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In the story of the world communist movement the Hungarian revolution 
of 1956 occupies a special place: the turning point that separated the 
ascending fortunes of this movement from the beginning of its gradual 
demise. 

It can be argued that the mid-1950s constituted the high-point in 
the history of world communism. It was the time when the Soviet Union 
became a super-power, when Communism made great strides in Asia and 
when Communists seemed poised to gain a foothold in Western Europe 
through their powerful parties in France, Italy and elsewhere. It is inter-
esting to note that those years seem to constitute the half-life of the 
movement, very much as certain elements, as well as medications, have a 
half-life, when they begin their journey toward inevitable decline. If we 
consider 1917 as the birth of the world communist movement and 1989 as 
the year of its demise, at least in Europe, 1956 is almost at the middle 
point. 

The movement appeared on the world stage in the fall of 1917 
when the Russian revolutionary Vladimir Lenin and a handful of his 
followers grabbed power in Petrograd and ousted the moderate leftist 
revolutionary regime of Alexander Kerensky. And the movement disap-
peared as a major political force in the world when the Soviet Empire 
collapsed in Eastern Europe in 1989, followed by the U.S.S.R.'s implosion 
a short time later. 

Of course communist ideology had been around for a long time 
before 1917. Karl Marx and other thinkers developed it during the 19th 
century, but it was not till 1917 that the ideology of Marxism, and its 
very different Leninist variety, triumphed in a major country, in Russia. 



Had Lenin and his Bolshevik followers not come to power in a country 
the size of Imperial Russia, our school textbooks would probably never 
mention Karl Marx. 

Having come to power, the Bolsheviks were able to launch their 
movement for world domination. In this quest they were given a god-sent 
opportunity when in 1939 Nazi Germany embarked on the conquest of 
Europe and the Mediterranean and, by 1945, had collapsed in the process. 
The resulting political void, especially in Eastern and Central Europe, was 
filled by Russia's communists. 

Antecedents in Hungary 

At war's end the Soviet Union occupied Hungary. Unlike in Poland, 
Bulgaria and Rumania, the Soviet leaders did not impose a communist 
government on the country in 1945, yet they made preparations for its 
imposition later. During 1945-47, using the Red Army's presence, 
Hungary was primed for a gradual communist takeover. By the end of 
the 1940s, the communists were eliminating the last of the opposition to 
their rule. They abolished the multi-party system and nationalized the 
economy. They introduced centrally planned production of all goods. 
They also began to persecute the churches and purged non-communists 
from the government and public institutions. Their aim was to replace the 
pluralistic society Hungary had had for centuries with a one-party govern-
ment that exercised total control over every aspect of Hungarian life. 
Hungary was to become a miniature version of the Soviet Union where 
Stalinist totalitarianism had flourished since the late 1920s. 

All this meant the rule of the secret police and the internment or 
deportation to concentration camps of all real and suspected opponents of 
the new order. There were purge trials for the more prominent of the 
Communist Party's opponents and many people were sentenced to long 
jail terms — or death. The cult of personality intensified year after year. 
The Soviet leader Joseph Stalin and his Hungarian satrap Matyas Rakosi 
were glorified and venerated an every possible occasion and everywhere. 

Hungary was forced to focus on heavy industry while production 
of consumer goods was neglected. Peasants were forced into collective 
farms or had to work as labourers on factory farms owned and managed 
by the state. All this came with Hungary's total isolation from the West, 
and even from socialist, but not pro-Soviet, Yugoslavia. The Iron Curtain, 



that was born already in 1945, was increasingly fortified and by about 
1950 Hungary's border with Austria, and then also with Yugoslavia, had 
become guarded by special security forces, high barbed-wire fences, 
guard-dogs, and minefields. Ordinary citizens were forbidden from 
travelling to non-communist countries and they were ordered not to 
fraternize with the occasional visitor from the West. 

After the death of Stalin in March 1953, a slow process of 
reversing the pace of the country's socialist transformation was started. In 
June of that year Moscow replaced as Prime Minister the unpopular 
Rakosi with another communist, Imre Nagy. Nagy implemented many 
reforms. His government allocated more funds for the production of 
consumer goods. It reduced taxes and deliveries paid in kind by peasants 
and peasant cooperatives to the state. In fact, Nagy even allowed peasants 
to leave the collectives — and many of them did. 

Alas, reforms did little to improve the economic situation in 
Hungary and hard-liners such as Rakosi still retained much influence. 
Soon, Nagy's reform program was derailed and the Stalinists regained 
power. They were still in power early in 1956. 

The International Background 

On the international scene, the ten years leading up to the events of the 
autumn of 1956 in Hungary were times of the Cold War. There is general 
agreement among historians that the developments that precipitated the 
Cold War included the following: Soviet insistence in 1945 to impose a 
Communist government on Rumania, Bulgaria and, especially, Poland. 
Added to this was Soviet help to communist insurgents in Greece, and 
Soviet attempt to starve West Berlin into submission (the Berlin Block-
ade). Then there was the communist coup in Czechoslovakia through 
which a western-style government was replaced by one dominated by 
local communists. At about the same time relations deteriorated between 
Stalin's Russia and Marshall Tito's Yugoslavia. The Soviets prepared to 
invade this "renegade" communist country but thought better of their plan 
when the United Nations, lead by the United States, intervened in the 
conflict between North Korea and South Korea. The years 1950-53, with 
their Korean conflict, constituted the height of the early Cold War. 

Starting with the death of Stalin in 1953, East-West tensions were 
slowly relaxed. A high point in these new relations was the Austrian 



Treaty of 1955. Through it Austria was proclaimed a neutral (and dis-
armed) state and the Allied occupation forces left the country, including 
the Red Army from eastern Austria. 

In February of 1956, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev denounced 
the crimes of the Stalin era at a closed session of the 20th Congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. This speech further accelerated 
de-Stalinization in the Soviet Camp. 

At the end of June, anti-communist disturbances took place in 
Poznan, Poland. They were put down rather ruthlessly by the Polish army. 
Nevertheless, Wtadislaw Gomulka, who had spent much of the first half 
of the '50s in detention for the crime of "nationalist deviation", was re-
admitted to the Communist Party and was soon named the party's First 
Secretary. Probably in order to prevent similar discontent and disturbances 
in Hungary, the Soviets removed the unpopular Rakosi — for the second 
time. Unfortunately for them, they replaced him with another old Stalinist: 
Erno Gero. Not surprisingly, Hungary's public was not appeased. 

In the meantime, disquiet in the country grew. The desire for 
further change, both in the country's leadership and in government 
policies, became openly voiced, even within the Hungarian Communist 
Party. The regime tried to make concessions. On October 6 took place the 
re-burial of Laszlo Rajk and his accomplices who had been the victims of 
a purge trial some half-dozen years earlier. The event turned into a mass 
demonstration against Hungary's existing leadership. 

The Crises in Poland and Hungary 

By this time a new crisis had developed in Poland. The reform-minded 
Gomulka demanded changes to the way his country was treated within the 
Soviet Camp. He insisted that Red Army officers in charge of the Polish 
Army be dismissed, that the policy of forceful collectivization of agricul-
ture be relaxed, and that accommodation be reached with Poland's influ-
ential Catholic Church. 

Anticipating a crisis Khrushchev and the other members of the 
Politburo (the supreme decision-making organ of the Soviet Communist 
Party) flew to Warsaw. At the same time the Red Army was put on alert. 
After arduous negotiations a compromise was worked out: Gomulka and 
his reforms were to stay but he promised that Poland would remain a 
loyal member of the Soviet Camp. 



Meanwhile in Budapest university and college students were 
planning a demonstration to support of the reformers in Poland. The 
event took place on the 23rd. There were no clashes till the evening when 
a confrontation took place at the Radio Building. Soon, the panicked 
government of Gero denounced the disturbances as a "counter-revolution" 
and called on the Soviet troops stationed in the vicinity of Budapest to 
disperse the demonstrators. 

To gain control of the situation, on Khrushchev's orders, Imre 
Nagy was brought into the Hungarian cabinet, very much as Gomulka had 
been brought out from his enforced isolation in Poland. Next, the Central 
Committee of the Hungarian Communist Party appointed Nagy as Prime 
Minister. By this time a high-ranking Soviet delegation had arrived in 
Budapest but for the moment it saw no evidence of a dangerous crisis. 

On the 25th a mass demonstration in front of the Parliament 
Building was dispersed by gunfire that resulted in many casualties. Next, 
Gero was fired from his post on the order of the Soviet leaders and was 
replaced as Party Secretary by Janos Kadar, a former victim of the 
Stalinist purges. 

The next day the revolution started spiralling out of control. 
Reports were reaching Moscow of the anti-Soviet overtones of the up-
rising. And, as the days passed, matters got worse for the Soviets. From 
the 28th on, Premier Nagy no longer called the uprising a counter-revolu-
tion. More importantly, he began appointing non-Communists to his 
government. Still another development came on the 29th: Israel attacked 
Egypt and with that act started what is known in history as the Suez 
Crisis. As it would have great importance for Hungary, we should exam-
ine it in some detail. 

The Suez Crisis 

The Suez Canal is a waterway that connects the Mediterranean Sea to the 
Red Sea. It makes the route from Europe to south Asia much shorter as 
ships do not have to circumnavigate Africa. There had been canals 
connecting these seas in ancient times but they had fallen into disrepair a 
few times, the last time in the 8th century a.d. In the late 1850s, almost 
hundred years before the Suez Crisis, the project was revived and a 
modern canal was built. Soon thereafter Britain acquired control of the 
company operating the canal. The canal was to be open to all shipping 



and Britain was to guarantee the neutrality of the canal. In 1936 a treaty 
was signed by the United Kingdom and Egypt that allowed British troops 
to remain in the Canal zone. After World War II the Egyptians began 
pressing for the withdrawal of these troops. In June of 1956 the British 
forces finally withdrew. 

About this time Egypt became involved in plans to build the 
Aswan Dam on the Nile River. For some time it seemed that this project 
would be financed largely with American loans but in July of 1956 
Washington cancelled these plans. In retaliation, Egypt's new leader 
Abdul Nasser established closer ties with the Soviet Union and nationali-
zed the Suez Canal company. Soon thereafter he expelled some remain-
ing British officials from Egypt. In the meantime the Egyptians continued 
to deny passage on the Suez Canal to Israeli ships. 

These developments in the Middle East brought Britain, France 
and Israel together. Their governments began hatching a plot to wrest the 
Suez Canal away from Nasser. The plan was for Israel to attack Egypt, 
which would give and excuse for the British and the French to "inter-
vene" and send troops to control the Canal. A crisis was about to erupt in 
the Middle East that would have consequences on the outcome of the 
revolution in Hungary. 

The main players in this crisis would not be the British and the 
French, Western Europe's ex-great powers, but they would be the United 
States and the Soviet Union. To understand the roles each played, it is 
useful to examine their actions in the international relations of the 1950s. 

American Attitudes and Policies 

In 1945 the United States of America had emerged as of the world's most 
powerful economic and military power. With Germany and Japan in ruins, 
and Britain and France exhausted by war, America became a superpower. 
While throughout most of 1945 America's attention was focused on the 
defeat first of Nazi Germany and then of Imperial Japan, by the end of 
that year her diplomats and statesmen had turned their concern toward the 
emergence of the Soviet Empire in Eastern Europe and elsewhere. For 
many years Washington kept proclaiming the need to "liberate" Eastern 
Europe from Soviet rule while it also sought peaceful accommodation 
with Moscow. This two-faced policy became especially pronounced after 
the advent to power of the Eisenhower administration in January of 1953. 



Under Eisenhower, funds were made available to such establishment as 
Radio Free Europe, as well as anti-Soviet emigre organizations and their 
publications, all for the purpose of promoting the chances of the "libera-
tion" of Eastern Europe from Soviet rule. 

In reality, however, as the mid-1950s approached American diplo-
macy increasingly sought negotiated solutions to such issues as the ques-
tion of Germany and the status of Austria. When anti-Soviet demonstra-
tions broke out in East Berlin in 1953, America was not able to do any-
thing for the people of East Germany. In the eyes of many American poli-
ticians and defence experts this incident drove home the futility of the 
policy of roll-back. Yet, in American anti-Soviet propaganda the rhetoric 
of the "liberation" of the "captive nations" continued. 

While the United States never incited East European nations to 
rebel against Soviet rule and it never promised to aid any such rebellion, 
some Radio Free Europe broadcasts, made by Hungarian-language broad-
casters, made statements that could easily be interpreted as promises of 
US intervention, or if not, the promise that Washington would, in case of 
a revolt in an East European country, put overwhelming pressure on 
Moscow to withdraw its forces from there. 

Regarding American thinking during the period 1953 to the fall of 
1956 we can say that Washington was not expecting any fundamental 
changes in Eastern Europe. The only change there that was seen as 
possible by a few American analysts, was the spread of the "Yugoslav 
model" of communism. Not surprisingly under the circumstances, when 
an anti-Soviet uprising broke out in Budapest on 23 October, the Eisen-
hower administration was taken by complete surprise. But there were 
other factors complicating the reaction of America to the events in 
Hungary. One was the fact that the United States was in the midst of a 
presidential election campaign. The other was the outbreak of the Suez 
crisis which caught Washington completely by surprise and disrupted the 
unity of the West. 

Soviet Reactions 

By far the most important factor in determining the fate of the Hungarian 
Revolution was the attitude of the Soviet leadership to the events in 
Hungary. The Soviet Union had, by the fall of 1956, become the other 
superpower of the world. It had emerged victorious in the Second World 



War and had occupied much of Eastern and Central Europe in 1944-45. 
There it created its new empire. In Asia it had extended its influence 
when China had gone communist, and it had gained the friendship of 
many Asian powers, including that of India. In 1956 the Soviet Armed 
Forces were numerically superior to any non-communist military in the 
world. The U.S.S.R. had developed atomic weapons and the capability to 
deliver them over hundreds of kilometres of distances. For the time being 
it lacked long and medium-range missile capabilities, a fact that probably 
made a difference in the minds of Soviet military leaders in the fall of 
1956. The Soviet Armed forces could hit certain NATO bases, for 
example in northern Italy, only from Hungarian soil, a fact that made 
Hungary a more important strategic factor in Soviet military thinking than 
it could have been had the Russians had missiles with longer ranges. For 
the Soviets, the ability to counter the threat they perceived from NATO 
countries was a paramount consideration throughout the 1950s and in 
particular, during the fall of 1956. 

While the Soviets feared "imperialist aggression" from the West, 
they did not feel it possible that there would be a local threat to their 
occupation forces in any of the satellite countries. Moscow was aware of 
discontent in countries such as Poland and Hungary, but it did not 
anticipate a major anti-Soviet, let alone anti-Communist outbreak there. 
So, Moscow was just as surprised by what took place in Hungary on the 
23rd and 24th of October as was Washington. 

When the news of these events reached Moscow, the first reaction 
there was one of caution. Some Soviet leaders, notably Politburo member 
Anastas Mikolyan, was unhappy about the fact that Soviet troops had 
been deployed against the demonstrators. Certainly, most of the Soviet 
leaders were anxious to resolve the crisis through negotiations rather than 
the use of force. Only the hard-liners insisted on harsh measures. Among 
these was V.M. Molotov in the Politburo and the Soviet ambassador to 
Hungary Juri Andropov in Budapest. 

Elsewhere in the communist camp limited initial sympathies for 
the demonstrators in Budapest quickly evaporated when it increasingly 
became evident that the uprising in Hungary was not as much an anti-
Stalinist manifestation but an anti-communist movement. Especially 
important was the influence of the Chinese who after urging caution, in 
the end favoured the crushing of the revolution. Marshal Tito of Yugosla-
via also had an input into the deliberations in Moscow. First he and his 
government sympathised with what they thought to be an anti-Rakosiite 



and anti-Gero uprising, but changed their mind and advised harsh action 
when they realized that what was in danger in Hungary was not the 
influence of the Stalinists but the rule of the Communist Party itself. 

Nevertheless, for some time, and especially on the 30th of Octo-
ber, the Soviet leadership came down on the side of caution and agreed to 
withdraw Soviet troops from Hungary — if by doing so it would make it 
easier for the Hungarian communists to restore order and preserve their 
rule. Even the hard-liners in Moscow acquiesced in this stand. But then 
events transpired that made the Soviet leaders change their mind within a 
day. 

The End of October: The Time for Decision 

During the closing days of the month of October matters came to a 
climax both in Hungary and the Middle East. In the former Prime Minis-
ter Imre Nagy came to the conclusion that he had to chose between the 
people of Hungary and those Hungarian communists who wished to 
preserve the "Socialist order" along with the Soviet alliance. He chose to 
side with the Hungarian people. Accordingly he endorsed the most 
important demands of the freedom fighters: the call for the withdrawal of 
Soviet forces from Hungary and the restoration of a multi-party democ-
racy in the country. 

Just about the same time in the Middle East, after the British and 
the French governments had sent an ultimatum to Israel and Egypt 
threatening to invade if the fighting didn't stop there, the British and the 
French air forces began their bombardment of Egyptian military airfields 
in preparation for the landing of Anglo-French forces in the Canal Zone. 
The news of these events reached Moscow about the same time that 
reports arrived from Hungary that anti-communist crowds had lynched 
members of the communist security establishment. This strongly sug-
gested to the men in the Kremlin that the uprising was not aimed at a 
reform of the "socialist order" but at the abolition of communist rule. 

It was under these circumstances that the Soviet leaders met again 
on the 31st of the month. Not surprisingly they reversed their decision of 
the day before about troop withdrawal from Hungary and a negotiated 
settlement of the crisis. They now agreed to crush the revolution. They 
also agreed to keep their intention secret for the time being so that the 
illusion would be created in Budapest that the Red Army is leaving the 



country. In their new decision the Soviet leaders had the support of the 
Chinese delegation that had been present in Moscow for some time. 

Ever since this change in Soviet policy toward the events in 
Hungary has become known, historians have pondered over the question 
why, on the last day of October, the Soviet leaders abandoned the stand 
they taken only 24 hours earlier? Some commentators have pointed to 
the developments in the Near East as being the reason. After the British 
and French attack on Egypt, the Soviets realized that the Suez Crisis was 
a more serious threat to their interest than they had assumed it to be 
earlier. With Egypt under attack, it would be highly likely that Moscow 
would lose influence in the region and the dream of Egypt as a Soviet 
client state would crumble. Under these circumstances losing Hungary too 
would deal a double blow to Soviet prestige. And, as Khrushchev said at 
the time, withdrawing Soviet troops from Hungary would no doubt further 
embolden the "imperialists" in their quest to curb Soviet influence every-
where. 

The Anglo-French attack on Egypt had further implications for 
the outcome of the events in Hungary. It put the Americans into a 
precarious position. With such Western democratic countries as Britain 
and France being involved in an invasion, it became more awkward for 
the United States to condemn Soviet aggression. More important was the 
fact that the Suez Crisis destroyed the unity of the West. At the United 
Nations America found itself voting with the Soviet Union in condemning 
French and British actions. 

In any case, President Eisenhower feared that any military 
measures taken to oppose Soviet policy in Hungary could trigger a third 
world war that would probably be fought with nuclear weapons. Further-
more, military action was hardly a possibility with the Soviets having 
many divisions in Hungary while American forces were hundreds of miles 
away and would have had to cross neutral Austria just to approach the 
Hungarian border. In other words, neither the military nor the political 
situation made actual American aid to the freedom fighters in Budapest 
feasible. 

In his most recent book about the Hungarian revolution, Professor 
Charles Gati has argued that Soviet withdrawal from Hungary would still 
have been possible, even without Western pressure, had the Hungarians 
not gone too far in demanding changes and in doing things that threatened 
with a loss of prestige for Moscow. He suggests that had the crowds in 
Hungary been more restrained and had they forgone the lynching of secret 



servicemen, and had Imre Nagy's government not started the restoration 
of a multi-party system, amounting to the abandonment of communist rule 
and even membership in the "socialist bloc", the Soviet leaders would not 
have reversed their decision of the 30th of October to pull Russian troops 
from Hungary. He is probably right, but such a "might-have-been" of 
history is quite unrealistic. The hatred of communism in Hungary was so 
deep-seeded that restraint could hardly be expected of the country's 
masses, even of its revolutionary leaders. 

For the depths of that hatred the Soviet leadership was in large 
part responsible. True, Khrushchev cannot be blamed for most of the 
excesses of the Stalin era and of the Stalinist leadership in Hungary, but 
he and his colleagues could have been wiser in 1956. They should not 
have waited till the summer of 1956 with the replacement the much-
reviled Rakosi. They made an even bigger mistake when they replaced 
him not with a reform communist but with another Stalinist in the person 
of Gero. 

The Soviet leaders made another mistake when, soon after the 
first pro-Polish demonstrations in Budapest, they allowed Gero and 
Andropov to call into the city Soviet tanks from nearby Russian bases. Of 
course, had they been wiser, perhaps the discontent in Hungary would not 
have spilled over into an anti-communist uprising. Had the Soviets been 
wiser, and Ambassador Andropov been less alarming and more compro-
mising, the course of events in Hungary could have followed the Polish 
example. 

But this was not to be. The Hungarian people, angered by what 
they had seen as provocative measures dictated from Moscow, were not in 
the mood for compromise. And once concessions were made to them 
they demanded more, and ultimately they called for an end to communist 
rule and Russian domination of their country. But all that was too much 
for Moscow. 

Letting Hungary leave the Soviet Camp and become a western-
style country would have been too dangerous to the Soviet leadership. It 
would have resulted in a serious loss of face for Moscow. It would have 
meant a gap in the defensive ring surrounding the Soviet Union. It would 
have invited other members of the Socialist bloc to try quitting the 
alliance. For Khrushchev to support such a proposition would have 
undermined his leadership and would have left the door open for the 
Stalinists in Moscow to reclaim power. The Hungarian revolution had to 
be crushed. 



The Aftermath 

The Hungarian revolution had wide-spread international consequences. 
The fleeing of some 200,000 Hungarian citizens and their re-settlement in 
the countries of the Western world created a Magyar diaspora that in time 
would play an important role in keeping links between the Hungarian 
people and the nations and cultures of the Western world. Their largely 
indirect role in bringing communism to an end in Hungary has not been 
studied, but it will become obvious once it will be investigated by histori-
ans. 

The crushing of the Revolution by the Soviets had an impact on 
American foreign policies. The event drove home to everyone in Wash-
ington the futility of the idea of the "roll back" of communism. After 
1956 American rhetoric was adjusted to the policy of seeking peaceful 
coexistence with the Soviet bloc and finding accommodation and compro-
mises. 

The greatest impact of the defeat of the Hungarian Revolution 
was on Soviet history and the history of the world communist movement. 
For the Soviets, the sending into Hungary of thousands of Soviet tanks in 
early November was a costly affair. It led to the condemnation of Soviet 
actions in many parts of the world. It confirmed the suspicion of many 
people that communism as practiced in the Soviet camp was a tyrannical 
system backed by brute force alone. 

More importantly, Soviet intervention in Hungary resulted in a 
great deal of disillusionment among communists everywhere regarding 
Soviet leadership of the world communist movement. This was especially 
true of communists in the West upon whose support Marxist parties 
depended. Only a decade earlier it seemed that some European countries, 
as for example France and Italy, might embrace communism through the 
electoral process. By 1956 the chance of this happening had diminished 
and, after November of that year, it decreased even further. Viewed from 
the distance of half a century, it seems that 1956 was the beginning of the 
end of the world communist revolution. 

The demise of the Soviet Empire came 33 years later. By then the 
Soviets were ready to abandon their imperial ambitions. By the late 1980s 
they, especially new Soviet leaders such as Mikhail Gorbachev, saw in 
Eastern Europe a drain on Soviet resources. Furthermore, unlike in 1956 
when the Soviet military regarded Hungary (and, in particular, her terri-



tory) as an invaluable military asset, by 1989 it felt that the country was 
not needed for the defence of the Soviet Union in the age of interconti-
nental missiles. 

Not surprisingly that year Gorbachev let Hungary — as well as 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, and East Germany — go its own way, mainly by 
making it evident to the communist leaders in the country that the Red 
Army would no longer prop up their regimes. When Hungary's commu-
nist masters realized this, they did their utmost to assure that the transition 
to a non-communist society came about peacefully rather than through 
another bloody revolution. 

The dreams of Hungarians about independence, democracy and 
association with the West started to be realized only in 1989. But the road 
to a Western-European style society and economy has not been an easy 
one. Forty years of communism had bequeathed the country a burden-
some legacy. The most tangible part of this has been the national debt 
that had been amassed by the country's communist regime from the 1970s 
to the 1980s. Hungary of the times shouldered the heaviest per-capita 
national debt in Eastern Europe — and it still does. In the wake of 1989 
Hungary had to reorient completely her external trade and replace Russia 
as her principal trading partner with Western Europe. She also had to 
phase out her uneconomical heavy industries and replace them with 
economic activities more in tune with European markets. 

Another, somewhat less tangible unfortunate legacy of the Soviet 
era in Hungary had been the tradition of the dependence of the individual 
on the state. Such attitudes will take at least a generation to eradicate. The 
country also has to learn, and this is a painful process for her people, that 
the cost of the cradle-to-grave social safety net that had been financed in 
Janos Kadar's Hungary mainly with western loans is too great for an 
economy that has not yet made a full transition to the economic order that 
exists in much of Western Europe. 

The stresses caused by the transforming of Hungary from a 
socialist state to one more in line with Western models are still with us 
today and had helped to foster much of the discontent that we witnessed 
in the country on the 50th anniversary of the outbreak of the revolution. 
We can only hope that by the time of the Revolution's centenary, all 
negative legacies of forty years of communist rule in the country will be 
eliminated. 



NOTES 

The literature dealing with the history of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution is 
enormous. The most recent bibliography of the subject can be found in Julia 
Bock, "The Subject of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution in American Academic 
Libraries," East European Quarterly, 40, 4 (December 2006): 443-66. This article 
contains a selective list of recent books on 1956 (pp. 451-56) as well as other 
relevant material. 

Several of my own studies published over the decades have touched on 
the subject. These include an article in Bela K. Kiraly, B. Lotze and N. F. 
Dreisziger, eds., The First War between Socialist States: The Hungarian Revolu-
tion of 1956 and its Impact (New York: Social Science Monographs, Brooklyn 
College Press, Distributed by Columbia University Press, 1984). This book 
contains numerous studies that are still useful. A more recent documentary 
collection is Csaba Bekes ed., Az 1956-os magyar forradalom a vilagpolitikaban: 
Tanulmany es valogatott dokumentumok [The 1956 Hungarian Revolution in 
World Politics: A Study and Selected Documents] (Budapest: 1956-os Intezet, 
1996). This volume also contains a detailed and lucid introduction to the subject. 
Two other recent works are Laszlo Borhi, Hungary in the Cold War: 1945-1956 
(Budapest: Central European University Press, 2004) and, especially, Charles 
Gati, Failed Illusions: Moscow, Washington, Budapest, and the 1956 Hungarian 
Revolt (Stanford, Ca.: Stanford University Press, 2006). Gati's volume is available 
in other languages as well, including Hungarian. See the review of this work by 
Geza Jeszenszky in our volume (pages 207-25). 

For people who read Hungarian Peter Gosztonyi's monograph, 1956: A 
Magyar forradalom tortenete [1956: The History of the Hungarian Revolution] 
(Munich: Griff, 1981) might still be of interest. The Yearbook [Evkonyv] of the 
1956 Institute of Budapest is another useful secondary source that contains many 
shorter studies. One of these is by the Institute's former senior scholar, the late 
Gyorgy Litvan, "Mitoszok es Legendak 1956-rol," in Evkonyv, VIII, ed. Korosi 
Zsuzsanna, Eva Standeisky, and Janos M. Rainer (Budapest: 1956 Institute, 
2000), 205-18. The American scholar Johanna Granville has also written on the 
subject. One of her studies appeared in our journal: "The Soviet-Yugoslav 
Detente, Belgrade-Budapest Relations, and the Hungarian Revolution (1955-56)" 
Hungarian Studies Review, 24, 1-2 (1997): 15-63. 




