discreet influence on Kadar. Over-

it right now. all it should be adopted. Cde. Voroshilov—Cde. Molotov’s state-
We should try to suggest not changing thenents are fundamentally correct.

Cde. Kaganovich—consider it organiza- name of the party. We should suggest theBut in this case it's impossible to adopt.

tionally, in essence. speak about friendship with the USSR. We
should suggest they decline mentioning bot@de. Aristov—we must endorse and sup-
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LIthe name and the Rakosi clique. port Cde. Kadar. The statements by Cdes.
40-400b. Compiled by V. N. Malin.] Molotov and Kaganovich—they clung to the
Cde. Bulganin—The Declaration is fine. cult of Stalin, and they’re still clinging to it.
DOCUMENT No. 19 Cde. Mikoyan’s changes are correct.As for

the statements by Cdes. Molotov andde. Shvernik—Cde. Molotov is incorrect.
Working Notes from the Session of the Kaganovich: no one is talking about theHow can we not say something if Rakosi
CPSU CC Presidium on 6 November 1956 dissolution of the HWP. That's a mislead-caused a great deal of harm?
(Re: Protocol No. 53) ing argument.

There is no principled basis for Cde.Cde. Shepilov—the document is appropri-
Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Malenkov,Molotov to couch the matter that way. ate. Say—a condemnation of Nagy. On the
Mikoyan, Molotov, Kaganovich, Pervukhin, “clique™ we will leave a stain on the so-
Saburov, Suslov, Khrushchev, BrezhnevOn friendship with the USSR, we shouldn’tcialist past.
Zhukov, Shepilov, Shvernik, Furtseva,mention it. Leave it as they propose (spo-

Aristov, Belyaev, Pospelé\78 ken about friendship). Cde. Khrushchev—a good draft.
We should make changes. Indicate which
I._On the Appeal of the Provisional CC Cde. Pervukhin—a proper document. group is presenting it. If the CC is convened,
of the Hungarian Socialist (Workers’) The HWP CC collapsed. It's not true that ifit should be said then that we have faith in
Party1/9 we call something a “clique,” we're con- Kadar183For Cde. Molotov this is logical
demning the whole party. (Cde. Molotov doesn’t come out and say it,

(The text is read aloud by Cde. Malenkov.) but he’s thinking of bringing back both
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Hegedus and Rakosi). Presidium, shortly after his arrival in Budapest
TRANSLATOR’'S NOTES on 13 July, that the situation in Hungary would

Rakosi caused enormous damage, and for never improve so long as Rakosi remained the

this he must be held accountable. 1 protocol No. 28 was the formal protocol drafted2der of the Hungarian Workers’ Party (HWP).

: : Fh Acting on behalf of the Soviet Presidium
He must be excluded from the pat8f for this session, which is now stored Taentr , e am,
Khraneniya Sovremennoi DokumentatsiiMlkoyanenglneeredthedlsmlssalofRak05|from

P the HWP leadership and all other posts, a ste|
Cde. Khrushchev. g;ﬁh(SDD))ATOEFS%I/V'(EFJ;?_(ZF')?hgzssé%%)\l&:éthat Rakosi's coIIeaZues welcomed{obut had noFt)
Cde. Kaganovich, when will you mend your, .4 0“0 o o' 0410 JuI)} 1956. but the itenfiared to pursue on their own in the absence of a
ways and stop all your toadying? Holding.,ered here (Paint IV) was discu’ssed solely oflirect Sovietinitiative. The new information from
to some sort of hardened position. Whathe 12th. Mikoyan caused the'CP'SU leadership to sgnd a
Cde. Molotov and Kaganovich are propos2 This refers to a ciphered telegram from thd'€W cable EO Togliatti on 13 July (*Shifr-
ing is the line of screeching and face-slapSoviet ambassador in Hungary, Yu. V. Andropovi€legramma,” 13 July 1956, in TSKhSD, F. 3, Op.

p|ng Speak about Nagy About Losoncz)pn 9 July 1956. The lengthy telegram, stored i[q'4’ D. 43/2, L. 2) urging him to be aware, in any

. - Lo - terviews he might give about Hungary, that
Arkhiv Prezidenta Rossiiskoi Federatsii (APRF),In - .
and Donath. F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI 151-162, recounts a disRakosi would not be in power much longer.

. cussion that Andropov had with the Hungariar{\/losco"‘rS willingness to rely on Togliatti is some-
Cdes. Mikoyan, Suslov, and Brezhnev arg.-der. Ermno Gero. three days earlier. Gero halhat surprising because a recent interview with

to transmit our changes and requests in Soken about the disarray within the Hungariaﬂbg"am‘ published in the Italian Communist daily
tactful manner. leadership and the growing ferment in Hungark UNita on 17 June 1956, had provoked dismay
ian society. in certain quarters of the HWP leadership. The
Il. Ciph. Tel. No....fom.... 3 Here and elsewhere in Malin's notes, the Iist-S;’g'ﬁgf‘emdEﬁ:zg(ﬁ;”iﬁ#dﬁf?ﬁ i\:‘r‘]”'o'i‘tr;?]rtoc%%\fé
(Zhukov, Shepilov}85 ing of surnames in parentheses after the title ofté sent o the CPSS Prgsidium onp9 July. See
session means that these individuals spoke, intlﬁ] hifrtel b d gy' |
sequence indicated, about the given topic. The> e e_grilamma, rom YUVI gn ropov, AJI;JRyF
formal protocol for this session, as cited in Note-228 (Strictly Secret—Special Dossier), in ,

1suprg reveals that Molotov, Kaganovich, andF' 3, Op. 64, D. 483, L. 151-162. Andropov had

Affirm as an unfortunate eveh86

[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, L'Bulganin also spoke about the subject. recommended that' newspapers in Eagt Germany
41-450b, compiled by V. N. Malin.] 4 Mikoyan arrived in Budapest the following day_and Czechoslovakla_ be asked to publish articles
(13 July) and was there until 21 July. The mos}! SuPPOrt of Rakosi, but he made no such rec-

DOCUMENT No. 20 important of the ciphered telegrams, secure phorsfénmendation abowfUnita.

messages, and reports that he and Andropov sen'l'z_iSZIO Rajk was one of the _Ieaders of the _H_WP
until 1949, when he fell victim to the Stalinist

Working Notes from the Session of the back from Budapest during this time were dEdaS;urges. In October 1949 he was sentenced to

Pt sified in 1992 and published in “Vengriya, aprel’- .

CPSU CC Presidium on 27 November S7'€ - publisneat griya, aPre’™ jeath on trumped-up charges, a case that Rakosi
1956 oktyabr’ 1956 goda: Informatsiya Yu. V. heled ind lowi in's death

87 Andropova, A. |. Mikoyana i M. A. Suslova iz elped mastermin F(.) owing Stalin S,, eath,

(Re: Protocol No. 60} Budapeshta, Istoricheskii arkhiy No. 4 (1993), rehabilitations of the “unjustly repressed” began

pp. 110-128. Lake Balaton, the largest lake iin all the East-bloc countries, albeit at varying

I. From Bucharest. Central Europe, is a popular Hungarian vacatioffS: This process _mI‘IJVEd rather sIovyl(Iy in H#”‘
(Khr., Vorosh., Kagan., Mik., Mol., Perv., site that was also favored by party and goverrdaY qnd did not initially extend to Raj and IS
Bulg.. Sab., Zhuk.. Grom.) ment leaders. associates, but calls for the rehabilitation of Rajk
v ! B ' S This means that preparation of a lead editorifﬂteid_"y |ncre€sed.'|After Rr?kosl Zta;ged S come-
It's not advisabld.88 for Pravdawas entrusted to Pospelov, Shepilov, ack in March-April 1955, he tried, for obvious

reasons, to deflect the growing pressure for Rajk’s
We should inform Dej that this is not to ourzngsgﬂng;nggg'm g:&g;?:i;gﬁgﬁ;gtlafgrd.therehabilitation. In early 1956, however, the pro-
advantage, and is not to the advantage olfwstru;:t Cdes. Pospelov, Shepilov, angcess of rehabilitation in Hungary gained greater
Hungary. Ponomarev to prepare, on the basis of the efnomentum becguse of the limited “thaw” inspired
change of opinions at the CPSU CC Presidiurﬁy the 20th S.O\./'Et Party C(_)ngress. On 28 March
Cde. Bulg. is to negotiate with Cde. [3(%9 session, an article for publication in the pres 956, Rak05|_f!nal_|y gave |n_and announ_ced the
about the internationalist solidarity of workers in ormal rehabllltathn of Rajk' though his an-
Zhukov—we should state our view of thethe countries of people’s democracy and apoftouncement (published i8zabad Nemn 29
. the intrigues of imperialists who are carrying ou arch) contained no admission of personal re-
position of the Yugoslavs.

their subversive work to weaken ties among th§POnsibility for the case. On 18 May, Rakosi did

countries of the socialist camp.”) The article, pubgcknowledge a degree of personal culpability for

Khr. —we don't need to enter into corre-jished on 16 July, denounced the “intrigues ofhe_ repressions of_1949-1952 (though not for the

spondence with Tito about Imre Nagy; that'smperialist agents” who were seeking to exploi?ajk case), but this was not enough to curb po-
f

a matter for Hungary to handle. It was ahe fermentin Eastern Europe after the 20th cpslifical unrest in Hungary. Rakosi was dismissed
om his posts as HWP First Secretary and an

HWP Politburo member by the HWP Central
Leadership (i.e., Central Committee) on 18 July
1956. (At Mikoyan’s behest, the dismissal had
been arranged by the HWP Politburo on 13 July
and was then formally endorsed by a plenum of
the HWP Central Leadership five days later.)

mistake for our officer to go into the b480  Congress. It claimed that members of the Peto
Circle in Hungary had “fallen under the influence

11,191 of imperialist circles” and were “disseminating

their anti-party views under the guise of a dis

cussion club.”

6 Togliatti was indeed contacted by the Hungar

ian newspapeBzabad Nepmat Moscow’s behest,

Instructions to:
The Foreign Ministry

KGB, and on 12 July 1956 about the possibility of giVingSubsequentIy, Rakosi was strlpped of all his other
On the discrediting of Imr&92 an interview to explain the “significance of pro- POStS- On 26 July 1956, Rakosi fled to the Soviet
Konev letarian internationalism” and how to “strengthe U_m(_)n, _Whefe he Spef‘t the remaining 25 years of

the positions of the popular-democratic order irr]‘hIs life in exile. Backin Hungary, Rajk and three

[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006 | Hungary.” Before the interview could be Con_other high-level victims of the purge trials in 1949

! ducted, however, Miko informed the cps(Gyoray Palffy, Tibor Szonyi, and Andras Szalai)
52, compiled by V. N. Chernukha.] ucted, however, Wikoyan fnform were reinterred in formal ceremonies on 6 Octo-
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ber 1956, an event that contributed to the growknstytut Historyczny, 1992). Here and elsewhereall Soviet troops from their agricultural work was
ing social unrest in Hungary. in Malin’s notes, Rokossowski’s surname is mispart of the “Volna” plan, which placed Soviet

8 This passage in Malin’s notes is ambiguous bespelled as “Rokkosowski.” The spelling has beeforces on increased alert in mid-October and
cause Rakosi's surname, like other foreign sucorrected in the translation. brought them to full combat alert by 20-21 Octo-
names that end in vowels other than “a,” doed31tis not entirely clear from these brief pointsber at the behest of the Soviet General Staff. The
not decline in Russian. Most likely, Khrushchewvhat the Soviet Presidium was intending to dofull plan was due to be put into effect when a
was saying that “we must alleviate Rakosi's situMost evidence suggests, however, that theji nal known as “Kompas” was received.

ation.” It is possible, however, that Khrushchewplanned to hold new military exercises in Poland-? No such informational report had actually been
was saying that “Rakosi must alleviate the situaand to form a “provisional revolutionary commit- prepared by 21 October, when a meeting of East-
tion,” which would imply the need for Rakosi to tee” of pro-Soviet Polish officials, who would bloc leaders was hastily arranged. But by the time
step down. Unfortunately, there is no way to dethen be installed in place of Gomulka. This ishe meeting was held on 24 October, the start of
termine which of these two, very different inter-roughly what occurred with Hungary in early No-the uprising in Hungary on 23 October forced
pretations is correct. The Hungarian edition offember, when a “revolutionary workers’and peasKhrushchev to cover the events in Hungary in
the Malin notes fails to take account of this amants’ government” was formed in Moscow, withsome detail. See Kramer, “Hungary and Poland,
biguity. See Wacheslav Sereda and Janos Manos Kadar and Ferenc Munnich at its head.956,” pp. 1, 50-56.

Rainer, edsDontes a Kremlben, 1956: A szovjetKadar’s government was installed when Sovie€? Unfortunately, only a small fragment of this
partelnokseg vitai Magyarorszagr@Budapest: troops moved in on 4 November. session has been found. It is possible that miss-
1956-0s Intezet, 1996), p. 19. Sereda and Rainéft Khrushchev declined to mention that he himing pages will turn up in other parts of the Malin
opt for the former interpretation (“we must alle-self—and the rest of the Soviet leadership— hadollection, but for now the brief (but important)
viate Rakosi’s situation”) without even consider-“grossly” misjudged the situation in Poland oversection below is all that is available.

ing the latter. the previous few months. This was evident, fof1 The formal protocol for this session (Protocol
9Here and elsewhere in Malin's notes, the incluexample, when Ochab stopped in Moscow in SepNo. 48) did not list the Hungarian question among
sion of surnames in parentheses after a statemaember 1956 on his way back from Beijing. Se¢he twelve other matters considered here. The
or proposal means that these individuals sugPriem Posla Pol'skoi Narodnoi Respubliki v most likely reason is that Mikoyan was opposed
ported the statement or proposal. SSSR tov. V. Levikovskogo, 10 sentyabrya 19560 the use of Soviet troops in Hungary, preferring
10The formal protocol for this session (see citag.,” 11 September 1956 (Secret), memoranduinstead to rely on political mediation (see below).
tion in Note 1suprd contained the following from N. Patolichev, Soviet deputy foreign minis-The Presidium therefore had to adopt its decision
point on this matter: “Instruct Cde. Mikoyan toter, in Arkhiv Vneshnei Politiki Rossiiskoi without unanimity, an unprecedented step for such
travel to Hungary for discussions with the lead+ederatsii (AVPRF), F. Referentura po Pol'shean important matter. As a result, no decree on
ership of the Hungarian Workers’ Party.” The ref-Op. 38, Por. 9, Papka, 126, D. 031, L. 1. this issue was included as an extract in the for-
erence here is to Istvan Kovacs, a top Hungariar This session of the CPSU CC Presidium wagnal protocol.

Communist official who fled to Moscow at the held on 24 October. See the assessment of tRé In fact, the radio station was not on fire, but
end of October 1956, not to Bela Kovacs, thaneeting and translation of handwritten Czeclheavy smoke from several nearby cars that had
former Secretary General of the Independemotes by Mark Kramer, “Hungary and Polandbeen set alight had created the impression that
Smallholders’ Party. Soviet leaders knew thal956: Khrushchev's CPSU CC Presidium Meetthe building, too, was burning. Zhukov’s refer-
Istvan Kovacs had long been dissatisfied witling on East European Crises, 24 October 1956¢nce to the storming of the radio building indi-
Rakosi’s performance. See “Telefonogramma Cold War International History Project Bulletin cates that this CPSU Presidium meeting must
TsK KPSS,” from M. A. Suslov to the CPSU Pre-Issue No. 5 (Spring 1995), pp. 1, 50-56. have taken place shortly after 10 p.m. Moscow
sidium and Secretariat, 13 June 1956 (Top Sé6As it turned out, Khrushchev phoned Mao, andime. The storming of the building was sparked
cret), in APRF, F. 3, Op. 6, D. 483, LI. 146-149.the Chinese leader decided to send a high-lev&lainly by the broadcast of a hardline speech by
11 0n 19 October 1956, the day before this Predelegation to Moscow for consultations. TheErno Gero at precisely 10 p.m. Moscow time (8
sidium meeting, Khrushchev led a top-level Sodelegation, led by Liu Shaogqi, arrived on 23 Ocp.m. Budapest time). It is clear that the CPSU
viet delegation on an unannounced visit to Wartober and stayed until the 31st. Presidium meeting was over by around 11 p.m.
saw. The Soviet delegates held tense negotiatiod€ Not until three days later would the uprising(Moscow time), when orders were transmitted by
with the Polish leader, Wladyslaw Gomulka, inin Hungary begin, but Andropov’s telegrams fromZhukov for the mobilization of five Soviet divi-
an effort to prevent the removal of MarshalBudapest on 12 and 14 October had kept th&ions. See “TsK KPSS,” memorandum from
Konstantin Rokossowski and other officials fromCPSU leadership apprised of the rapidly mountZhukov and Marshal Vasilii Sokolovskii, chief
the Politburo of the Polish United Workers’ Partying crisis within the HWP and Hungarian soci-of the Soviet General Staff, to the CPSU Pre-
(PZPR). The Soviet delegates were unsuccessty. The two telegrams were declassified in 1998idium, 24 October 1956 (Strictly Secret—Spe-
ful in their task, despite exerting strong militaryand published in “Vengriya, aprel’-oktyabr’ 1956 cial Dossier), in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484, LI.
and political pressure on Gomulka. For a fulleg.,” pp. 110-128. 85-87. Hence, the meeting must have been held
account of the meeting, see the notes by one @B The reference here is to the large number dfetween 10 p.m. and 11 p.m. It is remarkable
the participants, Anastas Mikoyan, in “Zapis’Soviet officers who were busy at the time he|p1hat, for a session convened at such short notice,
besedy N. S. Khrushcheva v Varshave,” Octobéhg out with the harvest. Although the uprisingS0 many Presidium members were able to attend.
1956, No. 233 (Strictly Secret—Special Dossier)in Hungary had not yet begun, Soviet troops ifilthough a meeting had already been scheduled
in APRF, Osobaya papka, F. 3, Op. 65, D. 2, Llthat country had been preparing since mid-Juljo discuss other matters, it was abruptly moved
1-14. to undertake large-scale operations aimed at “upﬂg to take account of the situation in Hungary.
12 Marshal Konstantin Rokossowski, a Polish-olding and restoring public order.” Afull “Plan 23 Khrushchev is referring here to the requests
born officer who had lived most of his life in the of Operations for the Special Corps to Restoréor military intervention he had received from
Soviet Union and was a marshal in the SoviePublic Order on the Territory of Hungary,” which Erno Gero. The request came initially via Yurii
army, was installed as defense minister and comeceived the codename “Volna” (Wave), was apAndropov (who transmitted Gero’s appeal to
mander-in-chief in Poland in December 1949. He@roved on 20 July 1956 by General PyotMoscow and followed up with an emergency
also was a full member of the PZPR PolitburoLashchenko. See “Plan deistvii Osobogo korpusdhone call) and then was repeated during a phone
He was one of hundreds of high-ranking Soviepo vosstanovleniyu obshchestvennogo poryadi@all that Khrushchev placed to Gero. A written
officers who were brought into the Polish armyna territorii Vengrii,” in Tsentral’nyi arkhiv appeal from then-prime minister Andras Hegedus,
in the late 1940s and early 1950s. Not surprisMinisterstva oborony Rossiiskoi Federatsiisupposedly delivered on the night of 23-24 Octo-
ingly, their presence caused widespread reserffSAMO), F. 32, Op. 701291, D. 15, LI. 130-131.ber 1956, was transmitted by Andropov in a ci-
ment. For a detailed account of this phenomenoGee also the account by Lieut.-General E. Phered telegram on 28 October. See
see Edward Jan Nalep@ficerowie Radziecky w Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ogne Budapeshta*Shifrtelegramma” (Strictly Secret—Urgent), 28
Wojsku Polskim w latach 1943-1968: Studiun{Part 1),Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnaNo 10 October 1956, in AVPRF, F. 0594, Op. 4, P. 6, D.
historyczno-wojskowéWarsaw: Wojskowy (October 1993), pp. 24-25. The proposal to re5, L. 12.
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24 Mikoyan, Suslov, Malinin, and Serov arrived Central Committee. minister. The posters called for a demonstration
somewhat late in Budapest because inclemeRt The reference here is to young people fronin support of Kovacs, who was in Pecs at the time
weather forced Mikoyan’s and Suslov’s plane ttHungary studing in the Soviet Union, who would recovering from nine years of imprisonment in
be diverted to an airport 90 kilometers north oot have been included in the 126 mentionethe Soviet Union (between 1947 and 1955). When
the capital. A Soviet armored personnel carriebove. Kovacs was contacted by the Hungarian presi-
accompanied by tanks, brought the four int&2 This annotation was in the bottom left-handdent, Istvan Dobi, on 27 October over the phone,
Budapest, where they promptly began sendingargin of Malin's notes. It refers to copies of thehe tentatively agreed to serve as agriculture min-
reports back to Moscow. See “Shifrtelegrammamessages from Mikoyan and Suslov. ister in Nagy's reorganized government. But
from Mikoyan and Suslov to the CPSU Pfe33Accordingto Khrushchev’s remarks above, thd<ovacs did not actually participate in any gov-
sidium, 24 October 1956 (Strictly Secret), insession on 26 October was to be reconvened aggnment deliberations until he returned to
AVPRF, F. 059a, Op. 4, P. 6, D. 5, LI. 1-7. Aret-p.m. to consider the latest information fromBudapest on 1 November, by which time the situ-
rospective account of Mikoyan's and Suslov’s ariikoyan and Suslov. The double-sided page oftion had changed a great deal. [Ed. note: An
rival in Budapest, by Vladimir Kryuchkov, who handwritten notes pertaining to the continuatiorEnglish translation of the Mikoyan-Suslov report
was a senior aide to Andropov in 1956 and whef the session, which is provided here, was out ¢¥f 27 October 1956 cited above appears in
later followed in Andropov’s footsteps at thesequence in File 1005. In the earlier publishe@W|HP Bulletin 5Spring 1995), pp. 29-30, from
KGB, claims that Mikoyan’s and Suslov’s planeversions of Malin’s notes (the Hungarian transla@ copy of the document in TsKhSD, F. 89, Per.
was diverted northward because it came undeion and the original Russian), this fragment ig#5, Dok. 9. However, it contains a mistransla-
fire and was struck by a machine gun. Kryuchkoyncorrectly placed at the end of the 28 Octobetion of the passage referring to the posters which
also asserts that Mikoyan and the others had tession. Close analysis of the text reveals thgd gone up in Budapest declaring Nagy a traitor
walk for more than two hours to reach the emthe fragment must have corbefore not after, and supporting Bela Kovacs. The mistranslated
bassy. See Vladimir Kryuchkavichnoe delp2  the portions on the 28th. The fact that the 2@ortion notes that placards had appeared in
vols. (Moscow: Olimp, 1996), vol. 1, p. 58. ThereOctober session was due to be reconvened sugudapest at night, “in which Nagy was declared
is no evidence whatsoever to back upyests that this is precisely what the fragment coyhe chairman and Bela Kovacs was recommended
Kryuchkov’s assertions. On the contrary,ers, rather than being part of a separate meetir®§ Premier,” and that a demonstration was planned
Mikoyan’s and Suslov’s contemporaneous reporgn the 27th. (There is no evidence that the Préin their honor.” It should have read that Nagy
seems far more reliable than Kryuchkov’s tensidium met on the 27th to discuss the situation itvas called “a traitor” and that the demonstration
dentious memoir. Hungary.) was called onHiis” (Bela Kovacs'’) behalf. The
25The notes provide no further names of mem34 Bulganin is complaining about the long tele-Bulletin regrets the error.]

bers of the Chinese delegation, who were in MOQJ,.amS and secure phone messages that Mikoyar21 An emergency session of the UN Security
cow for consultations between 23 and 31 Octoang Suslova had been sending to Moscow on Z8ouncil was convened on 28 October in the mid-
ber. The delegation, headed by Liu Shaodji, inyng 26 October. See Note @8pra See also afternoon (New York time) to discuss the situa-
cluded the CPC General Secretary, Denggpifrtelegramma,” 25 October 1956 (Strictly fion in Hungary. The Soviet Foreign Ministry
Xiaoping, as well as three lower-ranking OﬁiCia|SZSecret—SpeciaI Attention), in AVPRF, F. O5ga‘originally had instructed Arkadii Sobolev, the
Wang Jiaxing, Hu Qiaomu, and Shi Zhe. Soviebp. 4,P.6,D.5, LI 811. Soviet representative at the Security Council, to
leaders conferred with them several times abo®50p, 30 October a Revolutionary Military Coun- depict the events in Hungary as being inspired
the events in Poland and Hungary. cil was set up within the Hungarian army, but iisolely by fascist, anti-democratic elements. See
26 By this point, Rokossowski already had beefyas not the type of body that Kaganovich had inShifrtelegramma,” 27 October 1956 (Strictly
removed from the PZPR CC Politburo. The onlymind. He was referring to an armed Organizatio,$ecret—8pecial Dossier), in AVPRF, F. 0536, Op.
remaining question was whether he would be kephat would suppress the uprising, whereas th& P- 5, D. 65, LI 24-28. Khrushchev's statement
as Polish national defense minister. Revolutionary Military Council did just the op- here suggests that the Presidium must issue new
27 Eor the continuation of the session, see thBosite, expressing strong support for the resistandastructions to Sobolev, ordering him to take ac-
portion below and the explanation in Notei@3 54 demanding the withdrawal of Soviet troop$Qunt of the latest developments in Hungary.

fra. from Hungary. 43 Zhukov is referring here to the strongest cen-
280n 26 October, Mikoyan and Suslov sent fouB6 actually, of those who had been detained sincle" Of resistance in the densely populated region
emergency messages via secure telephone to #@ start of the uprising, more than 8,000 had begfound the Corvin film theater in downtown
CPSU Presidium. See the longest and most iMg|eased by this time. Budapest. Counterinsurgency operations against
portant of these messages, “Telefonogramma,” 287 k ,rushchev evidently means that they shouldhis area were supposed to commence on the
October 1956 (Top Secret—Deliver Immedi-confer with the recently ousted prime ministefMnorning of 28 October, but Nagy cancelled those
ately), in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 123-pngras Hegedus and other Hungarian officiai®lans because of the risk of heavy civilian casu-
129. who had been removed from high-level party an%lties.

29The reference here is slightly awry. The NUMstate positions after 23 October. 4 For an illuminating account of events in
ber given in parentheses (126) refers to the tot@8 ;g trip never occurred, presumably becausPebrecen, where anti-Gero demonstrations pre-
number of Hungarians studying in Moscow, in-gf time constraints as events in Hungary gathgeded those in Budapest on 23 October, see Tibor
cluding party workers, military officers, state se-grgg pace. A. Filep, A debreceni forradalom, 1956 oktober:
curity officials, and others. See "Zapis'besedy 89 Mikoyan had planned to travel to Austria atTizenket —nap  kronikaja (Debrecen:
poslom Vengerskoi Narodnoi Respubliki toV.the very end of October 1956, but his trip endeg/lozgaskorlatozottak Egyesulete, 1990).
Yanoshem Boldotskim, 26 oktyabrya 1956 g.,, being postponed until April 1957. S Here and elsewhere in Malin's notes,
Cable No. 597/AR (Secret) from A. A. Gromyko,48 Some of the pages from this session were ofifegedus’s surname is mistakenly rendered as
Soviet deputy foreign minister, to the CPSU Prey¢ sequence in the original file. The order hagiedegus. The spelling has been corrected in the
sidium, 26 October 1956, in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64heen corrected in the translation. translation.

D. 484, LI. 116-117. Malin’s notes imply that 41 4,ndreds of demonstrations and meetings ha‘éGMikoyan and Suslov were taking part in this
the figure includes only HWP officials studying peen taking place in Hungary since 23 OctobeHWP Central Committee plenum, which ad-
at the Higher Party School. even after a curfew was imposed. Evidentlyj,oumed around 5:30 p.m. Budapest time. The
30 A “Directory,” which served as the highest kyryshchev is referring here to a warning he reHWP Central Committee endorsed the program
HWP organ, had been created by this point und@kived on 27 October in an emergency messagé Nagy's new government and conferred su-
Soviet auspices, but its existence had not yet begiym Mikoyan and Suslov (APRF, F. 3, Op. 64,Preme power on a new HWP Presidium consist-
officially announced. The existence of the Di-p 484, LI. 131-134). The message noted thdpg of Janos Kadar (as chair), Antal Apro, Ferenc
rectory was acknowledged for the first time ofosters had gone up in Budapest declaring Imfdunnich, Imre Nagy, Zoltan Szanto, and Karoly
28 October (three days after it had been set Uﬁi}agy a traitor and demanding that Bela Kovacé,ﬁss- See the CC resolution Bzabad Nep
when it was renamed the HWP Presidium anghe former General Secretary of the IndependefjBudapest), 29 October 1956, p. 1.

was formally granted supreme power by the HWRmaiholders Party, be instated as the new prime  T1His sentence fragment is highly ambiguous
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in Russian. The final word in the fragment, transrestoration of the Kossuth emblem as the nationdunching air raids against Egyptian cities and
lated here as “directly,” isamim which literally emblem, and the immediate withdrawal of Soimposing a naval blockade.

means “by itself” or “by himself.” The anteced- viet troops from Budapest as well as subsequeﬁ? Here again, Khrushchev is referring to pro-
ent might be either the HWP Politburo ornegotiations on a full withdrawal from Hungary. posed corrections in the draft Hungarian state-
Mikoyan, or perhaps something or someone els@he statement also rejected previous charactement. It is doubtful there was enough time for
The ambiguity cannot be fully conveyed in En-izations of the uprising as a “counterrevolution,”’most such changes to be included.

glish (which has separate words for “itself” andsaying that the events were representative of & In line with this decision, the CPSU Presidium
“himself"), but the translation tries to do so as‘broad national-democratic movement” that wassent a message to Gomulka and Cyrankiewicz ex-
best as possible. seeking to achieve “national independence angressing support for Nagy’s new government and
48 Here again, Zhukov is referring to the centesovereignty” for Hungary. Unfortunately, the for the statement Nagy issued on 28 October. The
of resistance around the Corvin cinema. draft of this declaration that the CPSU CC PrePolish authorities followed up with an appeal to
49 Knrushchev is referring here to the coalitionsidium was presumably considering at this meethe HWP and the Hungarian people, published in
government that was formed (or actually reorgaing has not yet been located by scholars. the PZPR dailyTrybuna Luduon 29 October,
nized) on 27 October. This government included®3Nothing follows Bulganin's name in the origi- which expressed “shock,” “pain,” and “deep dis-
on an informal basis, representatives of partiesal. quiet” at “the tragic news coming from [Hun-
from the pre-Communist era: Bela Kovacs, the4 Most likely, the “you” {/as) in this sentence gary]” and called for “an end to the bloodshed,
former General Secretary of the Smallholdershould have been “them’ikh), referring to destruction, and fratricidal struggle.”

Party; Zoltan Tildy, the former leader of theMikoyan and Suslov, the former of whom wasB® As a result of this decision, the CPSU Pre-
Smallholders Party; and Ferenc Erdei, the formestill in Hungary. If so, Voroshilov was saying sidium dispatched a cable to Tito that was very
leader of the National Peasant Party. Not untihat their mission in Hungary had been worthsimilar to the cable sent to the Polish leadership.
30 October, however, did Nagy announce the folless. It is also remotely possible that VoroshiloyOn 29 October the Yugoslav authorities published
mal restoration of a multi-party state, with full was claiming that Mikoyan himself had said thes@ message to the HWP, in the main Belgrade daily
participation by the Smallholders, the Nationalsorts of things about the Soviet troops who wer®olitika, urging “an end to the fratricidal struggle”
Peasant Party (renamed the Petofi Party on sent to Budapest on the night of 23-24 Octobeand warning that “further bloodshed would only
November), and the Social Democratic Party ag/hatever the case may be, it is clear thatarm the interests of the Hungarian working
well as the Communists. (Other non-Commuoroshilov was expressing strong disapproval opeople and socialism, and would only promote
nist parties soon sprang up as well, including th&likoyan’s performance in Budapest. the aims of reactionaries and bureaucratic defor-
Hungarian Independence Party, the People‘gs Kaganovich and other speakers are referringpation.”

Democratic Party, the Catholic People’s Party, antP  possible changes in the Hungaria 6 This sentence is incomplete in the original.
the Catholic National Association.) government’s draft statement, which was broad®” This is what appears in the original. Perhaps
50 scattered defections of Hungarian troops téast in final form at 5:20 p.m. on 28 October (seénitially there was some consideration given to
the insurgents had begun on the first day of thilote 52suprg). bringing these three officials to Bulgaria. As
uprising, but Khrushchev was concerned that the° Malenkov’s surname appears here without théhings actually worked out, however, the three
whole army would switch sides. In later year5§tandard title “Cde.” The full designation “Cde.men and their families, as well as the former de-
official Soviet accounts of the 1956 uprising ac-Malenkov” appears a few lines further down in dense minister Istvan Bata and his family, were
knowledged that “during the most trying days,"continuation of Malenkov's remarks. spirited to Moscow in a Soviet military aircraft

a substantial number of “soldiers and oﬁicer§7This clearly refers to the Hungarian statemenon the evening of 28 October. Hegedus and Piros
from the Hungarian People’s Army” had joinedof 28 October (see Note %iprd), not to the remained in Moscow until September 1958, and
the insurgents in fighting “against Soviet soldiersSoviet declaration of 30 October. At this point,Gero stayed there until 1960. Only Rakosi was
who had been called in to help.” See P. A. ZhilinKhrushchev and the others had seen the Hungarever able to return to Hungary. For an intrigu-
ed., Stroitel'stvo armii evropeiskikh stran ian statement only in draft form. ing article about Rakosi’s many years of exile in
sotsialisticheskogo sodruzhestva, 1949-19858 Most likely, Molotov is referring here to the USSR, drawing on recently declassified
(Moscow: Nauka, 1984), p. 93. Formerly secreRakosi, who was already in Moscow, and othesources, see V.L. Musatov, “Istoriya odnoi
documents in the main Russian military archivdiard-line HWP officials who were about to bessylki:‘Zhitie’ Matiasa Rakoshi v SSSR (1956-
(TSAMO, F. 32, Op. 701291, D. 17, LI. 33-48)spirited to the Soviet Union. See below. 1971 gg.),"Kentavr (Moscow), No. 6 (Novem-
include the Soviet defense ministry’s complete*5 This sentence is incomplete in the original. ber-December 1993), pp. 72-81.

list of Hungarian army units that took the side of?© Kaganovich is referring to the draft Hungar-68 Judging from some of the statements below
the insurgents. Many other valuable document@n statement of 28 October, not to the declarde.g., “yesterday a government was formed”) and
about the role of the Hungarian army are nowion adopted by the Soviet authorities on 30 Ocfrom Suslov's presence (after he had flown back
available in the 1956 Collectionl956-os tober (which was considered at the Presidiurfrom Hungary), this portion of the meeting must
Gyujtemenyof the Hungarian Military History meeting that day; see Document Nanfra). have taken place either late in the evening on 28
Archive, Hadtortenelmi Leveltar, Honvedelmi 1 Khrushchev is probably referring here to theDctober or early in the morning on 29 October.
Miniszterium(HL/HM). For a useful volume benefits they hoped to gain for Soviet-Hungariann either case, the CPSU Presidium members
drawing on these documents, see Miklos Horvattielations, and in international opinion generallywould already have heard about the statement that
1956 katonai kronologiaj§Budapest: Magyar by announcing a ceasefire and the withdrawal dilagy broadcast over the radio on 28 October.
Honvedseg Oktatasi es Kulturalis AnyagellatoSoviet troops from Budapest. 69 The chronology is slightly awry here. The
Kozpont, 1993). For an equally valuable survey’< Khrushchev is referring to the political, notdecision to send in Soviet troops was adopted on
of the Hungarian army’s role in 1956 based omilitary, problems that the French and British govthe evening of 23 October (see above), but the
archival sources, see Imre Okvath, “Magya€rmments had been encountering. At this pointroops did not actually arrive until the early morn-
tisztikar a hideghaboru idoszakaban, 1945-1956military action in Suez was imminent, but hading hours of 24 October.

Uj Honvedsegi szem(@udapest), No. 1 (1994), not yet begun. On 26 July 1956 the new Egyp’U The area around the Corvin cinema, on the
pp. 14-27. See also Bela Kiraly, “Hungary'stian leader, Gamel Abdel Nasser, had nationatorner of Jozsef Boulevard in downtown Pest
Army: Its Part in the RevoltEast EuropeVol.  ized the Suez Canal Company. He stuck by thgBudapest's 8th District), was the site of intense
7, No. 6 (June 1958), pp. 3-16. decision despite coming under vigorous diplofighting that led to many casualties, both Soviet
51 This sentence is incomplete in the original. Matic pressure from Great Britain, France, anand Hungarian. For a useful account, see Bill
52This refers to the new Hungarian government$he United States. On 27 and 28 October, Israéomax, Hungary 1956(London: Allison and
declaration on 28 October, which Nagy woulgmobilized its army for an operation that wasBusby, 1976), pp. 118-119, 126-127. On 26 Oc-
read over the radio at 5:20 p.m. that same aftefroadly coordinated with France and Great Brittober the fighters in the Corvin district elected
noon. Among other things, the declaration calle@in- On 29 October, Israeli troops moved rapidiysergely Pongracz as their leader. Suslov presum-
for the dissolution of the state security organgnto Egyptian territory. The French and Britishably is referring to Pal Maleter when he mentions
amnesties for those involved in the uprising, théfined the Israeli incursions on 31 October bya colonel from the Horthyite army.” Early on
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the morning of 24 October, Maleter had been orments: one that arrived on the morning of 3@he Soviet Union, where he was appointed a
dered by the then-defense minister Istvan Bata tOctober, and two that arrived late at night on 2@8eputy defense minister. Evidently, Khrushchev
move with five tanks against the insurgents irDctober. The item that arrived on the morning ohad spoken with Gomulka by phone that morn-
Budapest's 8th and 9th Districts, providing relief30 October was a secure, high-frequency teleng.

for the Kilian Barracks in the 9th District. When phone message from Mikoyan and Suslov, whicB3 The five principles of Pancha Shila—(1) mu-
Maleter and his tank unit arrived on the scenegave a bleak portrayal of the latest events. Sdeal respect for sovereignty and territorial integ-
they decided to support the rebels’ cause insteatllsk KPSS,” 30 October 1956 (Strictly Secret),rity, (2) non-aggression, (3) non-interference in
Maleter then assumed command of insurgerin TsKhSD, F.89, Op.45, D.12, LI.1-3. Of theinternal affairs, (4) equality and mutual benefit,
forces in the Kilian barracks. two documents that arrived late at night on thend (5) peaceful coexistence—were endorsed in
71The original reads the 24th, but this inciden29th, one was a ciphered telegram from Mikoyam joint statement by Chinese prime minister Zhou
actually occurred on the 25th. A peaceful demand Suslov reporting that they had attended a sefSplai and Indian prime minister Jawaharlal Nehru
onstration of some 25,000 people was held on 28on of the HWP Presidium earlier that eveningin New Delhi on 28 June 1954. The principles
October outside the Parliament Building (whereThey also commented on the takeover of thevere intended to “guide relations between the two
Nagy's office was located, though Nagy was noSzabad Nepuilding by a group of unarmed stu- countries” as well as “relations with other coun-
inside). The precise sequence of events canndents and writers. Mikoyan and Suslov asserteties in Asia and in other parts of the world.” For
be conclusively determined, but most evidencéhat the Hungarian “comrades have failed to wirthe full text of the statement, see G. V. Ambekar
suggests that Hungarian state security (AVHpver the masses,” and that “the anti-Communisand V. D. Divekar, edsDocuments on China’s
forces suddenly opened fire on the unarmeélements are behaving impudently.” In additionRelations with South and South-East Asia (1949-
crowd, with additional shots being fired by So-they expressed concern about what would haf:962)(New York: Allied Publishers, 1964), pp.
viet tanks deployed around the building. Roughlypen to former agents of the Hungarian State S&-8.

200 people were killed and many more were ineurity (AVH) forces in the wake of Nagy’s deci- 84 Zhukov is referring here to the Political Con-
jured. As news of the incident spread aroundion to disband the AVH. See “Shifrtelegrammasultative Committee (PKK) of the recently-cre-
Budapest, the reported scale of the bloodshetsK KPSS,” 29 October 1956 (Strictly Secret-ated Warsaw Treaty Organization. The PKK con-
quickly became exaggerated and most of th&rgent), from A. Mikoyan and M. Suslov, in vened only seven times between 1955 and 1966,
blame for the deaths was attributed—erroneoushVPRF, F.059a, Op.4, P.6, D.5, LI.13-14. Thedespite its statutory requirement to meet at least
it seems—to the Soviet tanks. No Soviet or Hunether document that arrived late on the 29th wasvice a year.

garian officials were held accountable for thea situation report from lvan Serov, dated 29 0c85 During major international crises in the post-
deaths, but Suslov's statement indicates thdbber, which Mikoyan and Suslov ordered to beStalin period, the Soviet Presidium/Politburo oc-
CPSU leaders were aware that their own troopsansmitted to Moscow via secure telephonecasionally would convene a Central Committee
were believed to be culpable. Serov's report gave an updated overview of thplenum to give the CC members a sense of in-
72The last few parenthetical words of this seninsurgency and expressed deep concern about thelvement in decision-making and to ensure that
tence are ambiguous in Russian. Aword has bedikely repercussions from the dissolution of thethe leadership’s policies would be firmly obeyed
omitted here for the sake of clarity in English,AVH. See “Telefonogramma,” 29 October 1956 at lower levels.

with no effect at all on the substance of the phrasérom A. Mikoyan and M. Suslov, relaying I. 86 Saburov is referring here to Furtseva's sug-
Suslov is referring to the formation of workers’ Serov’s memorandum, in APRF, F.3, Op.64gestion thata CPSU CC plenum be convened for
councils, which had begun taking shape spontd>.484, LI.158-161. informational purposes.

neously on 26 October in Csepel and other in{9 British military transport aircraft were flying 87 This presumably refers to Soviet property
dustrial areas. The government formally coninto the Vienna airport with supplies of humani-transferred to Romania during World War I,
doned the establishment of workers’ councils inarian aid, which were then being conveyed teather than to Romania’s war reparations, which
instructions released on the evening of 26 OctdBudapest. It is unclear whether Zhukov knewby 1956 were no longer of great magnitude.

ber, which were then published in major Budapesthy these planes were concentrated there. It ¥ Khrushchev is referring here to the six-mem-
newspapers the following day. possible that he believed the aircraft were ferryber HWP Presidium. The only holdout was Nagy.
73 As noted above, this is precisely what the Huning in military supplies or were preparing for a89The State Security DepartmeAtlam-Vedelmi
garian government’s statement on 28 October didhnilitary operation. Osztaly or AVO), which was reorganized in 1949
It described the recent events as a “national-dem8% As commander-in-chief of the Warsaw Pactand renamed the State Security Authortjgm-
cratic uprising” and condemned those who ha#larshal Ivan Konev assumed direct command/edelmi Hatosagor AVH), was reincorporated
depicted the situation as a “counterrevolution.” of Soviet military operations in Hungary in No- into the Hungarian Internal Affairs Ministry in
74 Nagy issued an order for a “general and imvember 1956. In a telephone message on ttibe autumn of 1953. Formally, the agency was
mediate ceasefire” before his radio address on 28orning of 30 October (see Note 88prg, given back its old name of AVO, but it was still
October. Hungarian army units were ordered thikoyan and Suslov had urged that Konev belmost always known as the AVH. One of the
“fire only if attacked.” dispatched to Hungary “immediately” as a pre-earliest and most vigorous demands of the pro-
75 Hegedus was excluded from the six-membecautionary step. One of Konev's top aides durtesters in October 1956 was for the dissolution of
HWP Presidium that was formed on 28 Octobeiing the invasion was General Mikhail Malinin, athe AVH. On 28 October, Nagy promised to ful-
and he was then spirited to Moscow aboard first deputy chief of the Soviet General Staff, whdfill this demand, and the Hungarian government
Soviet military aircraft on the evening of 28 Oc-commanded Soviet troops during the initial in-approved the dissolution of the state security or-
tober. tervention on 23 October. As indicated in thegans the following day. Because the AVH had
76 As with the previous session, the pages in thprevious line, Soviet leaders frequently consultetbeen instrumental in carrying out repression and
original file were slightly out of sequence. TheMalinin in the leadup to the invasion. terror in the late 1940s and 1950s, some state se-
order has been corrected in the translation. 81 The “Chinese comrades” with whom curity agents became the targets of lynchings and
77 protocol No. 49 encompasses both this sedchrushchev had discussions were the membergher violent reprisals during the 1956 uprising.
sion and the session on the following day (seef the delegation headed by Liu Shaoqi (see Notdungarian state security officers would have
Document No. 8) under the rubric “On the Situa25 suprg. Liu Shaogi was in direct touch with joined up with Soviet troops mainly to seek pro-
tion in Hungary” © polozhenii v Vengiii Point Mao Zedong several times during the delegationection, not to assist in counterinsurgency opera-
1 (from 30 October) covers the Soviet declarastay in Moscow, and thus he was able to keefions. On this matter, see the documents trans-
tion on ties with socialist countries, whereas PoinKhrushchev apprised of the Chinese leader’sitted by Suslov and Mikoyan on 29 October,
6 (from 31 October) covers the decision to inviews of the situation in Poland and Hungary. cited in Note 7&upra

vade. The relevant extracts from Protocol No82Rokossowski had been removed from the Pof01t is interesting that, when referring to Soviet
49 are now stored in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484ish Politburo on 19 October. On 13 Novembetroops deployed in Eastern Europe, Khrushchev
Ll. 25-30 and APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484, L. 41 he was replaced as Polish national defense midoes not mention the Soviet troops in East Ger-
respectively. ister by a Polish officer, Marshal Marian many, implying that they were not necessarily
78Presumably. the reference here is to three docSpychalski. Rokossowski was then recalled tthere “with the consent of the [East German] gov-
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ernment and in the interests of the [East Germamiew “inner cabinet.” Anna Kethly’s name is notof “success” than later events warranted.
govemment and people.” listed here because she had not yet been aJpQZThe inclusion of Saburov’s name in this list
1The final Declaration noted that “Soviet unitspointed. (Nagy mentioned in his speech on 3@ odd, as will become clear in his remarks be-
are in the Hungarian and Romanian republics i@ctober that “a person to be nominated by thow. Initially, he was disinclined to reverse the
accordance with the Warsaw Treaty and goverrSocial Democratic Party” would be in the innerPresidium’s non-interventionist stance of the pre-
mental agreements. Soviet military units are ircabinet, and Kethly later turned out to be thavious day.
the Polish republic on the basis of the Potsdamperson.) It is unclear why Malin did not list 1031t s unclear at what point Soviet officials
four-power agreement and the Warsaw Treaty.Ferenc Erdei’s name here. approached Kadar about becoming the head of a
The Declaration then claimed that “Soviet mili-97 The pages for this session were in reverse oprovisional government. Kadar's statements at
tary units are not in the other people’s democrader in the archival file. They have been put intdhe CPSU Presidium meeting on 2 November (see
cies,” omitting any mention of the hundreds ofcorrect order in the translation. Document No. 12nfra) suggest that he was not
thousand®f Soviet troops in East Germany. 98n the formal protocol of this session (cited inyet aware he had been chosen to perform this
92 Khrushchev presumably is referring here tdNote 77suprg), Point VI was given the title of function.
both the military advisers and the state securit‘)‘pn the Situation in Hungary"@ polozhenii v 1040n the evening of 1 November, the day after
KGB) advisers. Vengrii), the same as the previous segmenthis Presidium meeting, Kadar and Munnich were
3 When this editing was completed, the PreMalin’s working notes do not provide a list of secretly flown to Moscow aboard a Soviet mili-
sidium formally adopted Resolution No. P49/1participants, but the following list is given in thetary aircraft. They were brought back to Hun-
(“Vypiska iz protokola No. 49 zasedaniyaformal protocol: Khrushchev, Zhukov, Bulganin,gary when Soviet troops launched Operation
Prezidiuma TsK ot 30 oktyabrya 1956 g.: oOMolotov, Kaganovich, Voroshilov, and Saburov.“Whirlwind” three days later.
polozhenii v Vengrii,” 30 October 1956, in APRF, It is also clear from Malin’s notes that Furtseva 1051t is extraordinary that even as Khrushchev
F.3, Op. 64, D.484, LI. 25-30) stating that it wouldPospelov, and Shvernik took part at certain pointsvas calling for a full-scale invasion, he was still
“approve the text, with changes made at the cpsBP These “discussions with Gomulka” were con-apparently willing to consider including Nagy in
CC Presidium session, of a Declaration by thélucted by Khrushchev over the telephone. Ththe soon-to-be-formed Revolutionary Workers’
Government of the USSR on the foundations ofwo leaders agreed that Khrushchev, Malenkowynd Peasants’ Government.
development and the further strengthening o&nd Molotov would meet the next day (1 Novem-106|t js interesting that Soviet leaders were con-
friendship and cooperation between the Sovid?er) in Brest with Gomulka and Cyrankiewicz.cerned most of all about informing the Poles. As
Union and the other socialist countries.” The resof he formal protocol of the session (cited in Notendicated above, a meeting with the Polish lead-
lution ordered that the “text of the Declaration be’ 7 Supra) notes that “in accordance with the ex-ership had already been set up for the following
broadcast on radio on 30 October and publishthange of opinions at the CPSU Presidium seslay in Brest. Informing the leaders of these other
in the press on 31 October 1956.” For the pubsion, Cdes. Khrushchev, Molotov, and Malenkowountries was important, but not as high a prior-
lished text, see “Deklaratsiya o printsipakhare empowered to hold negotiations with repreity. Soviet Presidium members informed the vis-
razvitiya i dal’neishem ukreplenii druzhby i sentatives of the PZPR CC.” iting Chinese delegation about the decision on 31
sotrudnichestva mezhdu SSSR i drugime In a speech at a mass rally in front of theDctober, just before the Chinese officials flew
sotsialisticheskimi stranamiravda(Moscow), Parliament Building on 31 October, Nagy de-back to Beijing. After the meetings in Breston 1
31 October 1956, p. 1. clared that his government had already “openeNovember, Khrushchev and Malenkov continued
41t is unclear precisely when the Chinesenegotiations for the withdrawal of Soviet troopson to Bucharest, where they met with Romanian,
changed their position from non-interventionistirom the country and for the renunciation of ourBulgarian, and Czechoslovak leaders. The two
to pro-intervention. The statement recorded her@bligations under the Warsaw Treaty.” Clearly,Soviet officials then traveled to Brioni to confer
if correctly transcribed, would suggest that thee was referring to the negotiations he had beemith Tito on 2-3 November. Khrushchev and
change occurred before the final Soviet decisiofiolding that morning with Mikoyan and Suslov, Malenkov returned to Moscow on the morning
on 31 October, but almost all other evidencavho had generally seemed receptive to Nagy'sf the 3rd.
(including subsequent Presidium meetings redémands. These negotiations are briefly rel07The formal protocol for this session (cited in
corded by Malin) suggests that it caafeer, not counted in Tibo_r MerayThirteen Days That Note 77suprg states that “taking account of_the
before, the Soviet decision. In any case, if thehook the Kremlin: Imre Nagy and the Hungarexchange of opinions at the CPSU CC Presidium
change did occur before, it did not have any disi@n Revolutiontrans. by Howard L. Katzander session, Cde. Zhukov is instructed to devise an
cernible effect on the Soviet decision at this meefl-ondon: Thames and Hudson, 1959), pp. 163appropriate plan of measures connected with the
ing to eschew intervention. 165. See also the first-hand comments by Gyorggvents in Hungary, and to report on them to the
95 Molotov is referring here to major develop- C- Heltai, the Hungarian deputy foreign ministerCPSU CC.”
ments in Hungary. On 30 October, at 2:30 p.ml.Jnder Nagy's government, “International As-108The formal protocol from this session (cited
Budapest time, Nagy announced the formal ref€cts,” in Bela K. Kiraly and Paul Jonahe in Note 77suprg notes that “Cdes. Shepilov,
toration of a multi-party state and the establishEungarian Revolution of 1956 in Retrospdgast  Brezhnev, Furtseva, and Pospelov are instructed,
ment of an “inner cabinet” of the national gov-European Monograph No. XL (Boulder, Col.:on the basis of the exchange of opinions at the
ernment. The new cabinet consisted of Nagy-ast European Quarterly, 1978), esp. pp. 52-5&PSU Presidium session, to prepare all neces-
Zoltan Tildy, Bela Kovacs, Ferenc Erdei, Janodt is conceivable that Nagy's expressed desire teary documents and submit them for the consid-
Kadar, Geza Losonczy, and Anna Kethly (fromfé€nounce Hungarian membership in the Warsaeration of the CPSU CC.” Among the key docu-
the Social Democratic Party). That same day, 82Ct which was promptly transmitted to Mos-ments they prepared overthe_z next few days were:
“revolutionary national defense council” of the COW by telephone, was one of the factors that ledn “Appeal of the Hungarian Revolutionary
Hungarian armed forces was set up, which sup® Khrushchev's change of heart at this sessiorWo!’kers’ and Peas_ants’ Government to the Hun-
ported the demands of “the revolutionary counAlthough Nagy had spoken in earlier years (esgarian People,” which Kadar announced when he
cils of the working youth and intellectuals,” andpecially after he was ousted by Rakosi in 1955)vas installed in power on 4 November; an “Ap-
called for the “immediate withdrawal of Soviet @bout the desirability of neutrality for Hungary, peal by the Command of Soviet Troops in Hun-
troops from Budapest and their withdrawal fromDiS decision to raise the matter with Mikoyan andjary to the Hungarian People and the Officers
the entire territory of Hungary within the short-SUSl(_’V at this t_:rltlcal moment must have comend Men <_)f the Hu_ngarian Army,” _Which was
est possible time.” The new Council also prom&S a jolt to Soviet leaders. broadcast in translation over Hungarian radio and
ised to disarm all agents from Hungary's dis- 1 Early on the morning of 31 October, thedjstributed via leaflets _at the outset of the inva-
banded state security forces (AVH), who had beeﬁrench and 'Britijs_h Iaun(_:hed bombing raidssion; and Order No. 1 issued by I\_/Iarsh_al Konev
notorious agents of repression during the Stalidgainst Egyptlan cities and |mposed a n_aval blocl(the_suprt_eme c_ommander of the invasion) to all
era. A Revolutionary Armed Forces Committec@de against Egypt, thus aiding Israeli’s groundboviet officers just before the start of Operation
also was formed on 31 October, and it was enincursions. By the time the Presidium met on théWhirlwind.” The English-language texts of the
powered by the government to create a new arm?,_lst, reports of the French and British operationfirst two items and other “propaganda documents”
96 These are five of the seven members of Nagy'&ere pouring in, conveying a greater impressioprepared in Moscow can be found in Paul E.



406 Lb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN

Zinner, ed. National Communism and Popular ring to here, but he probably had in mind one ofresh infomation directly from the center of events
Revolt in Eastern Europe: A Selection of Documore of several developments: Hungary’s with- . . but [by late October] attempts to strike up a
ments on Events in Poland and Hungary, Februdrawal from the Warsaw Pact and demand for theonversation often caused me to have to flee, since
ary-November 195@New York: Columbia Uni- removal of all Soviet troops from Hungary; thethey could tell by my accent that | was a Russian.
versity Press, 1956), pp. 473-481. commencement of French and British militaryThe fulfillment of official instructions, which
109 For the final text of this order, see “Prikazoperations against Egypt (see Note 30prg; entailed visits to appropriate buildings and agen-
Glavnokomanduyushchego Ob”edinennymiChina’s sudden decision to support rather thacdies, also was a difficult matter, both in some-
vooruzhennymi silami No. 1, 4 noyabrya 19560Ppose Soviet military intervention in Hungary; how getting there and in then returning to the em-
goda,” reproduced in Lieut.-General E. |.New intelligence about the West's position vis-abassy while holding on to the needed documents.
Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ogne Budapeshtavis Hungary; and the warnings coming in fromThis did not pass off without a number of serious
(Part 3) Voenno-istoricheskii zhurn@Moscow),  neighboring East European countries, particularlyncidents.”
No. 12 (December 1993), p. 86. Czechoslovakia (see below) and Romania. 128t is unclear precisely what Shelepin is refer-
110t is unclear what “group,” if any, was actu- 121Kaganovich uses a word heoisuzhdenie ring to here, but this seems to be an indication of
ally sent. Presumably, the reference here is tothat is normally translated as “discussion,” but iMoscow’s growing concerns about a spillover into
%roup of Presidium members. could also mean “deliberations” in this contextthe rest of Eastern Europe. Urgent warnings to

11The three former Hungarian officials listed Presumably, he is referring to the meeting thathis effect had been pouring in from the Czecho-
here—Rakosi, Hegedus, and Gero—had fled t§oviet leaders had on 31 October with the Chislovak authorities since late October. See, for
the Soviet Union within the past few days. Nohese delegation after the CPSU Presidium amxample, “Stenograficky zapis ze zasedani UV
doubt, Khrushchev had solicited their views beproved a full-scale invasion of Hungary. KSC,” 5-6 December 1956 (Top Secret), in SUA,
forehand about the proper course to pursue ih22 This is how the sentence reads in the textrch. UV KSC, F. 07, Sv. 14, Archivna jednotka
Hungary. It is also possible that the three werEresumably, Malin meant to say that “we ¢ (A.}.) 14; “Zabezpeceni klidu na uzemi CSR a
asked to take part in this phase of the CPSU Prattacking.” statnich hranic s Mad’arskem,” Report from Col.-
sidium meeting, and that they offered their view5123|f is unclear precisely who was “worried thatGeneral Vaclav Kratochvil, chief of the Czecho-
directly. we're giving away Hungary.” Furtseva may haveslovak General Staff, and Lieut.-General Jaroslav
1127he five Hungarian officials listed here werebeen referring to one of several groups: orthoPockal, chief of operations, 29 October 1956 (Top
among those who were slated to take part in @0x Hungarian Communists who had sought refSecret), in Vojensky historicky archiv (VHA)
forthcoming “provisional revolutionary govern- uge in Moscow; neighboring East European (esPraha, Fond Ministra narodni obrany (MNO)
ment.” The first three were still in Budapestpecially Czechoslovak and Romanian) leader€ SR, 1956, Operacni sprava Generalniho stabu
(though Kadar was spirited out the next eveningphinese officials; members of the CPSU Centrats. armady (GS/OS), 2/8-39b; and “Souhrn
Boldoczki was in Moscow (in his ambassadorialCommittee and the heads of union-republic Comhlaseni operacniho dustojnika Generalniho stabu
post), and Horvath, the foreign minister in Nagy’smunist parties and of regional and local CPSgs. armady,” Notes from Col.-General Vaclav
government, was on his way to a UN General Aserganizations; and employees of the Soviet enrKratochvil, chief of the Czechoslovak General
sembly session, but was delayed in Prague.  bassy in Budpaest. By this point in the crisis, alBtaff, to the KSC Central Committee (Top Se-

13Kiss’s name is incorrectly rendered in Malin’s of these groups had expressed concerns very sinsiet), 27 October 1956, in VHA, F. MNO, 1956,
notes as Kisskar. lar to the ones that Furtseva mentions. GS/OS, 2/8-49b.

14The formal protocol for this session (cited in124Presumany this refers to the decision at théngikoyan’s references here to “comrades” and
Note 77supra) “affirms the text of the telegram €end of October to evacuate the families of Soviéthem” are to Nagy’s government. His mention
to the Soviet ambassador in Belgrade for cdembassy employees to the USSR. For a brieff “three days” in the line above indicates that
Tito.” A copy of the telegram is attached to theaccount of the evacuation, see the highly tendemhe timetable for the invasion (code-named
protocol, which further notes that “if the answertious but occasionally useful memoir by Viadimir“Whirlwind”) had already been set. Mikoyan was
[from the Yugoslav side] is positive, Cdes.Kryuchkov,Lichnoe delovol. 1, p. 57. hoping that some last-ditch attempt could still be
Khrushchev and Malenkov are authorized to hold? Presumably, Suslov is referring to the plarmade to head off the military operation.
negotiations with Cde. Tito.” For the YugoslavtO bring Janos Kadar and Ferenc Munnich td-30No formal protocol for this session has been

response to the Soviet telegram, see Documeloscow. found (unlike the other session on 2 November
No. 9infra. 126The formal protocol for the session, “Wpiskarecorded in Document No. 18fra).
1155ee Document No. ligfra. iz protokola No. 50 zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK31 These initial comments are not attributed to

116 This telephone message is unattributed an@t 2 noyabrya 1956 g.: O polozhenii v Vengrii,”anyone in Malin’s notes, but it is clear that the
undated. Presumably, the message came frofmAPRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 484, L. 58, states thaspeaker was Kadar. The notes of Kadar’s remarks
Molotov just before he returned to Moscow from"taking account of the exchange of views at theontain a few third-person references to himself,
Brest on 1 November. It had been arranged b&C Presidium, Cdes. Zhukov, Suslov, Konevbut this is because Malin sometimes jotted down
forehand that while Khrushchev and MalenkovSerov, and Brezhnev are to work out the nece$he speaker’s name rather than using the pronoun
would continue on to meet with other East EuroSary measures in connection with the events if.”

pean leaders, Molotov would return to MoscowHungary and report their proposals to the CPSW32 jozsef Dudas, a former Budapest city offi-
and brief the CPSU Presidium on Gomulka’s po€C." cial who had been imprisoned during most of the
sition. 27 A passage from Kryuchkov's memoir Communist period, was one of the most radical
117 protocol No. 50 (in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. (Lichnoe delpvol. 1, pp. 57-58) sheds light on leaders of the October-November uprising. He
484, L. 58) contains directives from the session@hat may have been discussed here: “At the endlas in charge of the rebel forces headquartered
on both 1 and 2 November (see Note inffa).  Of October and beginning of November . . . then theSzabad Nepuilding. Dudas and other rebel
118 o, the evening of 31 October-1 November§ituation around Soviet buildings [in Budapestlleaders insisted that Nagy must meet the protest-
Mikoyan and Suslov returned to Moscow, predeteriorated significantly; the embassy was uners’ demands. Dudas was detained by Hungar-
sumably accompanied by Serov. This was thder siege, and any attempt to exit the buildingan police on 1 November. After Soviet troops
first Presidium meeting in which Mikoyan had was fraught with danger. The diplomats long agintervened on 4 November, he took a leading part
taken part since 23 October. In Khrushchev'$ad essentially shifted over to a barracks-type ofn the military resistance. He was arrested by
absence, Bulganin presided over this session. eration, spending the night in their offices andsoviet troops on 21 November and was executed
119 other than Mikoyan and Suslov, who wereonly rarely—once our troops had returned [tawo months later. His name is incorrectly ren-
still in Budapest, all the Presidium members toolBudapest]—taking a half-hour ride home one byjered as “Dusak” in Malin’s notes; the spelling
part in the 31 October decision and the subs@ne in armored personnel carriers to see theig corrected in the translation.

quent discussions with the Chinese delegatioiamilies, who were holed up in living quarters133Kadar is referring here to negotiations that
Hence, Bulganin provided this information for theseveral blocks from the embassy. . . . Ordinarilyae, Munnich, and others had held in the parlia-
benefit of Mikoyan and Suslov. knowledge of Hungarian allowed me to engagenent with one of the insurgent groups headed by
120yt is not entirely clear what Bulganin is refer-in conversations with Hungarians and to receivgstvan Angyal. Angyal was not as radical as most
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of the other rebel leaders, but he was insistent dsecret), in AVPRF, F. 059a, Op. 4, P. 6, D. 6, Llthis telegram from Soviet ambassador Aleksei
the need for far-reaching changes. Angyal wa$7-19. Epishev, but the content leaves little doubt that
executed in November 1958. See Laszlo Eors?:43 The word used here for “nationalism” is the Romanian embassy in Budapest was relying
ed., “Angyal Istvan sajat kezu vallomasai, 1956atsionalizatsiyawhich normally means “nation- at the time on the Soviet embassies in Budapest
december,'Multunk (Budapest), Vol. 40, No. 4 alization” (i.e., the assertion of state control oveand Bucharest to relay information.
(1995), pp. 133-182. property), but Kadar seems to have in mind thé>2Aleksei Alekseevich Epishev had been a com-
134The references here are to the Soviet decl&otion of reasserting Hungarian national contromissar in the Soviet army during World War 11.
ration of 30 October and to the declaration of newever Hungary’s internal affairs, rather than leavAfter the war he served in a number of regional
trality adopted by the Hungarian government ofng important matters under Soviet control. party posts, and from 1955 until 1962 he was the
the evening of 1 November. Nagy announced™~ This again is a telling indication that EastSoviet ambassador to Romania and then Yugo-
the declaration in a nationwide radio address. European and Soviet leaders were fully aware cflavia. In 1962 he was given the military rank of
135 on 3 November, Anna Kethly was named aghe popular resentment caused by Soviet prepoarmy-general and appointed the head of the So-
the Social Democratic representative in the govderance in Eastern Europe. viet Army’s Main Political Directorate, a post he
ernment. See Note &ipra 145presumably, Munnich is referring to nation-retained until his death in 1985.
136 On 31 October the Hungarian governmenglistic slogans that had been shouted during S¢23 The surname of Aurel Malnasan (who was
announced that, on the previous evening, Cardiiet-Hungarian soccer matches and to the influthen a deputy foreign minister in Romania) is cor-
nal Jozsef Mindszenty had been freed from housgnce of Radio Free Europe and other Westemectly spelled in the original Malin notes, but for
arrest in Felsopeteny. He had been detained thdpeoadcasts. The Hungarian scholar Janos Msome reason the published versions of the notes
for some 15 months after his release from prisorﬁainer adds the following explanation for the ref{in both Hungarian and Russian) mistakenly ren-
As the Primate of the Hungarian Catholic Churchgrence to “soccer”: “It was widely believed atder Malnasan's surname as Malnasanu. The edi-
Mindszenty had been sentenced to life imprisorthe time that the celebrated Hungarian [soccetprs of the published versions erroneously claim
ment during an anti-religious campaign in Febteam of the period, the *Golden Team’, which worthat Malin’s notes misspelled the name.
ruary 1949. Mindszenty’s statements in the alAgainst nearly every country it played, was not540n 2 November in Bucharest, Khrushchev
tumn of 1956 were restrained, but clearly supallowed to beat the Soviet Union for political rea-and Malenkov briefed the Romanian leader,
portive of the revolution. When Soviet troopssons. (Their matches usually ended in a drawGheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej, and his Czechoslovak
intervened on 4 November, he sought refuge i actual fact, the first Hungarian win against theand Bulgarian counterparts about the forthcom-
the U.S. legation in Budapest. Subsequentlypoviet team took place some weeks before thieg invasion. On the eve of the invasion,
Kadar’s government prohibited Mindszenty fromrevolution.” See Janos M. Rainer, “The Road tdMalnasan held lengthy talks with Nagy.
performing clerical duties of any sort from theBudapest, 1956: New Documentation of theGheorghiu-Dej's motivation in sending Malnasan
legation. Kremlin's Decision To Intervene,” pt. 2, ifhe to Budapest must have been to keep Nagy occu-
137t is unclear precisely what Kadar was sayHungarian Quarterlyvol. 37, No. 143 (Autumn pied and to prevent him from taking any steps to
ing here. (Malin inadvertently may have omitted1996), p. 31 n. 28; readers interested in followeounter the imminent military operation. For brief
some comments just before this line.) At thdng the exploits of a fictionalized Hungaribas-  reports by Malnasan on the talks, see the newly
noontime meeting, the Hungarian govemmenlgetballteam of this era are advised to read Tibodeclassified cables from the Romanian Foreign
reached no final decision on whether to deman8ischer’s novelUnder the Frog(Penguin: Lon- Ministry archive in Corneliu Mihai Lungu and
the immediate withdrawal of Soviet troops anddon, 1993). Mihai Retegan, cds1956 Explozia: Perceptii
whether to issue the declaration of neutrality: 46 The protocol in question is “Vypiska iz romane, iugoslave si sovietice asupra
Those decisions were not approved until th@rotokola No. 50 zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK ogévenimentelor din Polonia si Ungur{Bucharest:
evening session, as Kadar explains below. 2 noyabrya 1956 g.: O meropriyatiyakh v svyazEditura Univers Enciclopedic, 1996), pp. 181-
138 Ferenc Nagy, one of the former leaders of sobytiyami v Vengrii,” in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, 182.
the Independent Smallholders’ Party who hadP- 484, L. 58. It reads simply: “To approve thelSS For some reason, Malin did not list
been living in exile in the United States, came t@lan for measures concerning the events in Hurkhrushchev's name among the participants. Also
Vienna in late October to display solidarity withgary.”) not listed here are Janos Kadar, Ferenc Munnich,
the insurgents. On 31 October, however, thé4/ On 1 November, in accordance with Proto-and Imre Horvath, who took part in the segment
Austrian authorities forced him to leave the councol No. P50/l (“Wypiska iz protokola No. 50 on the formation of a new Hungarian government.
try on the grounds that his presence might beasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK ot 1 noyabrya 1958his portion of the meeting began at 8:45 p.m.,
deemed incompatible with Austria’s neutral stag.: O polozhenii v Vengrii,” in APRF, F. 3, Op. with Khrushchev and Malenkov in attendance
tus. 64, D. 484, L. 47), five Soviet officials (Zhukov, after their return from Brioni.
139 gela Kovacs had been recuperating in pecguslov, Konev, Serov, and Brezhnev) had beeho6 The reference here is to documents issued
from his nine years of imprisonment. Theinstructed to “work out the necessary measurdsy the Kadar government after it was installed in
government’s evening session on 1 Novembegoncerning the events in Hungary and presergower.
was the first activity in which he took part inthem to the CPSU CC.” This session allowed->/A Hungarian scholar, Janos Rainer, recently
Budapest. them to complete the task. found a document in the Hungarian National
140 On the alarm generated by the Soviet troof 8 All four phrases in this point were incorpo- Archive that sheds important light on this part of
movements, see Andropov’s ciphered telegrarm@ted (with modifications) into Order No. 1 is- the CPSU Presidium’s deliberations. Notes taken
from 30 October, 1 November, and 2 Novembegued by Marshal Konev in the name of the Warby Imre Horvath, one of the Hungarian officials
in AVPRF, F. 059a, Op. 4, P. 6, D. 5, LI. 15-16,saw Pact Joint Command (see Note 408rg).  who were present, reveal that Khrushchev offered
17-19, and 20-22, respectively. 149Those sent to Hungary (at varying intervalsgn opening statement here, which for some rea-
141 1he name “Kovacs” here refers to Generaincluded Suslov, Averki Aristov, Serov, andson was not transcribed by Malin. The notes
Istvan Kovacs, not Bela Kovacs. General Kovacg€hukov. Horvath took of Khrushchev’s speech are trans-
had become chief of the Hungarian General Staff°9The text of the plan has not yet been releasdédted below (see Document No. 16) as a supple-
on 31 October and was also a member of thisom the former Soviet archives, but the direciment to the Malin notes, but they may be worth
Revolutionary Defense Committee. He was artive here presumably refers to the military (ageading at this point before finishing Malin’s ren-
rested on 3 November along with the other menfPPosed to political and propaganda) steps needdiion of the meeting. Although Horvath’s notes
bers of the Hungarian delegation that were negdo fuffill the decision of 31 October. On the samewere written hurriedly in mixed Hungarian and
tiating the withdrawal of Soviet troops. He wasday of this meeting, Marshal Konev arrived atRussian, they provide a good flavor of what
not released from prison until 1960. his command post in Szolnok and ordered th&hrushchev said.

42 Andropov’'s own account of his attendance'einforced Special Corps in Hungary to be ready
at the inner cabinet's evening session, which tafor full-scale combat operations by the foIIowing158A secret report from the Soviet ambassador
lies very well with Kadar’s version, is in day. in Hungary, Yurii Andropov, in May 1956 was
“Shifrtelegramma,” 1 November 1956 (Strictly 2> No source is specified for the information inmuch less positive, alleging that “the work of the
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Hungarian press in illuminating the results of theéDsobaya Papka; and “TsK KPSS,” 18 July 195®&n 1 November, which was published in
XX CPSU Congress has been totally inadequate(Strictly Secret — Urgent), Osobaya papka, botiNepszabadhe following day.
See “l. O. Zaveduyushchego Evropeiskimn APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 183-185 andL72rhis in fact is precisely what Ulbricht him-
Otdelom MID SSSR tov. Levychkinu K. D.,” 225-236, respectively. self feared; see the detailed account by the chief
Cable No. 141 (Secret) from Yu. Andropov, 2 May165The nature of this statement is unclear (to sagf the East German State Security forces in 1956,
1956, in AVPRF, F. Referentura o Vengrii, Op.the least), but the mention of these countries atlrnst Wollweber, in Wilfriede Otto, ed., “Ernst
36, Por. 15, Papka 48, D. 178, LI. 22-33. time of escalating hostilities is another interestWollweber: Aus Erinnerungen — Ein Portrait
159rhis refers to a telegram published in majoing indication of the role of the Suez Crisis inWalter Ulbrichts,”Beitrage zur Geschichte der
Soviet and Hungarian newspapers on 6 ApriSoviet thinking about events in Hungary. ArbeiterbewegungNo. 3 (1990), esp. pp. 361-
1956, shortly after the 20th Party Congress. Th&86This topic was not included in the formal pro-378. For more on the impact of the 1956 crises
telegram, sent by Khrushchev (as party leadetpcol for the session (“Protokol No. 51 zasedaniyan the East German communist leadership, see
and Bulganin (as prime minister) to their Hun-Prezidiuma TsK KPSS,” in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64,the papers presented by Hope M. Harrison and
garian counterparts, Rakosi and Hegedus, marké2l 484, LI. 60-61). Christian F. Ostermann at the “Conference on
the 11th anniversary of the liberation of Hungary.6"Most likely, there is a mistake or omission inHungary and the World, 1956: The New Archi-
from Nazi occupation. Malin’s text. These phrases, as given in the origival Evidence,” which took place in Budapest on
160rhe local authorities in Gyor, including the nal, do not make sense. 25-29 September 1996 and was organized by the
security forces, had been supportive of the revot68The reference here is to financial, not mili-Institute for the History of the 1956 Hungarian
lution from the outset. Sé&&yor-Sopron megyeiek tary, assistance. A Soviet economic aid packagRevolution, the National Security Archive, and
emlekeznek az 1956-os forradalortBadapest: for Hungary was approved on 5 November anthe Cold War International History Project. Cop-
Zrinyi, 1991). announced the following day. ies of the papers, both of which draw extensively
61Judging from Malenkov’s presence at Prel69rhese points about the Suez Crisis are intriguen the archives of the former Socialist Unity Party
sidium sessions on 4 and 5 November, onlyng in light of what happened the following dayof Germany (SED), are available from the con-
Mikoyan and Brezhnev actually traveled to(5 November). During the first several days ofference organizers.
Budapest. the Suez Crisis, Moscow’s response was limited 73Saburov is referring to the families of Soviet
1625ee Note 153upra This document, located to verbal protestations through the media and &toops who were killed, not to the much larger
by Janos Rainer, was published in Hungary ithe UN. On 5 November, the day before aaumber of Hungarians who died in the fighting.
1996. See Wacheslav Sereda and Janos Measefire was arranged, Soviet prime ministet”4This illustrates how concerned CPSU lead-
Rainer, edsDontes a Kremlben, 1956: A SzovjetNikolai Bulganin sent letters to the U.S., Frenchers were that the crisis was spilling over into the
Partelnokseg Vitai Magyarorszagr(@udapest: British, and Israeli governments. His letter toSoviet Union. Both before and after 4 Novem-
1956-0s Intezet, 1996), pp. 92-93. The documerresident Eisenhower warned that “if this war ider, unrest and protests occurred at a number of
is in Hungarian interspersed with a few Russiamot halted, it will be fraught with danger and mighthigher educational institutions in the USSR, in-
phrases and names. Horvath's notes show thascalate into a third world war.” Bulganin pro-cluding Moscow State University (MGU). At
the deliberations about this matter began at 8:4#osed that the United States and Soviet UnioMGU, “protests against Soviet military interven-

p.m. (see Note 158upra). move jointly to “crush the aggressors,” an actiortion” were accompanied by “anti-Soviet slogans
163rhese three lines appeared in the far left cohe justified on the grounds that the two superand posters.” Both students and faculty took part
umn of Horvath's notes. powers had “all modern types of arms, includingn the actions. The KGB quickly moved in and

164This statement is a candid acknowledgmemuclear and thermonuclear weapons, and bear paestored order, but the crackdown was not as vig-
of the extent to which the Soviet Union still con-ticular responsibility for stopping the war.” Not orous and sweeping as some CPSU officials
trolled leadership politics and successions in Eassurprisingly, Eisenhower immediately rejectedwanted. See the first-hand account by the long-
ern Europe after Stalin’s death. Khrushchev's refBulganin’s proposal. Bulganin’s letters to Francetime deputy director of the KGB, Filipp Bobkov,
erence to Mikoyan concerns the steps thaBreat Britain, and Israel were far more minatoryKGB i vlast’' (Moscow: Veteran MP, 1995), pp.
Mikoyan took when he was in Budapest from 13ncluding thinly-veiled threats to use missiles if144-145. Bobkov claims that Pyotr Pospelov and
to 21 July 1956 (see Document Nosdprg. necessary to prevent Egypt's destruction. Theome other senior party officials, as well as a
During a preliminary meeting with Rakosi, Ernoletters to France and Britain contained identicahumber of high-ranking personnel in the KGB,
Gero, Andras Hegedus, and Bela Veg, Mikoyampassages: “In what position would [Britain andwanted to launch “mass repressions” to deter any
took the initiative in bringing about Rakosi’s dis- France] have found themselves if they had beefurther unrest, but their proposals were never for-
missal. (The other Hungarian officials had longattacked by more powerful states possessing afially adopted. Subsequently, a commission
wanted to proceed with this step, but were untypes of modern weapons of destruction? Thedweaded by Brezhnev issued secret orders and
willing to act until the Soviet authorities them- more powerful states, instead of sending naval guidelines to all party organizations to tighten
selves told Rakosi he would have to go.) Mikoyarair forces to the shores of [Britain or France]political controls.

then participated in a crucial meeting of the HWRcould use other means, such as missile technat?%0n 4 November, the Soviet ambassador in Yu-
Politburo on 13 July, which voted to removeogy.” Bulganin’s letter to Israel declared that “Is-goslavia, Nikolai Firyubin, sent a telegram to
Rakosi from his posts as HWP First Secretary angel is playing with the fate of peace and the fatboscow with information provided by Kardelj

a member of the HWP Politburo. At Mikoyan's of its own people in a criminal and irresponsible(at Tito’s behest) about the refuge granted to Imre
behest, the HWP Politburo also chose Gero asanner.” This policy, Bulganin warned, “is rais-Nagy and his aides in the Yugoslav embassy. The
the new party leader. See “Zapis’ besedy A. ling doubts about the very existence of Israel asr@sponse, as approved by the CPSU Presidium,
Mikoyana s Matyashem Rakoshi, Andrashenstate. We expect that the Government of Israeialled on the Yugoslav authorities to turn over
Hegedushem, Erne Gere i Beloi Begom, 13 iyulyavill come to its senses before it is too late andhe Hungarian officials to Soviet troops. See
1956 g.,” 17 July 1956 (Secret), compiled by Yuwill halt its military operations against Egypt.” “Vypiska iz protokola No. P51/IV zasedaniya
V. Andropov; “Zapis’ vystuplenii na zasedaniyaFor the texts of the letters and other Soviet statérezidiuma TsK KPSS ot 4 noyabrya 1956 g.,” 4
Politbyuro TsR VPT, 13 iyulya 1956 g.,” 13 July ments during the crisis, see D. T. Shepilov, edNovember 1956 (Strictly Secret), in APRF, F. 3,
1956 (Secret), compiled by Yu. V. Andropov; andSuetskii krizifMoscow: Politizdat, 1956). Al- Op. 64, D. 485, LI. 103-104.

“Zapis’ besedy A. |I. Mikoyana s Yanoshemthough the letters represented a much more force? q\lagy had appealed to UN Secretary-General
Kadarom, 14 iyulya 1956 g.,” 17 July 1956 (Topful and conspicuous Soviet stance against the dbag Hammerskjold on 1 November asking for
Secret), compiled by Yu. V. Andropov, all in lied incursions, they came so belatedly that thegupport of Hungary’'s sovereignty and indepen-
APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 483, LI. 186-190, 191-had only a minor impact at best on efforts tadence. The UN Security Council began consid-
205, and 206-215, respectively. In ciphered teleachieve a ceasefire. ering the matter on 3 November. On 4 Novem-
grams on 16 and 18 July, Mikoyan explained int/Orhis passage refers to the appeal to the nker, the UN Security Council took up the ques-
detail why he ended up supporting Gero to betion that Kadar's government issued when it wation of Soviet military intervention in Hungary,
come the new HWP First Secretary. See “TsKnstalled in power on 4 November. and the UN General Assembly voted to condemn
KPSS,” 16 July 1956 (Strictly Secret — Urgent),1 7 IMolotov is referring to Kadar's radio addressthe Soviet invasion. On 5 November, the CPSU
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newspapePravdafeatured a letter purportedly bassador in Yugoslavia, Nikolai Firyubin, trans-taken to prevent further “unfortunate incidents.”
sent by Kadar and Imre Horvath to Dagmitting a formal protest by the Yugoslav govern—187These notes were compiled by Malin’s deputy,
Hammarskjold. The letter claimed that Nagy’'sment about the death of Milenko Milovanov, aVladimir Naumovich Chernukha, not by Malin
submission of the Hungarian question to the UNYugoslav embassy employee in Budapest whbimself. Hence, they are somewhat sketchier than
had been illegal, and requested that all considewas struck by shots fired from a Soviet tank. Thether notes from this period. No list of partici-
ation of the issue cease. Yugoslav foreign minister, Koca Popovic, accuseghants in the session is given, but the formal pro-
177his brief session produced few results. Thehe Soviet tank of having deliberately opened fir¢ocol for the session (“VWpiska iz Protokola No.
formal protocol for the session (in TsKhSD, F. 3pn the embassy even though the compound w&® zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS ot 27
Op. 14, D. 73, L. 4) simply reads: “Defer con-clearly marked and “the Soviet government hadoyabrya 1956 g.,” inAPRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 488,
sideration of the matter.” been informed by the Yugoslav side of who, othek. 181) indicates that, in addition to those listed
178oroshilov’s name is not listed among the parthan Yugoslav diplomatic personnel, is in thehere, the participants included Brezhnev,
ticipants, but the notes below indicate that he ac¥ugoslav embassy compound in Budapest.” Seghvernik, Furtseva, Belyaev, and Pospelov. The
tively took part. “Shifrtelegramma,” 5 November 1956 (Strictly protocol does not mention Andrei Gromyko.
179ther documents recently declassified by th&ecret), in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 485, LI. 143-188The Presidium is discussing a telegram that
Russian government shed light on what occurreti44. To reinforce Popovic's complaint, a similarwas sent on 26 November by V. F. Nikolaev, an
at this meeting. On 5 November an official fromprotest was delivered by the Yugoslav ambassafficial at the Soviet embassy in Bucharest. The
the CPSU CC international department, Vladimidor in Budapest, Dalibor Soldatic, to the Sovietelegram indicated that the Romanian leader,
Baikov, who had been sent to Budapest the prembassador in Budapest, Yurii Andropov.Gheorghe Gheorghiu-Dej intended to seek top-
vious day to maintain liaison with Kadar, sent aSoldatic requested that the Soviet military unitevel negotiations with Yugoslavia as soon as
secure, high-frequency message back to Moscoalongside the Yugoslav embassy be pulled backossible to alleviate the dispute that Yugoslavia
along with the draft text of a statement preparedndropov relayed this message by telephone toas having with the Soviet Union and Hungary
by Kadar. Baikov's message reads as followghe Soviet deputy foreign minister Valerian Zorin,about the fate of Imre Nagy. During negotiations
“At the request of Cde. Kadar, | am conveyingwarning that “the demand for the withdrawal ofwith the Yugoslavs, Kadar’s government had
the translation from Hungarian of an Appeal bythe Soviet military unit from the building of the given assurances of safety for Nagy and his aides
the Provisional Central Committee of the Hun-mission is of a suspicious nature.” Sedf they left the Yugoslav embassy in Budapest.
garian Socialist Workers’ Party ‘To Hungarian“Telefonogramma,” 5 November 1956, in APRF,When Nagy’s group went outside on 22 Novem-
Communists! To Loyal Members of the HungarF. 3, Op. 64, D. 485, L. 130. These messagé®r, they were immediately arrested by Soviet
ian Workers' Party!” Cde. Kadar requested that Were discussed at the Presidium meeting not onlyilitary personnel. Soon thereafter, they were
transmit the views and observations of the Sdby Zhukov and Shepilov (as indicated by Malin) transported as prisoners to Romania. A senior
viet comrades regarding the text of the Appeabut also by Khrushchev, who presented the draftide to Gheorghiu-Dej, Emil Bodnaras, told
by 10:00 a.m. on 6 November.” (See “Po VCh,"of a cable intended for the Yugoslav governmenfNikolaev that the Romanians “hadn't expected
APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 485, L. 132.) The draftSubsequently, the cable was transmitted vithat the Yugoslavs would raise a fuss about the
went to Mikoyan, who prepared a number ofFiryubin to Popovic. transfer of Imre Nagy and his group to Romania.
changes and suggestions before the Presidiub$6The formal protocol for this session (“Wpiska However, as you know, they presented a note of
meeting began. The most significant change wdg Protokola No. 53 zasedaniya Prezidiuma Tskorotest to the Soviet and Hungarian governments.
the addition of a reference to the “treacherouskKPSS ot 6 noyabrya 1956 g.,” in APRF, F. 3, Oplt’s possible that this question might be raised at
activities of a “group of Imre Nagy, Losonczy, 64, D. 485, L. 141) indicates that the Presidiunthe UN, etc. We believe that we must be ready
and Donath” after the condemnation of the‘affirmed the draft response to the Yugoslavs irfor different speeches and discussions regarding
“Rakosi clique.” (See the marked-up draft inconnection with the unfortunate case of an emimre Nagy. But first of all we believe it is neces-
APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 485, L. 136.) Kadar in-ployee at the Yugoslav embassy in Budapest3ary to discuss this matter with the Yugoslavs.”
corporated this change, though he dropped thEhe telegram, signed by foreign minister DmitriiSee “Shifrtelegramma,” 26 November 1956
mention of Ferenc Donath, referring simply toShepilov, was sent to the Yugoslav foreign min{Strictly Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 2, D. 5,
the “Nagy-Losonczy group,” which he claimedister, Koca Popovic, via the Yugoslav ambassak:|. 13-14.

had committed “treason” and inspired the “coundor in Budapest, Veljko Micunovic. It stated that189The formal protocol for this session (“Wpiska
terrevolution.” Other proposed changes also werihe Soviet military commander in Hungary hadiz Protokola No. 60 zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK
included. The final text was released as a leafldteen ordered to make a careful study of how th€PSS,” 27 November 1956, in APRF, F. 3, Op.
in Hungary on 6 November. It was published irincident happened. The telegram also conveye#4, D. 488, L. 177) stated that “on the basis of
the Szolnok newspap&zabad Nepn 7 Novem- the Soviet government’s “deep condolences” rethe exchange of opinions at the session of the
ber and in Russian translation in the CPSU dailgarding the death of Milenko Milovanov, and CPSU CC Presidium, Cde. Bulganin is instructed
Pravdathat same day. On 8 November it wagpromised assistance in transporting Milanov’do hold negotiations with Cde. Gheorghiu-Dej.”
published inNepszabadsag This was the first body to Yugoslavia. The telegram said that théater that day, Bulganin had a telephone conver-
major programmatic statement by Kadar’s govSoviet military government would take “all nec- sation with Gheorghiu-Dej, which he promptly

ernment. essary measures” to safeguard the Yugoslav erecounted in writing for the other members of the
180rhis is the same telegram that Kadar menbassy in Budapest, and in a follow-on conversacPSU Presidium: *“I told Cde. Gheorghiu-Dej
tioned earlier. See Note 15Qpra tion with Micunovic, Shepilov indicated that the that, in our opinion, a meeting at the highest level

181Tne draft statement pledged that the HSWHSoviet military command would comply with the with the Yugoslav leadership about Imre Nagy
would “make a decisive break with the harmfulYugoslav request to “pull back the military unitand his group will not produce a good solution,
policy and criminal methods of the Rakosi cliquenext to the [Yugoslav] embassy compound.” Sesince the Yugoslavs have a set position on this
which shook the faith of the broad popular masse®) besede s poslom Yugoslavii v SSSRmatter, and such a meeting might complicate the
in our party.” This was preserved in the final texMichunovichem,” No. 486 (Secret), from D. T. situation. The Yugoslavs might demand a meet-
along with other condemnations of “past mis-Shepilov to the CPSU Presidium, 7 Novembeing with Imre Nagy and the others, which would
takes.” 1956, in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 45, D. 29, LI. 1-3.hardly be worthwhile. . . . Cde. Gheorghiu-Dej
182\1alenkov obviously is referring to a CC ple- The investigation into the incident was completedisked that | let the CPSU CC Presidium know
num of the HWP, not of the CPSU. by mid-day on 7 November. It concluded thathat they are working via plenipotentiaries with
183Again, the reference is to a CC plenum of thehe Soviet tank had come under fire from a housknre Nagy and his group. They have set out to
HWP, not of the CPSU. alongside the Yugoslav embassy. When the tarpersuade Imre Nagy and his group to issue a state-
18410m exile in Moscow, Rakosi had made overfesponded by firing back, one of the shots hathent in which they would acknowledge their
tures about his possible readmission into the Hurstrayed into the embassy, killing Milovanov. Itcriminal actions and indicate that the only cor-
garian Communist party. is unclear whether this version of events is moreect course at present is to support and consoli-
185rhe topic discussed here was a telegram reccurate than the original Yugoslav account, bulate the Revolutionary Workers’ and Peasants’
ceived on 5 November 1956 from the Soviet amwhatever the case may have been, steps weG®vernment of Kadar, and to strengthen the re-



410 GLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN

gime of people’s democracy. In this way,
Gheorghiu-Dej, we want to test Imre Nagy.”
“Informatsiya,” 27 November 1956 (Top Secr
in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 2, D. 5, LI. 16-17.
190rhis refers to the manner in which Imre N
and his aides were arrested. A bus had
brought alongside the Yugoslav embassy, su
edly to transport the officials and their famil
to their apartments. It turned out that the bu
merely part of an elaborate plot devised by
Serov and other senior KGB officials to lure N
from the embassy. A Soviet military officer
sitting in the bus, and others quickly approac
Two Yugoslav diplomats who were accomp
ing the Hungarians were forced out of the
and the remaining passengers were placed
arrest, contrary to the assurances that Ka
government had given to the Yugoslavs.
episode is recounted in detail in the note of
test that Yugoslav foreign minister Koca Pop
sent to the Soviet and Hungarian embassi
24 November 1956, in TsKhSD, F. 89, Op. 2
5, LI. 19-26. See also “Telefonogramma,”
cure High-Frequency Transmission, fr
Malenkov, Suslov, and Aristov, 23 Novem
1956, in APRF, F. 3, Op. 64, D. 488, LI. 95-
191Np title for this section is given, but the f
mal protocol for the session (No. 60, as cit
Note 187suprg indicates that Point Il dealt wi
“Questions of Hungary.” According to the Pgp-
tocol, “the USSR Foreign Ministry, the KGB,
the USSR Ministry of Defense [were] instruc
to prepare materials about Imre Nagy an
group in accordance with the exchange of
ions at the CPSU CC Presidium’s session.”
192Nagy’s surname is omitted in this line
Malin’s notes.

directly subordinate to Soviet leader J.V.
Stalin. It functioned for almost eight

years until it was abolished in accor-
y THE RUSSIAN NUCLEAR dance with a CC CPSU Presidium
eeRECLASSIFICATION PROJECT: Resolution of 26 June 1953—the same

os- SETTING UP THE A-BOMB tumultuous meeting at which Beria was
215 EFFORT, 1946 arrested. Thus, the Special Committee’s
activities covered a most important, for-
mative period of the Soviet atomic
project, that is, the establishment and
y- growth of the USSR atomic-energy in-
On 16 July 1945, the USA con-q sty the development and testing of
ddeicted the world's first test of an atomm_the first Soviet atomic bomb (in 1949)
risomb, and on 6 and 9 August 1945, if§ early improved atomic bomb de-
o nans, and the development and virtual
idNagasaki. The world faced the fact of 5 y\njetion of the first Soviet hydrogen

dhe USAs monopolistic possession of,qmpy (RDS-6), which was first tested
Dthe new, unprecedently powerful de;, August 1953.

evice. The atomic bombardments of the Considering and resolving all the

Japanese cities, some believed, al§fost pasic issues which arose in the

_constituted a demonstration bys,,rse of the early Soviet atomic
-America’s leaders of their readiness t roject, the Special Committee was

iemploy these weapons later on as we mpowered to supervise
The events of 1945 forced the So-

id
e RESEARCH NOTES:
)

an
y by G. A. Goncharov, N. I. Komov,
s A. S. Stepanov

dmeasures to speed up the creation of thquanium:- the development of scientific
hig)]SSR’s own nuclear weapons. It was
""Clear that solving the problem of mak-
¢ing the atomic bomb as soon as pos-
sible would require mobilization of all ) Jpain uranium....- the organization
the country’s resources, which had been industry to process uranium and to
Mark Kramer, a scholar based at the Daffisentirely directed to securing the victory produce special equipment and materi-
Center for Russian Studies at Harvard Uhiover fascist Germany and its allies.
versity, is a frequent contributor to tjle Focusing all the country’s forces on
CWIHP Bulletin. the solution of this complex problem
called above all for the establishment
of a new state management body en-

dowed with appropriate power. Sucha  The gpecial Committee’s decisions

body, which was entrusted with practigjther were of unilaterally decisive char-

cally unlimited authority, was the Spe-,cter or were made to support draft reso-

cial Committee, headed by L. P. Berigtions and directions of the USSR Gov-
(@ member of State Defense Commitayment previously submitted to Stalin
tee and Vice Chairman of the USSRy anhroval. Throughout the lifetime
Council of People’s Commissars) andyt the special Committee, more than

was founded by the USSR State Deyyq sittings were held. The approxi-
fense Committee’s Resolution No'mate volume of the Special
GOKO.-9887 of 20 August 1945. TheCommittee’s protocols is 1000 type-
Committee was founded under the Sta

, Written pages. The complete work of the
Defense Committee, but after the Statgpecial Committee fills about 1700

Defense Committee was abolished igyqssjers containing more than 300,000
September 1945, the Special Commity ye\yritten pages. These materials are
tee functioned as a body of USSR Courgrently stored in the Archive of the

cil of People’'s Commissars (and aftepggigent, Russian Federation (APRF).
March 1946 as a body of the USSR thege materials, documenting
Council of Ministers). events from 1943 to 1953, constitute an

In reality, the Special Committee;, a\yable treasure of early Soviet
was an independent state control bOdé(tomic project history.

research in this sphere;- the broad use
of geological surveys and the establish-
ment of a resource base for the USSR

als connected with the use of atomic en-
ergy; and the construction of atomic
energy facilities, and the development
and production of an atomic borb.



