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both crises; the impact of the invasion
on Eastern Europe; the Western re-
sponse; China’s shifting position on the
crises; and Radio Free Europe’s contro-
versial role. A number of participants
in the uprising itself spoke either as
panelists or as members of the audience,
and several witnesses to the revolution
led a “walking tour of revolutionary
Budapest” to scenes of the street battles
40 years earlier.

Among the most noteworthy find-
ings of the Hungary Conference were
presentations and analyses of notes
from Soviet Presidium meetings in fall
1956 taken by V.N. Malin, head of the
CPSU General Department. These
notes constitute the only known con-
temporaneous record of the key sessions
of late October and early November at
which Kremlin leaders went back and
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War Flashpoints” Project is to gatheMational Security Archive, 1996).

new archival materials from all sides of These briefing books, in turn, accel-
the events, the conference organizeerated the process toward the ultimate
prepared “briefing books” of recently preparation and publication by the con-
declassified U.S., Russian, and Eurcterence organizers of edited volumes of
pean documents for both conferencegiapers and documents emerging from
Christian F. Ostermann, ed'he Post- both the Potsdam and Budapest meet-
Stalin Succession Struggle and the lihgs. In addition, the Cold War Inter-
June 1953 Uprising in East Germany:national History Project, which has pre-
The Hidden History—Declassifiedviously published East-bloc documents
Documents from U.S., Russian, andn all of the major “Flashpoint” crises,
Other European Archiveg®Vashington, plans to publish selected materials from
D.C.: CWIHP/National Security boththe Potsdam and Budapest gather-
Archive); and Csaba Bekes, Malcolmings in forthcomindulleting Working
Byrne, and Christian F. Ostermann, ed.

and comp.The Hidden History of Hun-

gary 1956: A Compendium of Declasing,e cotact-

sified DocumentgWashington, D.C.: Byrntjor Christian F.s
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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 bp-

come available. Yeltsin turned over
preliminary collection of declassifie
materials to the Hungarian governmejt
in November 1992, which are no
stored at the Institute for the Study ¢f
the 1956 Hungarian Revolution i
Budapest. These documents were
published in Hungarian translation i
1993 as a two-volume collectiéh.A

few of the items had appeared earlipr
in the original RussiahY and in 1993
most of the others were published |n
Russian with detailed annotations inja
three-part seriekl Subsequently, a fe
additional Soviet documents were r¢-

_recently declassified materials from the

frast European archives as well as new

ofirst-hand accounts. Of the East Euro-
pean documents, an especially notewor-
thy item is the handwritten Czech notes
from a Soviet Presidium meeting on 24
October 1956, as the crisis in Hungary
was getting under Wal;f.5 Of the new
memoirs, perhaps the most valuable is
an account published in serial form in
late 1993 and early 1994 by a high-rank-
ing Soviet military officer, Evgenii
Malashenko, who helped command the
operation in Hungary in 1956/ To-
gether, all these materials permit a much
better understanding of why and how
the Soviet Union responded with mili-
tary force in one case but not in the
other.
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NEW FINDINGS

One of the intriguing things about
the new evidence is that it tends to bear
out much of Khrushchev’s brief ac-
counts of the Hungarian and Polish cri-
ses. Khrushchev’s reminiscences were
tendentious (as most memoirs are) and
he was confused about a number of
points, but overall his account, includ-
ing many of the details, holds up re-
markably well. At the same time, the
new documentation provides insight
about many items that Khrushchev
failed to discuss, and it also allows nu-
merous mistakes in the record to be set
right. Although it is impossible in a
brief article to provide a comprehensive
review of the latest findings, it is worth
highlighting several points that cast new
light not only on the events of 1956, but
on the whole nature of Soviet-East Eu-
ropean relations.

Soviet Responses to the Polish Crisis

New evidence from the Russian
and East-Central European archives
helps explain why the Soviet Union
decided to accept a peaceful solution in
Poland but not in Hungary. Poland was
the initial focus of Soviet concerns. A
series of events starting in June 1956
had provoked unease in Moscow about
growing instability and rebellion. The
Poznan riots, on 28-29 June, came as a
particular shock. Workers from the
ZISPO locomotive factory and other
heavy industrial plants in Poznan staged
a large protest rally on 28 June, which
soon turned violent. The Polish army
and security forces managed to subdue
the protests, but the two days of clashes
left 53 dead and many hundreds
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up strategic positions all around War-
saw and called in reinforcements as
Soviet columns were reported to be
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Gomulka reciprocated by again assur-
ing Khrushchev that Poland would re-
main a loyal ally and member of the
Warsaw Pact. The Polish leader dem-
onstrated the credibility of his promises
by ordering Polish officers to cease con-
sidering the prospect of a complete
withdrawal of the Soviet Northern
Group of Forces from Polartf (On

21 October, as the crisis with Moscow
began to abate, a number of Polish com-
manders, led by General Waclaw
Komar of the Internal Army and Gen-
eral Wlodzimierz Mus of the KBW, had
thought it was the right moment to press
for a total Soviet withdrawal, and they
started drafting plans to that effect.
Gomulka put an immediate end to their
activities.) Gomulka also adopted a far
more conciliatory line in public, as re-
flected in his keynote speech at the rally
in Warsaw on 24 Octob&r The Pol-
ish leader not only called for stronger
political and military ties with the So-
viet Union and condemned those who
were trying to steer Poland away from
the Warsaw Pact, but also urged his fel-
low Poles to return to their daily work
and to refrain from holding any addi-
tional rallies or demonstrations.

Over the next few days, Soviet
leaders became annoyed when
Gomulka insisted that Rokossowski be
removed from the national defense min-
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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, feebléikoyan 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 téorces.” 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 on
universally welcomed. A large numberl2 July 1956, which focused on the lat-
of officials, especially in the HWP Cen-est events in both Hungary and Poland.
tral Leadership, concluded that the red\lalin’s notes from the meeting show
problem in Hungary was not the oppothat Khrushchev and his colleagues still
sition forces or the Petofi Circle, butdid not want to come to grips with the
Rakosi himself. underlying sources of political unrestin
The mounting disaffection with Hungary?° To be sure, the events in
Rakosi was duly noted by Andropov inPoznan had provoked “alarm [in Mos-
a cable to the CPSU Presidium on 8ow] about the fate of Hungary” as well
July.54 Andropov reported that “hos-as of Poland: “After the lessons of
tile elements and the intra-HWP oppoPoznan we wouldn’t want something
sition have embarked on an open ansimilar to happen in Hungary'f:!"3 So-
intensive struggle” against Rakosi. Heviet leaders went so far as to character-
emphasized that some prominent oppaze the discussions of the Petofi Circle
sition figures had begun calling for anon 27 June as “an ideological Poznan,
“independent national policy” and awithout the gunshots®” Nevertheless,
“national Communist movement,” they displayed little understanding of
which would “permit the Hungarians tothe pressures that had given rise to such
resolve their own affairs independentlyjncidents. Khrushchev attributed the
‘rather than on the basis of Soviet inrecent turmoil in Hungary (and Poland)
terference.” Andropov also noted thaexclusively to “the subversive activities
Gero saw “few ways, unfortunately, toof the imperialists,” who, he claimed,
overcome the situation that haswant to foment disunity” within the
emerged.” Although Gero believed thasocialist camp and “destroy the social-
the HWP Central Leadership plenum oiist countries one by one8 The Pre-
18 July might “restore solid unity” at sidium ordered that a lengthy editorial
the top levels of the party, he was conbe published inPravdareaffirming
cerned that “severe complications couldloscow’s “internationalist solidarity
emerge unexpectedly” at the plenum. Iwith efforts to rebuff the enem)}?’9
this connection, Andropov reported thafhe appearance of this article on 16 July
the former head of state security irwas intended as a warning that the
Hungary, Gabor Peter, had written a let€PSU leadership would “not permit the
ter from prison accusing Rakosi of di-dissolution of the unity of the socialist
rect personal complicity in the Rajkcamp under the pretext of respect for
trial. Andropov warned that “if this let- national particularities or the extension
ter is read out at the plenum, Cdeof democracy0
Rakosi’s plight will be enormously ag- The Soviet Presidium also desig-
gravated.” Andropov underscorednated one of its members, Anastas
Gero’s hope of receiving “concrete adMikoyan, to visit Hungary for a first-
vice from the CPSU CC,” and he addethand assessment of the disarray within
that “Cde. Gero’s alarm about the situthe Hungarian leadership and the grow-
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manders of all Soviet forces in Eastern
Europe had been ordered by the CPSU
leadership to devise appropriate plans
for anti-riot and counterinsurgency op-
erations.) When this omission was re-
ported to Soviet defense minister Mar-
shal Georgii Zhukov, he ordered that the
requisite documents be compiled imme-
diately. The visiting Soviet generals
helped the commander of Soviet forces
in Hungary, General Lashchenko, put
together a “Plan of Operations for the
Special Corps to Restore Public Order
on the Territory of Hungary,” which was
signed on 20 Jul$> This plan,
codenamed “Volna” (Wave), envisaged
the use of tens of thousands of Soviet
troops at very short notice (within three
to six hours) to “uphold and restore
public order” in Hungary. The plan re-
quired a special signal (known as
“Kompas”) to be putinto effect, but the
formulation of “VoIna” at this stage in-
dicates that Soviet leaders wanted a re-
liable fall-back option in case their at-
tempts to bolster political stability in
Hungary did not pan out.

The growing reservations in Mos-
cow about Hungary’s political future
turned out to be far more justified than
Soviet leaders had hoped. Although the
ouster of Rakosi eliminated the most
exigent problem in Hungary, it was
hardly sufficient to put more than a tem-
porary check on the growth of social
discontent. Gero was widely perceived
to be of the same mold as Rakosi. Nor
was the situation helped any by the
“comradely advice” that Gero received
from his Soviet counterparts when he
took office:
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statue of Stalin in the center of Budapesation is hard to explain. By that point

was torn down. Similar rallies werehe had already transmitted an appeal for

held in other Hungarian cities, whereurgent military assistance to the mili-

thousands of protesters called on thery attache at the Soviet embassy, so it

government to resign. Faced by thiss unclear why he would not want to

growing wave of unrest, Gero desperraise the matter directly with

ately tried to regain control of the situ-Khrushchev. Gero’s behavior in the two

ation, but the protests continued tamonths prior to the revolution, when he

mount. chose to be out of the country at critical
Gero’s plight was made immeasurmoments, was odd in itself; but his re-

ably worse later in the evening when

Hungarian state security (AVH) forces,

acting without authorization, opeepetdarecéroti bes-

fire on unarmed demonstrators outside

the main radio station in Budapest who

were seeking to enter the building to

broadcast their demands. The shootings

precipitated a chaotic rebellion, which

was much too large for the Hungarian

state security organs to handle on their

own. Soviet “advisers” and military

commanders in Hungary had been try-

ing since early October to convince

Hungarian officials that stringent secu-

rity precautions were needed to cope

with growing unrest; but, as one of the

top Soviet officers later reported, “the

leaders of the [Hungarian] party and

members of the [Hungarian] govern-

ment did not adopt the measures called

for by the urgency of the situation.

Many of them were simply incapable

of evaluating the state of things realis-

tically.”72 As a result, the violent up-

heavals on the evening of 23 October

quickly overwhelmed the Hungarian

police and security forces and caused

widespread panic and near-paralysis

among senior Hungarian officials.

The Intial Soviet Intervention in
Hungary

Until very recently, nothing was
known about decision-making in Mos-
cow on the evening of 23 October 1956,
when the first reports came in about the
Hungarian revolution. Some gapsinthe
story persist, but a reasonable account
can be pieced together on the basis of
new sources, including the Malin
notes/3 It is now known that despite
the growing turmoil in Budapest, Gero
did not even mention what was going
on when he spoke by phone with
Khrushchev on the evening of the 23rd.
Gero’s evasiveness during that conver-
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“emergency operational group” of somecow, which was not decisively resolved
80 high-ranking officers from the So-until June 1957, had a strong effect on
viet General Staff and the main staffSoviet policy toward Hungary. As the
of the Soviet ground and air forces. AllHungarian crisis escalated, splits within
told, some 31,500 Soviet troops, 1,13the Soviet leadership came to the sur-

tanks and self-propelled artillery, 380
armored personnel carriers, 185 air de-
fense guns, and numerous other weap-
ons were redeployed at short notice to
Budapest and other major cities as well
as along the Austrian-Hungarian border.
Two Soviet fighter divisions, totaling
159 planes, were ordered to perform
close air-support missions for the
ground forces; and two Soviet bomber
divisions, with a total of 122 aircratft,
were placed on full alert at airfields in
Hungary and the Transcarpathian Mili-
tary District.

For the task at hand, however, this
massive array of firepower was largely
irrelevant. The intervention of the So-
viet Army proved almost wholly inef-
fectual and even counterproductive.
Gero himself acknowledged, in a phone
conversation with Soviet leaders on 24
October, that “the arrival of Soviet
troops into the city has had a negative
effect on the mood of the residengsq"
Soviet armored vehicles and artillery
were sent into the clogged streets of
Budapest without adequate infantry
protection, and thus became easy tar-
gets for youths wielding grenades and
Molotov cocktails. Although Hungar-
ian soldiers were supposed to operate
alongside Soviet units, troops from the
Hungarian state security forces, police,
and army proved incapable of offering
necessary support, and some defected
to the side of the rebefd As a result,
the fighting merely escalated. By mid-
afternoon on the 24th, at least 25 pro-
testers had been killed and more than
200 had been wounded. The mounting
violence, as Mikoyan and Suslov re-
ported back to Moscow, “caused further
panic among senior Hungarian officials,
many of whom fled into underground
bunkers that were unsuitable for any
work.”82

Early Rifts Within the Soviet Lead-
ership

The Malin notes confirm that the
post-Stalin succession struggle in Mos-
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Suslov had been predicting. stances was bound to spur a reassess-

Concerns about the internal situament of Moscow’s non-interventionist
tion in Hungary were reinforced by thestance. Khrushchev later recalled that
latest news about international develhe regretted the 30 October decision
opments, particularly the start of Frenclalmost as soon as the Presidium adopted
and British military operations in theit.92 At short notice on 31 October, he
Middle East and the increasing signgonvened another emergency meeting
that unrest in Hungary was spilling oveiof the Presidium to reconsider the whole
into other Warsaw Pact countries. Eachatter?6 The notes from the meeting
of these factors is important enough toeveal that Khrushchev was not the only
warrant a separate discussion belovane who had misgivings about the pre-
Not only were the Suez Crisis and the&ious day’s decision. With one excep-
fears of a spillover crucial in their owntion, all the participants strongly en-
right; they also magnified the impor-dorsed Khrushchev’'s view that “we
tance of Hungary's status in the Warmust revise our assessment and must
saw Pact. The prospect of an “imperinot withdraw our troops from Hungary
alist” victory in the Middle East and of and Budapest. We must take the initia-
growing ferment within the bloc madetive in restoring order in Hungary.” The
it all the more essential to keep Hunenly dissenting voice was Maksim
gary within the Soviet camp; but on thisSaburov, who argued that “after
score, too, there seemed increasingesterday’s session this discussion is all
grounds for pessimism. By late Octopointless. [Full-scale intervention] will
ber it was clear that momentum fomerely vindicate NATO.” His asser-
Hungary’s withdrawal from the Warsawtions were disputed by Molotov and
Pact was rapidly building. One of thenumerous others, who insisted (not en-
members of Nagy's new “inner cabi-tirely convincingly) that the previous
net,” Bela Kovacs, explicitly called for day’s decision had been “only a com-
a “neutral Hungary” and the end ofpromise.” After further persuasion,
Hungary’s “ties to military blocs” in a Saburov finally came around to support
speech he delivered on 30 OctoBér. the interventionist position.
That same day, Nagy himself endorsed  With that, the Presidium unani-
the goal of leaving the Warsaw Pact, anchously approved the full-scale use of
he opened talks about the matter (anailitary force “to help the working class
about the withdrawal of all Sovietin Hungary rebuff the counterrevolu-
troops from Hungary) with Mikoyan tion.”97 This action brought an end to
and Suslov, who promptly informedthe long period of indecision and wa-
their colleagues in Moscow about thevering in Soviet policy.
discussion%.3 It seems likely that Even so, the reversal on 31 Octo-
Nagy’'s expressed desire to renoundeer should not detract from the impor-
Hungarian membership in the Warsawance of the consensus on the 30th. The
Pact was one of the factors that induceilalin notes suggest there was a chance,
the CPSU Presidium on 31 October tif only a very slender one, that the
reverse its decision of the previous dayevents of 1989 could actually have oc-
To be sure, Nagy had spoken mangurred 33 years earlier.
times in earlier years (especially after
he was abruptly removed from poweiThe Effect of the Suez Crisis
in 1955) about the desirability of Hun-
garian neutrality, but his decision to  On 26 July 1956 the new Egyptian
raise the issue with Mikoyan and Susloleader, Gamel Abdel Nasser, announced
at this delicate stage must have comat he was nationalizing the Suez Ca-
as a jolt in MoscowW4 Once Soviet nal Company. Over the next few
leaders were confronted by the starknonths the British, French, and U.S.
prospect of Hungary’s departure frongovernments tried to persuade (and then
the Warsaw Pact, they realized howompel) Nasser to reverse his decision,
much their influence in Hungary had
waned.

The confluence of all these circum-
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traordinary powers, including the rightrevolution broke out, apprehension in
to issue shoot-to-kill orders and to deEast Berlin rapidly increased. A top
clare a state of emergen@ﬂ;'.2 The East German official, Otto Grotewohl,
command staff was successful in itsvarned that “the events in Hungary and
task, but the very fact that this sort oPoland show that the enemy looks for
measure was needed was a disconceweak spots in the socialist camp, seek-
ing reminder to Soviet leaders that théng to break it apart.l’19 He and other
events in Hungary, if left unchecked East German leaders were acutely
could prove contagious. aware that the GDR itself was one of
Equally disturbing reports flowed these “weak spots.” Soviet officials,
into Moscow from Czechoslovakiatoo, were worried that developments in
about student demonstrations irHungary could undermine their position
Bratislava and other cities amidst growin East Germany, which by this point
ing “hostility and mistrust toward the was closely tied to Ulbricht. Soviet for-
Soviet Union.113 The Czechoslovak eign minister Dmitrii Shepilov warned
authorities denied most of these reportshat certain elements in East Germany
but they acknowledged that the eventsiight exploit the crisis to launch a cam-
in Hungary were having “deleteriouspaign against the “Ulbricht clique1.20
psychological effects” and creating a  Quite apart from the threat of a
“hostile, anti-socialist mood” amongspillover into Eastern Europe, Soviet
some of the Czechoslovak troops whteaders were aware of serious problems
had been sent to reinforce the 560-krim the USSR itself. The inception of
border with Hungaryt14 Senior de-Stalinization had spawned numerous
Czechoslovak military officials warnedinstances of public disorder and unrest.
that the confusion might even “temptMass disturbances erupted in Thilisi and
the counterrevolutionary forces [inother Georgian cities in early March
Hungary] to penetrate into our countryl956, as students, workers, and intel-
and stir up a rebellion in Slovak terri-lectuals joined together to protest the
tory,” especially in the southern areagrowing criticism of “our great leader
inhabited mainly by ethnic Hungar-Stalin.”121 These demonstrations
ians11S They also warned that the danmarked the first time that “anti-Soviet
ger would increase “if Soviet and Hun-activities” had occurred in Georgia
garian units are withdrawn” from north-since Communist rule was established,
ern Hungary, since “it is unlikely thatand Soviet leaders responded by impos-
[Czechoslovakia's] existing combating martial lawd22 Very different chal-
forces will be enough to prevent incurdenges arose elsewhere in the Soviet
sions by counterrevolutionaryUnion, where intellectuals and some
groups.116 The risk of a spillover into other groups took advantage of the op-
Czechoslovakia was explicitly cited byportunity to voice long-suppressed
Soviet leaders when they approved grievances. Criticism of Stalin and of
full-scale invasion: “If we don’'t em- the “cult of personality” opened the way
bark on a decisive path, things irfor broader complaints about the nature
Czechoslovakia will collapsell? It of the Soviet regime itself. Soviet lead-
is unclear whether the actual danger wass tried to regain control of the de-
as great as they feared, but the impoBtalinization campaign by issuing a
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 docu-
failure to act would have ominous conment failed to put an end to dissidents’
sequences. activities123 Thus, when the revolu-
The growing concerns about aion began in Hungary, Khrushchev and
spillover were shared in East European
countries further away from Hungary,
notably East Germany. Initially, the
East German leader, Walter Ulbricht,
mainly feared that the return of Nagy
might presage a similar turn of events
in the GDR118 Once the Hungarian
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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 for-
eign intervention.” This statement ap-
peared (in slightly modified form) in the
PZPR newspapdrybuna Luduhe fol-
lowing day.14 Moreover, on 2 No-
vember, Gomulka publicly offered War-
saw as a forum for Soviet-Hungarian
negotiations, which he (and Imre Nagy)
hoped would “lead to the settlement of
problems in bilateral relationst48
When Gomulka's last-ditch efforts
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exclusively by Soviet troops. Although
one might have thought that Marshal
Konev, as commander-in-chief of the
Warsaw Pact, would have preferred a
joint operation with the East European
armies, he in fact was among those who
recommended that the task be left to the
Soviet Union alone.

To ensure that mistakes made dur-
ing the initial Soviet intervention in late
October would not be repeated, Konev
met with General Lashchenko and other
Soviet officers who had been in Hun-
gary from the outsetbl For a variety
of reasons, as one of Lashchenko’s aides
later explained, the Soviet Union’s
chances of success were much greater
during the second intervention:

In November our combat operations
took place under more auspicious cir-
cumstances than at the end of October.
Budapest was already under martial LETIN
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(Hegedus had been prime minister in
the government that immediately pre-
ceded Nagy'’s return to power in Octo-
ber 1956.) Molotov averred that Janos
Kadar was still a furtive supporter of
Nagy and should not be given any top
post. Although Molotov eventually
backed down on this issue, he contin-
ued to insist that it was improper for
Kadar's new government to condemn
the “Rakosi-Gero clique” and to give a
new name to the revived Hungarian
Communist party. These differences
produced a number of acerbic ex-
changes with Khrushchev and other
Presidium members. On 4 November,
Khrushchev declared that he “simply
cannot understand Cde. Molotov; he
always comes up with the most perni-
cious predneishi¢ ideas.” Molotov
responded by telling Khrushchev that
he “should keef quiet and stop being
so overbearing®/3

The exchanges became even more
acrimonious at the session on 6 Novem-
ber, where Molotov brought a flood of
criticism upon himself by declaring his
“vehement objection” to Khrushchev’s
ideas about the regime that Janos Kadar
was establishing in Hungary. Maksim
Saburov accused Molotov and
Kaganovich of being “rigid and dog-
matic,” and Mikoyan insisted that “Cde.
Molotov is completely ignoring the con-
crete situation and is dragging us back-
ward.” Averki Aristov noted that “Cdes.
Molotov and Kaganovich were always
transfixed by Stalin’s cult, and they are
still transfixed by it.” Severest of all
riticismext is (S,46 Tw n an] ideas.n on 6 Novem-)Tj T*0 Tw (Molotov a323was isg 0.125dulgech were alwOre)]TJ es !
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countries” would be “crucial to the pro-
cess of normalization” in both Poland
and Hungany:80 Although Kadar was
eventually able to redress some of the
most acute economic grievances in
Hungary through the adoption of a New
Economic Mechanism in 1968 and
other reforms in subsequent years, his
retention of state ownership and cen-
tralized economic management
thwarted any hope of genuine prosper-
ity. This was even more the case in
Poland, where, despite some leeway
granted for private activity (especially
in agriculture, retail trade, and light in-
dustry), the economic policies under
Gomulka and his successors spawned
periodic outbreaks of widespread pub-
lic unrest. No matter how often the
Polish authorities claimed that they
would pursue drastic economic im-
provements, they always proved unwill-
ing to accept the political price that such
improvements would have necessitated.

From a purely military standpoint,
the invasion in November 1956
achieved its immediate goals, but in the
longer term it exacted significant costs.
When the revolution was crushed by
Soviet troops, the morale and fighting
elan of the Hungarian armed forces
were bound to dissolve as well. The
remains of the Hungarian army were
regarded by Soviet commanders (and
by Kadar) as politically and militarily
unreliable. More than 8,000 officers,
including a large number who had at-
tended Soviet military colleges and
academies, were forced out of the Hun-
garian armed forces in late 1956 and
1957181 The country’s army thus es-
sentially disintegrated and had to be re-
built almost from scratch, leaving a gap
in Warsaw Pact military planning and
combat preparations for many years
thereafter.

From a diplomatic standpoint as
well, the invasion entailed significant
costs, at least in the short term. The
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reveals unknown events. Disagree-
ments about how to interpret the past
will persist even if all the archives are

someday open, but the new documen-
tation is enabling scholars to achieve a
far more accurate and complete under-
standing not only of specific episodes
(e.g., the Soviet Union’s responses to
the Polish and Hungarian crises) but of
the entire course of the Cold War.
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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. (New York: Allied Publishers, 1964), pp.

newly declassified materials, see M. R. Zezinal41Knrushchey, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha

“Shokovaya terapiya: Ot 1953-go k 1956 godu, Khrushcheva,” pp. 74-75. ment (Dok.) 134. T*0.0001 Tcotoke
Otechestvennaya istoriyeMoscow), No. 2 142 “Rabochaya zapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma

(1995), esp. pp. 129-133. TsK KPSS, 30 oktyabrya 1956 g.,” in TsKhSD,

125g¢¢ the first-hand account by the former KGB-. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LI. 6-14. The principles ofs 5

deputy director, Filipp BobkoWGB i vlast' Pancha Shila were endorsed in a joint statement
(Moscow: \eteran MP, 1995), pp. 144-145. by Chinese prime minister Zhou Enlai and In-
126 “TsK KPSS: Informatsiya,” 7 November dian prime minister Jawaharlal Nehru in New
1956 (Top Secret), from regional KGB stationsDelhi on 28 June 1954. The five principles were
to the CPSU Presidium, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 30intended to “guide relations between the two
D. 141, L. 67. countries” as well as “relations with other coun-
127 “Rabochaya zapis'zasedaniya Prezidiumdries in Asia and in other parts of the world.” For
TsK KPSS, 4 noyabrya 1956 g.,” 4 Novembethe full text of the statement, see G. V. Ambekar
1956 (Top Secret), in TSKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, Dand V. D. Divekar, edsDocuments on China’s
1006, L. 360b. Relations with South and South-East Asia (1949-
128 gopkov,KGB i viast, p. 145. On the new 1962)(New York: Allied Publishers, 1964), pp.
arrests, see Zezina, “Shokovaya terapiya,” p. 130-8.

129Gati, Hungary and the Soviet Blpp. 153.  1431n addition to Khrushchev’s account of the
130Khrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha airport meeting, see the contemporary observa-
Khrushcheva,” p. 76. tions recorded by Micunovic iMoscow Diary
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UV KSC, F. 02/2—Paliticke byro UV KSC 1954- Kommunistov Yugoslavii,” L. 4.

1962, Sv. 120, A,j. 151. 155 For Tito's explanation of why the promise
152K hrushchev's account of this meeting talliescould not be fulfilled, see “Pis’mo Tsentral’nogo
well with the much more detailed first-hand ac-Komiteta Soyuza Kommunistov Yugoslavii ot 7
countin MicunovicMoscow Diary pp. 131-141. fevralya 1957 goda Tsentral’'nomu Komitetu
Micunovic’s account is based on notes he comKommunisticheskoi Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza,”
piled right after the negotiations, but unfortunatelyLIl. 17-18.

those notes have not yet turned up in the Yugoslékﬁ‘e’ Khrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha
archives. (Another document in the formerKhrushcheva,” p. 75.

Yugoslav Central Committee archive refers to thd>7 See Imre Horvath's handwritten summary (in
notes, so it is possible that they still exist someHungarian) of Khrushchev's remarks, in Magyar
where; but the location has not yet been pinOrszagos Leveltar, XIX J-1-K Horvath Imre
pointed.) Newly declassified correspondence bekulugyminiszter iratai, 55, doboz. For some rea-
tween Tito and Khrushchev in early 1957, nowson, Malin did not record Khrushchev’s speech
stored in the former CPSU Central Committeén the notes from the full session (“Rabochaya
archive, bears out Khrushchev’s and Micunovic'sapis’ zasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 3
memoirs very well, but it also shows that thenoyabrya 1956 g.,” LI. 31-330b.

memoirs omit a few key details, which are men158A detailed first-hand account of the military
tioned below. See “Pis’'mo Tsentral’'nogooperations can be found in Malashenko, “Osobyi
Komiteta Kommunisticheskoi Partii Sovetskogokorpus v ogne Budapeshta” (Part 3), pp. 33-37
Soyuza ot 10 yanvarya 1957 goda Tsentral'nomand (Part 4), pp. 30-36.

Komitetu Soyuza Kommunistov Yugoslavii/ 159 gee, e.g., “Zprava o opatrenich k zesileni
Pis'mo Tsentral’'nogo Komiteta Soyuzabojove pohotovosti vojsk,” Report from Col.-
Kommunistov Yugoslavii ot 7 fevralya 1957 godaGeneral Vaclav Kratochvil, chief of the Czecho-
Tsentral'nomu Komitetu Kommunisticheskoi slovak General Staff, and Lieut.-General Evzen
Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza,” No. P295 (Top SeChlad, chief of the Main Logistical Directorate,
cret), February 1957, in TSKhSD, F. 89, Op. 45to the MNO Collegium (Top Secret), 31 October
D. 83, LI. 1-12 and D. 84, LI. 1-18. John Lampe,1956, in VHA Praha, F. MNO, 1956, GS/OS 2/8-
the director of the East European Program at th9b. See also “Rozkaz k provedeni vojenskych
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Schol-opatreni na hranicich s Mad’arskem,” from Col.-
ars, reported at the “Conference on Hungary an@eneral Vaclav Kratochvil, chief of the Czecho-
the World, 1956,” that he had recently obtainedlovak General Staff, to the 2nd Military District
an official summary of the Brioni meeting from in Trencin (Strictly Secret), 28 October 1956, in
a colleague who had found it in the papers o¥HA Praha, F. MNO, 1956, GS/OS, 2/8-2b.
Tito’'s biographer, the late Vladimir Dedijer, 160+ysneseni 151 schuze politickeho byra UV
among materials evidently intended for a fourthKSC k bodu 1,” pt. 1.

never-completed volume. An English translationt 61 Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ognhe
of this Yugoslav record of the Brioni talks, with Budapeshte” (Part 3), p. 33.

Lampe’s commentary, is slated for publication int62 Malashenko, “Osobyi korpus v ognhe
the next issue of theWIHP Bulletin Budapeshta” (Part 4), pp. 32-33.

153For a very useful collection of newly declas-163Nagy’s cable to UN Secretary-General Dag
sified materials tracing Yugoslav-Hungarian reHammarskjold can be found in UN Doc. A/3251.
lations in late October and early November 1956The appeal and declaration of neutrality were
see Jozsef Kiss, Zoltan Ripp, and Istvan Vidabroadcast on Budapest radio on the evening of 1
eds.,Magyar-Jugoszlav Kapcsolatok 1956: November. According to Kadar’s detailed expla-
DokumentumoiBudapest: MTA Jelenkor-kutato nation at a CPSU Presidium meeting on 2 No-
Bizottsag, 1995), esp. pp. 125 ff. vember, Zoltan Tildy was the one who came up
154yt recently, this arrangement had not beenvith the idea of a declaration of neutrality. All
disclosed, apart from a few vague references ithe members of the Hungarian cabinet ultimately
Micunovic’s memoirs Mloscow Diary pp. 137- voted in favor of it. See “Rabochaya zapis’
138). The first direct revelation of the deal cameasedaniya Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 2 noyabrya
in the early 1990s when the top-secret correspot956 g.,” LI. 23-29.

dence between Tito and Khrushchev from early64Micunovic, Moscow Diary p. 156.

1957 was declassified. See “Pis’mol65“Stav Mad'arske lidove armady a priciny
Tsentral’'nogo Komiteta Kommunisticheskoi jejiho rozkladu,” Report compiled by KSC CC
Partii Sovetskogo Soyuza ot 10 yanvarya 195Department No. 14 for the KSC CC Politburo, 9
goda Tsentral’'nomu Komitetu SoyuzaApril 1957, in SUA, Arch. UV KSC, F. 100/3 —
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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$76“Mem0randum from the Director of Central deistviyakh i voennykh konfliktakh: Statist-
Prezidiuma TsK KPSS, 6 noyabrya 1956 g.,” @ntelligence to the President,” 20 November 1956cheskoe issledovanigMoscow: Voenizdat,
November 1956 (Top Secret), in TsKhSD, F. 3(Secret), in U.S. Department of Stak@reign 1993), p. 397. The number of Soviet deaths was
Op. 12, D. 1006, LI. 41-450b. This bickering wasRelations of the United States, 1955-19831. 720, the number of Soviet wounded was 1,540.
first described by Khruschev in his memoirsXXV: Eastern EuropéWashington, D.C.: U.S. The number of Hungarian deaths was 2,502, and
(“Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha Khrushcheva,” Government Printing Office, 1988), pp. 473, 475the number of Hungarian wounded was 19,226.
pp. 77-78), and a few additional details (not menThis FRUSvolume contains a large number of178 Attila Szakolczai, “A forradalmat koveto
tioned in Malin's notes) came to light in the re-documents essential for understanding the U.$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
174 5ee “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
letrhozott vizsgalobizottsag 1989 december 11-i,
1990 januar 3-i, 1990 januar 15-i, 1990 februar
6-i ulese jegyzokonyvenek nyilt reszl&evols.
(1994), Vol. 1, p. 261.

182+Tov, OrlovuA.L.,” Memorandum No. 1869/

2 (Top Secret), 28 December 1956, transmitting
a report prepared by I. Tugarinov, deputy head of
the Foreign Ministry’s Information Committee,
in AVPRF, F. Referentura po Vengrii, Op.36,
Por.9, Pap.47a, D.110, LI.11-18. An English
translation of this document, as well as an insight-

ful commentary by James Hershberg, can be
found in theCold War International History Bul-
letin, Issue No.4 (Fall 1994), pp.61-64.
183\icunovic, Moscow Diary p. 134.
184Knrushchev, “Memuary Nikity Sergeevicha
Khrushcheva,” pp. 80-82.

185The notion of a tradeoff between “cohesion”
and “viability” is well presented in James F.
Brown, Relations Between the Soviet Union and
Its East European Allies: A Suryey-1742-PR
(Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1975).
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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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October 1956; appointed to the Revolution-
ary Defense Committee on 31 October 1956;
appointed commander of the National Guard
on 3 November 1956; one of the leaders of
the armed resistance to the Soviet invasion
KISS, Karoly: member of the HWP
Presidium from 28 October 1956; member
of the HSWP Provisional Executive Com-
mittee after 4 November 1956; member of
the HSWP Politburo from 1957 to 1962
KONEV, Marshal lvan: commander-
in-chief of the Warsaw Pact Joint Armed
TD 0.079 Tw [(, Karoly: membV)Oaroly: T*-0.006 Tw a7235e HWP
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THE MALIN NOTES
1. There’s only one way out—put an end

DOCUMENT No. 1 to what is in Poland.
If Rokossowski is kept, we won't have

Working Notes from the Session of the to press things for a whiles

CPSU CC Presidium on 9 and 12 July Maneuvers.
1956 Prepare a document.
(Re: Point IV of Protocol No. 28} Form a committed3

2. The ambassador, Cde. Ponomarenko,
Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Voroshilov,was grossly mistaken in his assessment of
Kaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov, Ochab and Gomulki?
Pervukhin, Khrushchev, Shepilov, Belyaev, 3. We should invite to Moscow represen-

Pospelov, Brezhnev, Zhukov tatives from the Communist parties of

Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, the
Ciph. Teleg. No. . . . fom Budapes? GDR, and Bulgari&.5 Perhaps we should
(Khrushchev, Voroshilov, Zhukov, send CC officials to China for informational
PonomareVd purposed:6

4. Send information. Take notice of in-
We should call Cde. Mikoyan so that he’liformation. Think through the questions that
go take a vacation on Lake Balathn. have been raised.

An article should be prepared in our presi._On Hungary.

about internationalist solidarity to rebuff the

enemy. We need to think it over, perhaps send Cde.
The subversive activities of the imperiaI-Mikoyan.17

ists—in Poznan and Hungary. They wanfdes. Mikoyan and Zhukov must consider
to weaken internationalist ties; and in theecalling soldiers to their unif

name of independence of paths, they want

to foment disunity and destroy [the social- Cde. Mikoyan is to draft information for

ist countries] one by one. the v014 TcORakosi
To Cdes. Pospelov, Shepilov, and Pono-
marev®

Perhaps the Italian cdes. could publish
something in the press.
Perhaps Cde. Togliatti will write an artide.

On the Rajk affaif—there must be an eas-
ing of the situation

RakosP

(Malenkov, Khrushchev, VoroshiIO\%.

Cde. Mikoyan should confer with Kovacs,
and he should speak firrrﬂ}Q

[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1005, LI.
2-20b, compiled by V. N. Malin.]

DOCUMENT No. 2

Working Notes from the Session of the
CPSU CC Presidium on 20 October 1956

Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Kaganovich,
Malenkov, Mikoyan, Molotov, Pervukhin,
Saburov, Suslov, Khrushchev, Brezhnev,
Zhukov, Shepilov, Furtseva, Pospelov,
Serov.

I. Briefing from the CPSU Delegation
about the Trip to Warsaw 11
(Khrushchev, Mikoyan, Molotov,
Kaganovich, Konev, Zhukov)
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Mikoyan how to act.
[Source: TsKhSD, F. 3, Op. 12, D. 1006, LI.

4-40b, compiled by V. N. Malin.] Cde. Kaganovich—the real correlation of
forces is such that it does not support the
DOCUMENT No. 5 conclusions of Cde. Mikoyan.

We must adopt a firm position.
Working Notes from the Session of the A Military-Revol. Com’tee must be set
CPSU CC Presidium on 26 October 1956 up.3°

Those Taking Part: Bulganin, Voroshilov,Cde. Malenkov—we sent in troops, and the
Kaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov, Saburov,adversary began to recover.
Brezhnev, Khrushchev, Zhukov, Shvernik\We should tell Cde. Mikoyan that he must
Furtseva, Pospelov, Yudin. firmly press Nagy to restore order.
From the CPC CC—Cdes. Liu Shadd,

Cde. Zhukov—Cde. Mikoyan is acting
Exchange of Opinions about the Situation improperly, he’s pushing us toward capitu-
in Poland and Hungary lation.

We must insist on a firm position.
The point about Rokossowski is the central

question.26 Cde. Shepilov—the step was extreme, but
(Cde. Liu Shaoqi). correct.
Gomulka is taking this to extremes. Real power is with the troops.

To make further concessions would be re-
Continuation of the session of 26/X at 8:0@arded as weakness.

27
p.m:
Review of the information from Cdes. Cde. Furtseva—Cde. Mikoyan, apparently,
Mikoyan and Suslo¢8 is mistaken about Nagy. They released

1,000 who had been arrestefl.
Cdes. Shepilov, Brezhnev, and Furtseva are
to study it. Cde. Khrushchev—Mikoyan is acting as
he said he would.
Hungarian party workers (126 cdes.) ar€de. Mikoyan supported a position of non-
studying at the Higher Party Schadl. intervention, but our troops are there.
We should provide information to them.
Instruct them, carry out work. We mustn’tA new stage—we don’t agree with the gov-
turn them against the Directory and CC, buérnment.
should say there are vacillations within the
cc30 We should send reinforcements—Molotov,
Convene a meeting with them with partici-Zhukov, Malenkov.
pation of the Hungarian ambassador and
military officers (in the school), and thenContact should be established with both
send them back there (to Hungary). Hegedus and the othe?é.
Hold a meeting with the students and in-
form them (at the colleges) perhaps with th&Ve must write an appeal to our troops.
ambassador presepi.

Perform the work. Prepare a flight.
Reinforce the troops.
Three copies Cdes. Molotov, Zhukov, and Malenkov are
for Cdes. Brezhnev, to fly off.38
Shepilov,
Furtsevas2 Later we can say definitively.
On the Situation in Hungary33 Regarding Cde. Mikogan’s trip to Austria—
it should be deferred

Cde. Bulganin—Cde. Mikoyan is maintain-

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.]
end to their flip-flops.

A firm line must be maintained? DOCUMENT No. 6

Cde. Molotov—endorses Cde. Bulganin's Working Notes from the S09863(,)]TJ 0 -1.167 TDe
view.
We must set certain limits and instruct Cde.
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Those Taking Part: \oroshilov, Bulganin,
Kaganovich, Malenkov, Molotov, Saburov,
Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Zhukov, Shvernik,
Shepilov, Furtseva, Pospelov, Zorin

On the Situation in Hungary
(Khrushchev)

Cde. Khrushchev—the matter is becom-
ing more complicated.

They're planning a demonstratidd.

Kadar is leaning toward holding negotia-
tions with the centers of resistance.

We must set Sobolev right at the YR

The workers are supporting the uprising
(therefore they want to reclassify it as some-
thing other than a “counterrevolutionary
uprising”).

Cde. Zhukov provides information.

They would refrain from stamping out one
of the centers of resistan¢a.

An order was given not to permit a demon-
stration.

They're dismantling the railroad tracks in a
number of localities.

In Debrecen power has passed to our
troops#4

Cde. Khrushchevprovides information.
The situation is complicated.



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY ProJECTBULLETIN 391

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.
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The weak link is the HWP; it has ceased tonoving into Szolnok.
exist: some have been killed (workers)This was at noon. The government has been
some were saved. thrown into a nervous state.
They summoned Andropov. He responded:
The leaders of 1/3 of the obkoms are takinthe withdrawal of wounded soldiers.
part in revolutionary committees (for the re-
gion and province). Nagy was convinced that a strike against
Local bodies have been destroyed. Budapest is being prepared. Tildy requested
that Hungarian tanks approach the parlia-
On 1 Nov. at noon—the point of view in thement.
government is that it's necessary to hold
discussions with the Soviet gov't and to havén the army—a Rev. Council,
the troops withdrawn b¥ a certain time.  Maleter, KovacéL,"'land Kiraly are not sub-
But this isn't accuraté3 ordinate to the gov't.
The coalition parties don’t want counterrev.They don’t want bad ministers.
Tildy and other cdes. are afraid of Ferenc

Nagy.138 The whole gov't was inclined to the view
Those in the emigre community: they’rethat if the troops move toward Budapest, the
afraid of them. city must be defended.

Tildy is afraid of Kovacs, bu