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INTRODUCTION
In a democracy, public opinion shapes policies or 

at least influences them. American public opinion is 
shaped by the conditions in which Americans live. 
Americans have always been sympathetic toward revolu
tions in countries where democracy, as they understand 
it, is not present. This often precludes a clear 
understanding of events by the public and the leaders 
of American government.“ Was this true in 1956 when 
the Hungarian people revolted against the established 
regime in Hungary? If Americans understood the events 
in Hungary in the fall of 1956, were the policies of 
the American government consistent with the opinion 
of the American people toward Hungary? These are a few 
of the questions with which this paper will be con
cerned.

Hungarian history has been punctuated with rev
olutions for over a century. The experiences of the 
1956 revolution underscore the inseparable nature of

^Leonid I. Strakhovsky, American Opinion About 
Russia 1917-1920 (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 
1961), p.122•
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national and international politics in our times.
These experiences offer adequate opportunities for 
gaining a better understanding of how Americans look 
at and react to events which take place outside of 
their boarders in the twentieth century. The revolu
tion broke out at a time when Russian Communism was 
considered a paramount evil by Americans. The 
Hungarians attempted to overthrow a Communist regime 
in a year which witnessed a number of radical changes 
in the Communist world. The Twentieth Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union, held in February

\

of 1956, indicted the policies of the late dictator, 
Joseph Stalin, and proposed a program of "de- 
Stalinization" with a resulting new assessment of the 
relationship between the Soviet Union and other people's 
democracies. Although the Twentieth Congress did not 
elaborate on the limits of deviation from a unified 
pattern for the development of people's democracies, 
it did authoritatively affirm the general concept of 
"different roads to socialism."

2Paul F. Zinner, Revolt in Hungary (New Yorks 
Columbia University Press, 1962), p.364.

3Paul F. Zinner (ed.), National Communism and 
Popular Revolt in Eastern Europe (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1956), p.9.
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The repercussions of these new policies shook the 
Communist Parties of North America and the European 
continent. Hungarian reaction to the statements of 
the Twentieth Congress moved swiftly throughout 1956 
culminating in the October revolution which swept 
beyond the limits which Moscow would allow. The 
events which constituted the Hungarian attempt to 
completely overthrow Communism in Hungary are the 
very events which caught the eyes and ears and hearts 
of the American people.
s The Hungarian uprising was a spontaneous national 
movement led by both Communists and non-Communists to 
remedy long-standing grievances within the Hungarian 
Communist government and to bring political and nation
al sovereignty to Hungary. The Hungarian Revolution 
sought an equalization in the relationship between 
Russia and Hungary. What the American people saw in 
the Hungarian Revolution was a concerted effort by a 
freedom loving people to throw out a totalitarian 
Communist government and initiate a democratic one. 
Their reaction, an almost conditioned one, was to 
aid this effort as best they could. The ways in which 
Americans desired to aid the Hungarian cause were four: 
1) to sympathize and offer verbal support to any
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movement which appeared to incline toward freedom and 
democracy; 2) to use American influence in the United 
Nations to force Russia to allow Hungary to pursue the 
political course which the Hungarians themselves desir
ed; 3) to provide non-military supplies and aid to 
Hungarians inside and outside of their homeland; and 
4) to provide room for Hungarians who fled their 
homeland. By analyzing these areas, assessing the 
extent to which they were developed, exploring the 
means by which they were achieved or not achieved, and 
evaluating the results which they gained, America's 
understanding of the Hungarian uprising and the opinion 
of the American people toward it will be manifest.



CHAPTER ONE
AMERICA'S VERBAL SUPPORT AND THE HUNGARIAN REVOLUTION 

American support for freedom movements behind the 
Iron Curtain may be traced back to the early 1950's.
The 1952 Republican Party platform clearly stated that 
the authority of the President and Congress should make 
the genuine independence of captive peoples a peaceful 
purpose of United States Foreign policy. The Repub-

thus proposed the eradication of George Kennan's 
"containment" policy because it left countless people
behind the Iron Curtain susceptible to a godless des™

\

potism and terrorism which could forge them into a
weapon for the destruction of the United States. To
replace the "negative/ futile and immoral policy" of
containment/ the Republicans offered a foreign policy
for Eastern Europe aimed at the liberation of captive 

, lpeoples. With the election of Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
America committed herself to liberating the satellites.

In February, 1953, President Eisenhower sent a 
draft resolution to Congress seeking its approval on 
a foreign policy which sought independence for captive

—  —  —
National Party Platforms 1840-1960. Compiled by 

Kirk H. Porter and Donald B. Johnson (Urbana: The 
University of Illinois Press, 1961), p.499.
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peoples. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles spoke 
on behalf of this resolution before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee. Basing his remarks on the tradi
tional heritage of honor and political freedom which 
makes America the hope of the oppressed, he stated that
the United States seeks as one of its goals a genuine

2independence of enslaved groups in Europe and Asia.
The Eisenhower administration repeatedly espoused this
liberation policy. In February, 1955, the President
placed his support behind it again in a statement on
•£he role of Radio Free Europe. He said:

The free world is growing stronger because its 
peoples are growing in their determination to 
stand together and in their faith that freedom 
and justice will triumpn. Radio Free Europe, 
each day the year, nourishes this growth.
While we maintain our vigilance at home and 
abroad, we must help intensify the will for 
freedom in the satellite countries behind the 
Iron Curtain. These countries are in the 
Soviet backyard, and only so long as their 
people are reminded that the outside world has 
not forgotten them— only that long do they 
remain as potential deterrents to Soviet aggression.^

U.S. Department of State, American Foreign Policy 1950-1955, II, 1960. -------
3Ibid., p. 2069.

2
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Another example of the liberation policy appears in 
President Eisenhower's Christmas message to the Eastern 
European countries on December 23, 1955. At this time 
he confided, "During the Christmas season I want you to 
know that the American people recognize the trials 
under which you are suffering; join you in your con
cern for the restoration of individual freedoms and 
political liberty; and share your faith that right in
the end will prevail to bring you once again among the

4free nations of the world."
\ A reply from the Soviet Union was forthcoming.
First Secretary Khrushchev cautioned against American 
leaders praying for a change in the existing order in 
Eastern Europe and promising the "support" of the 
United States. Khrushchev advised that such talk tends 
to foment passions and precipitate an arms race and the 
risk of war. In answer to this denunciation, Washing
ton again stated, "The peaceful liberation of the cap
tive peoples has been, is, and, until success is achieved,

4U.S. Department of State, Department of State Bul
letin, XXXIV, 84 (Hereinafter referred to as Depart- ment of State Bulletin).

§Assembly of Captive European Nations, Third Ses
sion, No. 11 (New York: Assembly of Captive European 
Nations, 1957), p. 140.
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will continue to be a major goal of United States
6foreign policy." The United States was intent upon 

the liberation and independence of the satellite 
countries.

Once the revolution broke out, this liberation
policy received considerable scrutiny in the nation's
press. Numerous citizens expressed their dismay. The
following exerpt from a letter to the editor of the
Minneapolis Morning Tribune is but one example:

We have just witnessed the biggest sellout of 
faith and morals by America since its inception.

N After spending billions on radio broadcasts,
leaflets and other types of propaganda in attempt 
to encourage the peoples of the satellite nations 
and Russia to rise up against their masters, 
America and Americans have ignored revolts in 
Poland and Hungary for the blattings of intelli
gent men acting like idiots in an attempt to gain 
leadership of a nation that puts more emphasis on 
the handshake than the heart or mind.^

Drew Pearson noted the possibility of an investigation 
of the United States foreign policy. He related that 
Abe Herman, the Director of the Minority Division of 
the Republican National Committee, was more than will
ing to take credit for advocating liberation before the 
revolt but preferred to remain silent after it broke

Minneapolis Morning Tribune, 12 November 1956,

^Department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 743.
7
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out. Herman was responsible for the Republican Party’s 
attempt to garner foreign populace votes for Eisenhower 
in the 1952 election campaign. Pearson recorded the 
following interview with Herman:

’We figured,’ said Herman, ’that if revolt 
did take place behind the iron curtain we could tell’em this was all Ike's doing.’

'What about the fact that you don't liberate 'em?’ Herman was asked.
'Well, its kind of coldblooded,' Herman ad

mitted, 'but it’s the way you win votes.
The reaction of America to the events in Hungary 

and the outbreak of the Suez Crisis necessitated a 
national radio and television report by the President 
on October 31. in this address, Eisenhower made it 
clear that United States policy was aimed at ending the 
situation in Europe of countries once overrun by war
time armies and at allowing them to know again sover
eignty and self-government. The President admitted 
that the United States could not have carried out this 
policy by force, but "we did help to keep alive the 
hope of these people for freedom,"8 9 Although the 
United States desired the independence of the satellite

8Drew Pearson, "Probe of GOP Policy on Satellites 
Likely," San Francisco Chronicle. 13 December 1956, 33:5.

9Department of State Bulletin. XXXV, 743.



6

countries, the Eisenhower administration declared that
this was a desire on the part of Americans and that
active military assistance was out of the question.
According to the President, United States policy was
threefold: l) help them economically- 2) do not demand
any particular form of society— only that they are free?
and 3) alert the Soviet Union to the fact that the
United States is not looking for military allies but 

10only friends. Secretary of State Dulles had said
much the same thing three days before at Dallas, Texas
in a speech before the Council on World Affairs. The
Secretary of State reiterated that Americans shared the
aspirations of the satellite peoples. He explained
that the United States had no ulterior purposes in
desiring their independence, but simply wished them
sovereignty and a government of their own choosing.
America certainly had stimulated political independence
and human liberty throughout the world according to
Dulles, yet, she did not intend to supply military aid

11for such movements.

]QIbid., p. 744.
Ill̂Department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 696.
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To some Americans this appeared to be a change from
the previous policy of liberation. Editorially, the
Washington Post noted that the administration had
pulled back from the 1952 campaign program of liber- 

12ation. The Minneapolis Morning Tribune of Novem
ber 14, 1956 noted the change in United States policy 
expressed in the President's report and in the message 
of Secretary Dulles, The editorial questioned whether 
or not the liberation policy of the United States was 
clearly understood by the Hungarian people. It went 
on to urge that the new United States policy which 
dispelled the illusion that revolutionary movements 
could expect military help from America should be 
clearly enunciated. The editorial explained that the 
new policy was designed to prevent any further 
illusions about what the United States can do in a 
situation such as Hungary, It implied that if the 
policy had been communicated earlier, the Hungarian 
situation might have been a better one. It further 
advised that a clear statement would prevent other 
"black days of sorrow" in countries where men and

1 Washington Post. 18 November 1956, E4:l.



8

women yearn for freedon.13
The shift in policy once the revolution had 

begun appears to be an attempt to save face for 
America in the eyes of the world. The government 
disclaimed responsibility for the events which tran
spired in Hungary, but such a denial of culpability 
fails to cover the weaknesses of a foreign policy 
which was not clearly conceived and was inadequately 
explained. In his essay, Revolution in Hungary.
Paul Zinner explained that nothing in the genesis 
of the revolution implied that the Hungarians arose 
on the premise of a United States policy. "But," 
he continued, "a nation with responsibilities such 
as the United States cannot afford to have its stated 
aims grossly misunderstood or easily subjected to 
willful misinterpretation."14 in a letter to the 
editor of the Washington Post. Julius Epstein 
criticized the administration's policy and noted 
the loss of confidence which would result from 
declarations about liberating the satellites and

13 .“’Minneapolis Morning Tribune. 14 November 1956.
6 : 1 .

1 4  „ .Zinner, Revolution in Hungary, pp. 363-64.
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then doing nothing when a liberation movement begins. 
Writing to the Chicago Tribune, Alice Bryant ques
tioned this government policy which encouraged riots 
in East Germany and precipitated a revolt in Hun
gary that caused the death and maiming of thousands
while increasing the misery of millions and threaten-

16ing the world with war. These criticisms attacked 
a policy directed to unsettle the satellites but not 
to incite them to rebellion. Such a policy under 
the circumstances could not produce satisfactory re
sults .

The policy of the United States lacked clarity and 
positive delineation. The manner in which this policy 
was transmitted to the captive peoples was little better. 
Numerous attacks on the United States propaganda 
machine, Radio Free Europe, appeared in American news
papers in the months after the Hungarian uprising.
Radio Free Europe is a private enterprise which 
received some government subsidies to keep it in 
operation. Although it has no official designation 
as a mouthpiece for American foreign policy, it has 15 16

15Washington Post, 26 November 1956, A12s3.
16Chicago Tribune, 17 November 1956, Part I, 14:6.
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consistently been backed by the government as a useful 
tool for beaming American foreign policy behind the Iron 
Curtain. Robert Holt makes no equivocation about the 
station’s broadcasting role. He says, "However private 
the organization may be, it must, therefore, be assessed 
as an instrument of American foreign policy.

Indictments of Radio Free Europe in United States 
newspapers were triggered by a scathing article in 
Freies Wort, the newspaper of the Free Democratic 
Party in West Germany. The German paper held Radio 
Free Europe responsible for the bloodbath in Hungary. 
Calling the opportunistic propaganda of Radio Free 
Europe a crime against humanity, Freies Wort ridiculed 
the idea that Radio Free Europe's efforts serve to 
promote a free Europe."1'8

Thus instigated, the question of Radio Free 
Europe’s part in the uprising spread to United States 
papers. The November 18 edition of the Washington Post 
printed an interview with a freedom fighter who had 
escaped from his homeland. The Hungarian was reported 
to have said, "For eight years the United States has 17 18

17Robert Holt, Radio Free Europe (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1958), p. 200.

18Ibid.. pp. 194-95.
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been telling us through Radio Free Europe and the 
Voice of America to resist communism. But when 
resistance finally leads to revolution, you stand by 
and watch Soviet tanks shoot us down without lifting 
a finger to help."19 20 This is but one of the many 
indictments of American propaganda to be found in the 
American press during November, 1956.

Soon Americans reacted to these accusations. A 
Chicago Tribune editorial declared that the purpose 
of the Radio Free Europe broadcasts, to keep alive 
the spirit of liberty in communist countries, is a 
dangerous one since the more successfully it is done, 
the more likely it is to foment anti-communist 
revolts. The editorial concluded, "If anything 
said in official or unofficial broadcasts led the 
Hungarians to expect material support from us, 
those who uttered the misleading words have inno
cent blood on their hands that never can be washed 
away." * An editorial in The New Republic Said that 
Radio Free Europe's objectives were noble, but its

19-Washington Post. 18 November 1956, El:l.
20-'Chicago Tribune. 15 November 1956, 20:2.
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broadcasts took on a different meaning when the 
spirits which it attempted to arm with hope and 
courage took up rifles and guns.21 The editor of 
the Minneapolis Morning Tribune had no doubts when he 
wrote that American propaganda beamed to the Soviet 
satellites bore some of the responsibility for the 
uprising.^

Comments such as these do not constitute the 
entire fabric of America's reaction to the role of 
Radio Free Europe in the October revolt. Along 
with the criticism of Radio Free Europe, numerous 
articles and editorials supported the broadcasts.
The San Francisco Chronicle said that Radio Free 
Europe tried hard to avoid advocating rebellion and 
the overthrow of Communist regimes.22 The Oregonian 
stood behind Radio Free Europe when it stated that 
the radio station did not incite a riot and revolt 
but did arouse the people's desire for freedom 
through news and features. This was not the overt

"Right Behind You," The New Republic. CXXXV 
(November 26, 1956), 5.

6 :1.
2^Minneapolis Morning Tribune. 22 November 1956,

23San Francisco Chronicle, 18 December 1956, 20:1.
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cause of the revolution according to the editor.24
The Louisville Courier-Journal printed a telephone

conversation with a former Louisville broadcaster who
was present in Munich during the revolution. The
broadcaster stated that Radio Free Europe's direct
relationship with the revolt was the transmitting of
and relaying of messages from rebel radio stations in 

2§Budapest.' Edmond Taylor reported in the Washington 
Post that criticism of Radio Free Europe was super
ficial and misleading since the revolution was a 
spontaneous rising of an entire populace and since no 
evidence exists to show that the broadcasts directly 
incited listeners to armed revolt. On November 22, 
the Minneapolis Morning Tribune editor writing in 
support of Radio Free Europe quoted a 1951 directive 
to broadcasters of Radio Free Europe. The directive 
stated:

Speakers are warned not to yield to a national 
impulse to bring hope to their compatriots by

The Oregonian, 16 December 1956, 48:1.
Louisville Courier-Journal, 13 November 1956, 2:2.

a r Edmond Taylor, "How We ‘Betrayed* the Hun
garian Rebels," Washington Post, 18 November 1956,
El : 1.

25
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promising armed intervention by the West. To 
raise the hopes of our audiences in this fashion 
would be to do them a cruel disservice; it 
would also constitute a radical misinterpreta
tion of the present policies of the western powers.27

Although this speaks well of Radio Free Europe 
policies in 1951, in 1956 the station was speaking 
for a different administration and espousing a 
different foreign policy.

Walter Ridder interviewed a number of refugees 
from Hungary who fled to Austria in November. His 
article, "Our Propaganda in Hungary," declared that most 
of the refugees criticized the West for many things, 
the failure to intervene, the lack of definite United 
Nations action, and the diversion thrown up by the 
Suez Crisis, But all of them criticized the radio 
broadcasts for implying that the west intended to do 
something if only the Hungarians rose up against their 
oppressors.

Conflicting American opinions about Radio Free 
Europe’s role in the Hungarian uprising clearly 
manifest the confusion in American foreign policy and

^ Minneapolis Morning Tribune. 22 November 1956,6:1.
28Walter Ridder, "Our Propaganda in Hungary,"

The New Republic. CXXXV (December 17, 1956), 12.
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the inadequacy of the means by which it was propagated.
Although Radio Free Europe became the scapegoat for the
government, the Washington Post believed that the real
culprit should rightly be the policy of liberation?9
Although the United States policy changed at the time
of the revolution, the earlier policy was the one which

30the revolutionaries remembered. They remembered a 
policy which seemed to hold out freedom and liberty, 
but which actually was little more than hopes and 
wishes which were inadequately explained.

American verbal support faltered in a number 
of ways. First, the basic foreign policy toward 
Eastern Europe was not clearly defined. It appeared 
to hold out the ideas of freedom and liberation 
without clearly stating that these words would not 
be backed with concrete action. Second, the use of 
a quasi-private organization for enunciating national 
policies bred confusion and error. Radio Free Europe 
appeared to be speaking for the American people; yet, 
it failed to make clear their position. This agency 
could not clarify a foreign policy which was not clear; 
it could only at best add to its ambiguity. Finally,

29Washington Post, December 5, 1956, A14:6.
30Washington Post, November 18, 1956, El:l.
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Americans misunderstood the effectiveness which their
31methods of propaganda had in Eastern Europe. From 

a narrow view of America’s role in world affairs in 
1956, the American people tended to be indefinite in 
the policies which they advocated. Their hopes for 
freedom for Hungary floundered on the very fact that 
they were hopes and not achieveable ends.

Verbal support of freedom is surely an honor*—  
able cause, but a foreign policy based on such a 
cause overlooks the realities of the twentieth 
century. No matter how honorable American hopes 
were, they could not liberate Hungary in 1956. 
American sympathy for the Hungarians and America’s 
verbal support were not the means by which effective 
foreign policy could be carried out.

Los Angeles Times, December 18, Part III, 5:2.



CHAPTER TWO
AMERICA, THE UNITED NATIONS, AND 

THE HUNGARIAN REVOLUTION 
The actual outbreak of violence in Hungary on 

October 23, 1956 did not come from any direct impulse 
from outside Hungary. It caught the United States 
and other Western governments by surprise, The 
rapidly changing situation within Hungary precluded 
reliable evaluation. Student and worker demonstra
tions and the call for Russian troops to suppress 
them were events to which America could not give a 
well-formulated response. When more detailed and 
more reliable reports reached the United States, 
several possible courses of action evolved into one 
basic policy. That policy consisted of a United 
States effort to bring the Hungarian situation before 
the United Nations Security Council. News reports 
detailing the tragic, bloody fighting and death in 
Hungary caused the United States to initiate this 
policy.

Numerous newspapers across the country advocated 
United States action in the United Nations. The 
editor of The Oregonian urged the United States to 
give substance to President Eisenhower's pledge which
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offered all aid possible to oppressed peoples who 
were trying to shed the yokd of Russian communism.
He proposed two possible courses of action, an 
attack through the United Nations on Russia*s use 
of armed force beyond its own boarders and the 
extention of United States economic assistance to 
Hungary on a level similar to that given to Yugoslavia 
in the past.■* America's aim in bringing the develop
ments in Hungary before the United Nations followed 
logically from her policy of sympathizing and verbally 
supporting revolutions in other parts of the world. 
America saw in the United Nations a sounding board 
for world opinion which could express the indignation 
which she believed the world had for any harsh 
suppression of movements which appeared democratic in 
nature. The Christian Science Monitor editorially 
claimed that world opinion could be an important factor 
along side the determination of the Hungarian people 
in contributing to the retreat of Soviet power. The 
editor concluded that in helping to organize world

1The Oregonian. 28 October 1956, 36:1.
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opinion, “the U.N. brings to bear on the present crisis 
in Eastern Europe an influence of perhaps decisive 
importance.“2 The editor of the New York Times spoke of 
the horror which must sweep over Americans as they read 
about the inhuman deeds of the Russian troops in Hun
gary. Elaborating on the events, he said that Russians 
had fired on crowds of helpless Hungarians, thrown 
rebels from the windows of buildings, and hanged people 
from lamp-posts in the streets. The editorial said 
these actions reaked of murderous brutality and not 
police action or civilized combat. It urged these 
actions be denounced “by world public opinion as such."3 
The Washington Post called for United States action in 
the United Nations. Echoing the opinion of many 
Americans, the Post *s editor wrote:

For the moment, however, the flame of freedom 
and independence burns in Budapest and beckons 
to the free world to save it from extinction. 
President Eisenhower has made clear the 
fundamental concern of this country is not with 
the form of society Hungary might evolve from 
her revolution, nor with any suggestion of 
military alliance, but with her independence 
from Moscow. These considerations ought now 
to be presented resolutely in the U.N. Assembly

Christian Science Monitor, 30 October 1956, 18:1.
3
2

New York Times, 27 October 1956, 20:1.
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and the widest possible world support marshaled in support of Hungary.4
Paul Ward, writing in the Baltimore Sun, 

claimed that Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., the American 
representative on the Security Council, had con
sidered presenting the situation before the Council, 
once the Russian tanks had begun to roll across Hun
garian soil. According to Ward, the American delegate 
did not intend to bring a declaration of aggression 
against the Soviet Union to the Council but did 
consider a condemnation of Russia's violation of 
fundamental freedoms and intervention in the human 
right of self-determination within Hungary.5

In American and other Western diplomatic circles, 
the general attitude toward the revolution was that 
the Soviet Union would not permit a non-communist 
regime to take over Hungary. If such an eventuality 
seemed likely, Moscow would surely apply its vast 
military strength to crush a revolt which inclined 
toward the ending of communism in that country. 
Consequently, Western action, even at the United Nations, 
had to be carefully aimed so that the moral support

Washington Post, 2 November 1956, A12:2.

^Baltimore Sun, 27 October 1956, 1:7.
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which it offered to the rebels could not be con-
gstrued as a provocation by the Soviet Communists.

Acting with these limits in mind/ the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and France asked the 
acting President of the Security Council, Bernard 
Cornut-Gentile to call a special session of the 
Council to discuss the Hungarian problem*. The 
Security Council meeting took place on October 28.
At this meeting, the representatives voted 9 to 
1 (U.S.S.R.) with Yugoslavia abstaining, to place 
the item, "The Situation in Hungary," on the agenda.

At this meeting, Henry Cabot Lodge explained that 
the convening of the Security Council reflected the 
great anxiety of the world over the bloodshed in 
Hungary. Believing consideration by the Security 
Council would demonstrate to the Hungarian people 
that their difficulties were not forgotten and that 
the world sympathized with them, Lodge said, "We 
fervently hope that the action in bringing this matter 
to the Council and the Council's decision to consider 
the grave events in Hungary will move those responsible

Washington Post, 27 October 1956, A15:l. 

department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 757.



22

for the repression of the Hungarian people to 
discontinue such measures»" Opposition to Security 
Council action came from the representative of the 
Hungarian People's Republic who had been invited to 
this initial Security Council meeting. Protesting 
consideration by the Council, Janos Szabo claimed 
that the events in Hungary beginning on October 22, 
were "exclusively within the domestic jurisdiction 
of Hungary."^ Arkady A. Sobolev, the representative 
of the Soviet Union, protested on similar grounds. 
According to Sobolev, United Nations consideration 
of Hungary's situation would constitute gross inter
ference in the domestic affairs of the country and 
would encourage the reactionary underground element 
within the country to pursue further violence. He 
pointed out that the United Nations charter con
demned such interference in Article 2, paragraph 7.
He said that the Hungarian government had been 8

8Ibid., p. 758.
Yearbook of the United Nations 1956. (New York: 

Columbia University Press, 1957), p. 67 (Hereinafter 
referred to as Yearbook of the United Nations 1956).
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acting in accord with Article 4 of the 1947 Peace 
Treaty which permitted the suppression of fascist 
organizations and activities.10

The United States representative along with 
those from the United Kingdom and France countered 
these statements by calling the Council's attention 
to the fact that foreign troops had intervened in 
Hungary. Such intervention, the Western delegates 
declared, necessitated Security Council action under 
Article 34 of the charter.^

The Security Council again took up the Hungarian 
situation on November 2, 1956. Between its initial 
considerations on October 28 and this second session, 
Israel invaded Egypt and diverted the world's attention 
from Eastern Europe to the Middle East. The final 
hectic three days of October, 1956 doomed the United 
States effort to effectively deal with the Hungarian 
Revolution through the United Nations. At the 
critical juncture when the United States attempt to 
marshal world opinion could have paid dividends to 
the Hungarian nation, Israel, France, and England

10

11
Ibid.

Ibid.
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rekindled the smoldering Suez question. The Suez 
Crisis provided a smoke-screen behind which Russia 
could crush the Hungarian uprising. With the world’s 
attention turned toward the Middle East, Russia 
exerted military pressure on Hungary's rebels.

The editor of the Chicago Tribune felt that the 
military action in the Mid-east by Israel, France, 
and England crystalized the Russian decision to 
militarily suppress the rebels of Hungary. The 
editor wrote, "Once the fighting had flared in Sinai, 
Gaza, and at Suez, Russia quickly abandoned any 
scruples which might have held back a solution by 
force in Hungary. For, whatever Russia did, it was 
doing nothing that had not just been done by Britain, 
by France, and by Israel."12 Roger Brier, writing 
in the San Francisco Chronicle, struck the same note 
when he said, "There can be little doubt this Anglo- 
French committment triggered determination of Soviet 
plans in Hungary."1^

According to Marguerite Higgins, Secretary of 
State John Foster Dulles, before his illness in late

12Chicaqo Tribune, 6 November 1956, Part I, 20:1.
x San Francisco Chronicle, 9 November 1956, 26:5.
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October, had cautioned England and France that their 
actions in Egypt would offer Russia an excuse for 
acting with military force in Hungary. Dulles 
maintained that if a cease-fire was declared in the 
Mid-east, Russia would be faced with the fact that 
she was the only major power using force against a 
small country.'1'4

Characterizing the world situation in the first
days of November, 1956, The Oregonian made this
summary of the confusion in world affairs. The
Soviet delegate stood beside the American delegate
in the United Nations to denounce and deplore the
aggression of Britain and France. Together Russia
and the United States called for action by the United
Nations in this trouble spot. Then when the question
of Hungary came before the world organization, the
Soviet delegate stated the world must refrain from

15meddling in an "internal incident." Adlai E. 
Stevenson, then a candidate for the Presidency, 
criticized the position in which the administration 
had put America. In a speech in Buffalo, New York, 14

14St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 6 November 1956, 1B:6.
15The Oregonian, 6 November 1956, 12:2.
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he said, ’’And in the U.N. our main associate in the 
Middle Eastern matters now appears to be Communist- 
Russia— in the very week when the Red Army has been 
shooting down the brave people of Hungary and Poland."15

At the November 2 meeting of the Security Council, 
these unexpected and unprepared for developments 
blunted the United States effort to achieve effective 
United Nations action on Hungary. Speaking at this 
meeting, Ambassador Lodge urged that the Council not 
forget the Hungarian people while debate progressed 
on the Suez Crisis. He drew the Council's attention 
to the fact that the application of peace with 
justice should not be restricted to one geographic 
area. Lodge elaborated upon the sequence of events 
in Hungary. He noted that the Secretary-General had 
received a communique from Imre Nagy, the President 
of the Council of Ministers of the Hungarian 
People's Republic. This letter called for the with
drawal of Soviet forces, repudiated the Warsaw Pact, 
declared Hungarian neutrality, and requested the 
Secretary-General to place the question of Hungarian 
neutrality on the forthcoming General Assembly 16

16St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 2 November 1956, 4Dsl.
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a g e n d a . L o d g e  told the Council that such requests 
could not be ignored. Stating that the Security 
Council's most important step should be the ascertaining 
of the facts# he concluded# "We must# above all# be 
helpful to the Hungarian people by acting with knowledge 
of the facts, and then the action that we take will be 
constructive and will be in the interest of peace and 
justice and national independence."^8

The next day the American delegate submitted
a draft resolution to the Security Council. In doing
this, Lodge stated that the resolution expressed the
course of action which the United States felt proper
in view of the situation in Hungary. The resolution
called for the Soviet Union to desist in intervening
in Hungarian internal affairs, to withdraw its troops
as quickly as possible from Hungarian soil# and asked
the Secretary-General to look into the needs of the

1 9Hungarian people for food# clothing# and medicine.
This draft resolution was vetoed by the Soviet Union 7

l7Pepartment of State Bulletin# XXXV# 761.

l^Ibid.# p.763 (For a complete bextt of this
resolution see Appendix A).
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on November 4, 1956. The Russian obstruction of this 
resolution dealing with a question of substance forced 
Henry Cabot Lodge to propose another resolution 
authorizing the Security Council to call an emergency 
special session of the General Assembly to consider 
the Hungarian crisis. The procedural resolution 
passed the Council by a vote of 10 to 1 (U.S .S .R.) .3:'

The editor of the New York Times backed the 
American effort to pursue the Hungarian problem 
in the United Nations General Assembly. Believing 
that no freedom could exist in Hungary while Soviet 
forces remained there, he said that the General 
Assembly should take up the question at once if the 
Security Council's efforts were thwarted with a 
Soviet veto.2-*-

The General Assembly convened in special emer
gency session on the afternoon of November 4. At 
this meeting, Lodge declared that the principles of 
the United Nations charter were at stake, and the 
principle of self-determination so often endorsed 
within the Assembly's chambers was in serious danger. 20

20Yearbook of the United Nations, 19S6 p. 69.

21New York Times. 3 November 1956, 22:2.
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Lodge explained to the Assembly that Soviet actions 
in Hungary were wanton acts of aggression. Critici
zing these actions he reiterated that there had been 
no transfer of authority from one Hungarian govern
ment to another but merely the creation of a "pup
pet clique" through armed force and the elimination 
of a liberal socialist government that was attempt
ing to respond to the popular will.22 These comments 
were made in reference to the massive Soviet repres
sion which began on November 4. The influx of Soviet 
troops and tanks on this date coincided with the 
ousting of Imre Nagy and the installation of Janos 
Kadar as the head of the Hungarian Communist Party 
and the Hungarian government.

The United States delegation produced a seven 
point resolution for the Assembly's consideration. 
This resolution resembled that which had been vetoed 
earlier in the Security Council, but one significant 
addition was made. The General Assembly resolution 
requested the Secretary-General to investigate by 
means of observers the situation caused by foreign

Department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 802.22
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intervention and report the findings to the Assembly,23 
Stressing the urgency of the matter and the neces
sity of adopting the resolution, Lodge said, "We 
cannot stand idly by while the Hungarians are dragged 
bodily back into servitude even as they were reemerging 
into independence and freedom."24 The Assembly agreed 
and passed the resolution by a vote of 50 to 8, with 15 
abstentions.

American reaction to the United Nations deci
sion soon appeared. The Washington Post noted the 
inability of the West to meet the complex situation 
in Hungary with an effective response through the 
United Nations. This paper's editor stated, "Beyond 
the personal protest by President Eisenhower to the 
Russian government and the ringing call by Ambassador 
Lodge in the United Nations for an expression of the 
world's outrage, supported by 50 countries and notably 
unopposed by many of Moscow's normal supporters, 
there was little to be done."25 The Atlanta Constitution 
urged continued assistance for the Hungarians by the

23Ibid., p. 803 (For a complete text of this resolution see Appendix B).
24Ibid., p. 802.
25Washington Post. 5 November 1956, 14:1.
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United States and the United Nations. The Oregonian 
felt that moral sanctions were quite powerful. The 
editor of this newspaper explained that public airing 
of the outrage against the Hungarian people in the 
United Nations could be "more powerful than those 
who are hardened to cruelty suspect."27 The Dallas 
Morning News held the opinion that if the United 
Nations was not prepared to fight for Hungarian 
independence, then members of that international 
organization should completely ignore the Soviet 
Union and "wash their hands" of all its works.28

Criticism of the United Nations actions through 
the General Assembly resolution issued from various 
sectors of the United States populace. Ruth Bolger 
wrote to the St. Louis Post-Dispatch that the United 
Nations action was not adequate for the situation.
She outlined the remarkable events of the Hungarian 
fight for freedom and criticized the Western response 
of "words, words, and more words." In conclusion she

28Atlanta Constitution, 14 November 1956, 4:1. 
27The Oregonian, 21 November 1956, 13:1.
28Pallas Morning News, 5 November 1956, Part III,

2 : 2 .
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stated:
Criticizing Russia will never get them out.
If we would have helped Hungary to win its 
independence it would have been a great step toward getting rid of Russian domination in 
the world. Instead, Hungary is now more enslaved than before.29

A Chicago Tribune editor bitterly attacked the
world organization with the following denunciation:

As for the United Nations, with its feeble 
verbal slaps at the peace destroying aggressors, 
it has flopped as signally as did the old 
league of nations (sic). Perhaps something can 
be salvaged from this futile investment by 
advertising for tenants for the headquarters 
building in New York who will pay their rent 
and find something useful to do in the quarters that are now wasted."
On November 7, the Secretary-General, Dag 

Hammarskjöld, told the General Assembly that the 
resolution of November 4 had been formally communi
cated to the governments of the Hungarian People's 
Republic and the Soviet Union. He further stated 
that the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees was endeavoring along with other welfare 
agencies to meet the needs of the Hungarian people 
for food, medicine, and other supplies, The fol
lowing day, Hammarskjöld admitted that plans were

St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 7 November 1956, 2B:1. 
3QChicago Tribune. 6 November 1956, Part I, 20:2.

29
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underway for choosing observers to enter Hungary 
according to the stipulations of the resolution.
He had actively sought the permission of the 
Hungarian government for the entrance of these 
observers, but this permission had not yet been 
granted.31

A second draft resolution sponsored by the 
United States, consisting of two sections, came 
before the Assembly on November 9. This resolution 
which was directed at solving humanitarian problems 
caused by the revolution urged the Soviets to end 
military interference with the distribution of 
supplies which were urgently needed by the Hungar
ian people. The second section of the resolution 
requested the High Commissioner for Refugees to 
make arrangements for emergency assistance to 
Hungarian refugees. The resolution received the 
Assembly’s endorsement by a vote of 53 to 9, with 
13 abstentions.32 Since the Eleventh Regular 
Session of the General Assembly was to open on

3Yearbook of the United Nations 1956. pp. 70-71.
32Department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 807.
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November 12, the General Assembly adopted a United 
States proposal to place the Hungarian crisis on 
the provisional agenda of the regular session as a 
matter of priority.33

The first regular session of the United Nations 
General Assembly heard the Secretary-General announce 
that Judge Oscar Gunderson (Norway) and Dr. Albert 
Lleras (Columbia) had agreed to directly observe the 
situation in Hungary. On this same day, the Hungar
ian government sent a statement to the Secretary- 
General which again explained that events in Hungary 
were under the control of the Hungarian govern
ment. The statement went on to say that the Hun
garian and Soviet governments were alone capable 
of carrying on negotiations dealing with the with
drawal of Soviet forces. In reference to the 
sending of observers, the Kadar government felt 
that this action was not warranted. In regard to 
the sending of food and medicine, the Kadar govern
ment expressed its gratitude to the Assembly and 
made assurances that the supplies would be distri
buted with the utmost speed. The Hungarian statement

33Ibid.
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plainly asserted that "Soviet troops in Hungary did not 
hinder the relief work in any way."3^ it was clear the 
Kadar government was willing to accept United Nations 
aid but unwilling to accept United Nations observers.

These developments called forth a variety of 
responses from the American public. Senator Clifford 
Chase proposed that if observers would not be admitted, 
then they should be sent to Austria or Yugoslavia to 
question refugees and thus gain a clearer picture of 
what was happening in Hungary, They could then present 
their findings quickly and concisely to the world. The 
Washington Post supported this proposal when it said, 
"The very broaching of such a proposal could serve as 
a check on the actions of the Russians and as a reminder 
of their accountability to world opinion.”33 The 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch observed an indirect advantage 
which resulted from the United Nations debate over 
Hungary. This paper noted the many Asian nations which 
had supported the admission of inspectors into Hungary. 
According to the Post-Dispatch, this meant a near 
worldwide expression of moral indignation.34 35 36

34Yearbook of the United Nations 1956, p.73.
35Washington Post. 24 November 1956, Al2:2.
3 6St, Louis Post-Dispatch. 21 November 1956, 2C:3.
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Senator William F. Knowland proposed a more 
radical approach to the refusal to admit observers 
to revolution-tossed Hungary. Believing that 
observers were not admitted because of the Soviet 
government's opposition rather than that of the 
Hungarian government, the Senator advocated the 
expulsion of the Soviet Union from the United Nations 
until observers were admitted. The Dallas Morning News 
agreed with this approach. Urging the United Nations 
to determine a limit to the provocation of Russia 
beyond which the world would not submit, the editor 
wrote, "It is high time that Russia be subjected to the 
organized and united rejection of the civilized world."37 
A Chicago Tribune editorial noted that the League of 
Nations threw Russia out in 1939 for attacking Finland.
It went on to say:

The U.N. would do well to follow that example.
It would be a blow to the prestige of the 
Kremlin rulers and would encourage resistance 
forces in both Russia and the satellite 
countries. So long as we welcome the Communists 
to the society of civilized nations, the 
enslaved people have no reason to believe that 
their rulers are worse than others.38

Disagreeing with the Knowland proposal, the St. Louis

37Pallas Morning News. 28 November 1956, Part III,
2 : 1 .

38Chicago Tribune. 16 November 1956, Part I, 14:2.
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Post-Dispatch charged, "It is no defense whatever of 
the Russian brutality in Hungary to say that what 
Senator Knowland proposes would not improve a bad

O Qsituation but only make it worse." The editor 
noted that Knowland*s remarks were unfortunate since, 
as a delegate to the United Nations appointed by 
the President, he may have appeared to speak for 
the White House.* 40 41

The Washington Post saw in the refusal to 
admit observers an acknowledgement of guilt for 
the bloody terrorism and repression within Hungary. 
Explaining that pictures and eyewitness accounts 
provided vivid documentation of the outrages perpetrated 
against the Hungarians, the paper said, "The Kadar 
government's rejection of a U.N. investigation 
merely confirms the truth of these reports."4^

The General Assembly debate on the Hungarian 
situation continued through the latter part of 
November. Secretary-General Hammarskjöld continued 
to press the Hungarian government for the admission

St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 28 November 1956, 2D:2.
40Ibid.
41Washington Post, 14 November 1956, A14:l.
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of inspectors but was consistently refused. He
offered to go personally to Budapest to discuss
the various aspects of the General Assembly
resolution- This offer was likewise refused. On
December 3, a cablegram from the Minister of
Foreign Affairs of Hungary informed the Secretary-
General that permission for observers to enter
Hungary would violate Hungarian sovereignty and
would be contrary to the charter of the United
Nations. The Hungarian government was willing to

, negotiate with the Secretary-General in Rome or
New York without delay, but it was not ready to
welcome him to Budapest. The Kadar government
stated that it would be willing to meet with
Hammarskjöld at a later date which was appropriate

42for both parties. ' On the night of December 4,
a resolution jointly sponsored by the United States
and thirteen other countries reiterated the General
Assembly's desire to have observers enter Hungary.
This motion passed in the Assembly by a vote of 54

43to 10, with 14 abstentions. * *

A ?Yearbook of the United Nations 1956, pp.74-77.
Department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 963.43
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Again this resolution and the efforts of the 
Secretary-General met with opposition and rejection 
from Hungary and the Soviet Union. The concern of 
the General Assembly over rejections to its resolu
tions and continuing reports of executions and de
portations of Hungarians from their homeland culminated
in a twenty-nation resolution condemning Russia for 

¥violation of the United Nations charter and 
interference with the fundamental rights of the 
Hungarian people. This resolution was adopted by 
the Assembly on December 12 by a roll-call vote of 
55 to 8, with 13 abstentions.44 * But again, Russian 
and Hungarian compliance with the General Assembly's 
requests did not materialize.

The gamut of American opinion concerning these 
developments was again wide. The San Francisco 
Chronicle mentioned that never before had the 
Soviets been the target of such "damning scorn" 
from the United Nations'^ A suggestion came from 
The Oregonian which urged the members of the United 
Nations to sever economic ties with the Soviet Union

44Yearbook of the United Nations 1956, p. 88 (For
a complete text of this resolution see Appendix C).

¿5San Francisco Chronicle, 12 December 1956, 24:1.
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because of her action in Hungary and her disregard 
of the General Assembly. The Atlanta Constitution 
lauded the United Nations resolution of December 12.
This paper observed, "It is a great triumph for the 
basic ideal of the United Nations and the Russians 
will be hard put to defy it."* 47

Several other opinions emanated from the 
American press subsequent to the United Nations 
condemnation. The Christian Science Monitor advo
cated the cancellation of the Hungarian representa- 

x tive's credentials at the United Nations.48 49 Donald 
Grant, writing in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
rejected such a move. He based his objection on 
two reasons. First, the ejection of Hungary at the 
United Nations would make it significantly more 
difficult to deal with the problem. Second, the 
questioning of the Hungarian credentials could
precipitate the questioning of the credentials of

49the representative of Nationalist China.

4£The Oregonian, 13 December 1956, 26:1.
47Atlanta Constitution, 13 December 1956, 4:1.
48Christian Science Monitor, 7 December 1956, 15B:1.
49Sit. Louis Post-Dispatch, 4 December, 1956, 4:1.



The editor of the Post-Dispatch examined the 
difference in the status of the United Nations within 
Western and Soviet spheres of government. His 
examination explained:

When the U.N. requests that British and French 
troops withdraw from Egypt, powerful currents 
of democratic opinion are set in motion within Britain and France in favor of compliance.
When the U.N. requests that the Soviet Union 
withdraw its troops from Hungary, or even as 
a token concession permit U.N. observers to 
enter the country, the reaction is cold con
tempt, defiance— and no visible public opinion whatever.50
In the closing days of 1956, the United Nations 

did not achieve even fractional fulfillment of its
resolutions aimed at getting the Russians out of 
Hungary and United Nations investigators into 
Hungary. The Russians stood condemned. Hungary stood 
devastated. The United Nations stood hopelessly 
incapable of achieving the results which the United 
States had hoped would ensue from the world organization' 
deliberation on the crisis.

When the General Assembly resumed consideration 
of the Hungarian dilemma in January, 1957, Hammarskjöld 
suggested its objectives might be achieved through the 
establishment of a special committee which would take

Louis Post-Dispatch. 6 December 1966, 2E:3.
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up the work of the investigating team. The Secretary- 
General felt that such a committee could gain valuable 
information even if it could not make direct observations 
in Hungary. This proposal met with the Assembly's 
approval and it was formally introduced and adopted 
through a draft resolution sponsored by twenty-four 
nations including the United States on January 10.
The vote was 59 in favor, 8 opposed, and 10 abstaining.51

Noting the necessity of continuing to focus world 
attention on the problem of Hungary, Ambassador Lodge 
stated, "We believe that this objective can best be 
accomplished by the creation of a committee of governments 
to be charged with investigating and reporting on these 
matters to the present session of the Assembly and 
thereafter as appropriate."52 American newspapers 
voiced their approval of this procedure. The Christian 
Science Monitor made the following observation, "The 
United Nations General Assembly has set up machinery 
to keep the Hungarian tragedy constantly before the 
eyes of the world for weeks— indeed, months— to come."53

51Yearbook of the United Nations 1956. p. 89.
5department of State Bulletin. XXXVI, 138.
53Christian Science Monitor, 11 January 1957, 1:6.
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The Special Committee on the Problem of Hungary 
was composed of five nations. The delegates to this 
committee were Alsing Anderson, Denmark? K.C.O. Shann, 
Australia? R.S.S. Gunewardene, Ceylon? M. Mongi Slim, 
Tunisia? and Professor Enrique Rodriquiz Fabregat, 
U r u g u a y . T h e  committee met between January 17 and 
June 7 in New York, London, Geneva, Rome and Vienna.
It was never allowed to enter H u n g a r y . O n  June 12, 
1957, the committee filed its report. This document 
contained the observations of one hundred and eleven 
witnesses whose testimony filled 2000 pages of verbatim 
record6

The comprehensive and detailed findings of 
the committee met with the approval of United 
Nations delegates. Ambassador Lodge noted that 
the sponsoring nations appreciated the report and 
commented:

Its account of Soviet brutality and of Soviet 
lying and cheating is so detailed that the * 56

United Nations, Report of the Special Committee on the Problem of Hungary, General Assembly, Official 
Records: Eleventh Session, Supplement No. 18 (A/3592), (New York, 1957), p. 1.

56Anatomy of Revolution: A Condensation of the 
United Nations Report on the Hungarian Uprising, 
(Washington: Public Affairs Press, 1957), p. 1.
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report must be carefully studied by all 
governments large and small, both as a 
matter of justice to Hungary and for their 
own self-protection against future Soviet attempts to overwhelm them.5?

The American press accepted the report with genuine
approval. The New York Times credited the committee
with sound judgement and detailed comprehensiveness.
This paper noted that the report fulfilled its
objectives, but it did not offer any solutions to
the Hungarian problem. Editorially, the New York Times
called for an emergency session of the General Assembly
to again take up the Hungarian situation. The editor
charged, "The oppressed people of Hungary deserve more
of the free world than they have received."”’® United
Nations delegates were cool to the idea of reconvening
the Assembly to discuss the Hungarian crisis, and the
matter was postponed until September, 1957.* 58 59

The present consideration of American action 
through the United Nations and American opinion 
toward the role of the United Nations in the Hun
garian uprising ends with the special committee

5department of State Bulletin, XXXVII, 62.
58New York Times, 21 June 1957, 24:2.
59Omaha World Herald. 20 June 1957, 2*5.
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report. America continued to support discussion of 
the Hungarian situation in the United Nations until 
December, 1962. Upon the initiative of the United 
States, the Hungarian question was then removed from 
the United Nations agenda.

What conclusions can be drawn from America's 
efforts to focus world attention on Hungary through 
the United Nations? Since American foreign policy 
did not attempt to go beyond verbal support for the 
revolution and verbal protests against its suppres
sion, the United Nations served as a useful means 
for implementing such a policy. America's verbal 
protests of Soviet actions in the United Nations 
were probably annoying but comforting messages to 
Moscow relating just how far the United States in
tended to interfere in the situation. As long as 
the United States did not enforce her verbal policy 
with positive action, and she had no intention of

this, the United Nations could do little more 
than it did. Once the United States made the 
decision to pursue a "hands off" policy, the 60

60Franz B. Gross (ed.), The United States and 
the United Nations, (Norman: University of Oklahoma
Press, 1964), p. 112.
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United Nations could only pass resolutions, not 
implement them.6-5-

The American attempt to embarrass the Soviet 
Union by way of United Nations action lost its 
effectiveness when the Suez Crisis diverted world 
opinion. Any embarrassment which did occur did 
not affect Soviet actions in Hungary, but it did 
cause significant political repercussions in the 
non-allied nations. The support of the General 
Assembly resolutions by Asian neutrals served as 
valid testimony to this.* 62

American policy pursued in the United Nations 
reflected the opinion of most Americans. As 
Americans sympathized with the Hungarians and 
protested the forceful crushing of their revolution, 
so the United Nations amplified and broadcasted 
these sympathies and protests to the world.

6-*-Lincoln P. Bloomfield, The United Nations 
and U.S. Foreign Policy, (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1960), p. 133.

62Ibid.



CHAPTER THREE
AMERICAN OPINION, AMERICAN RELIEF, AND 

THE HUNGARIAN REVOLUTION
The physical suffering incurred by the Hungarian 

people in their revolution struck the hearts of the 
American people. This suffering also touched the 
financial resources of the American nation. Americans 
felt a moral responsibility to denounce the repression 
of the revolution. They concomitantly assumed a 
financial responsibility to ease the material suf~ 
fering of the Hungarians. This chapter will discuss 
the various ways in which America attempted to meet 
the crisis with financial assistance for material 
relief. American efforts to provide food, clothing, 
and medical assistance developed on a national as 
well as a local level. By looking at certain aid 
policies and programs in both of these areas, American 
opinion toward the relief effort and America's actions 
in the relief of Hungary should become evident.

As the tremendous suffering of the Hungarian 
people filtered into the mainstream of American 
consciousness through various news media, a call 
for economic support and humanitarian assistance
coalesced. Offering the opinion that economic support
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can often be more effective than arms, the editor 
of The Oregonian stated, "The United States should 
sharpen this weapon, as the satellite drama 
unfolds, . .

On October 31, the International Cooperation 
Administration released a statement which said that 
the United States had allocated 2,000 tons of 
foodstuffs for the relief of Hungarian refugees in 
Austria, More than half of these commodities were 
already in Austria, A number of private organizations, 
the National Catholic Welfare Conference, the World 
Council of Churches, the Lutheran World Federation, 
the American Friends of Austrian Children, and the 
International Rescue Committee, had agreed to turn 
over their stockpiles in Austria to the United States 
government which in turn had made them available to 
the Red Cross. The International Red Cross could 
then make these supplies available to the Hungarians. 
The balance of relief supplies were being sent from 
the United States via the S.S. Melrose.

ü . Roland Harriman, chairman of the American 
National Red Cross, communicated a summary of that 
organization's activities since October 27 to President

XThe Oregonian. 28 October 1956, 14:1.
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Eisenhower on November 2. Harriman told the President 
that $130,000 worth of medical supplies and food was 
being sent to Hungary. The chairman noted that the 
United States Red Cross was not alone in this venture 
since thirty other Red Cross Societies throughout 
the world were pouring thousands of tons of relief 
supplies into Hungary. Harriman explained to the 
President that supplies made available through the 
International Cooperation Administration would be 
distributed by the League of Red Cross Societies 
in Geneva. In conclusion, Harriman said, "All in 
all, the response in our own country and in most 
Red Cross Societies throughout the world has been 
magnificent."2

v.

A further allocation of funds for humanitarian 
relief came from the White House. Early in November, 
President Eisenhower made the following announcement,
"In order to help the Hungarian people in this hour of 
need, I am authorizing immediately an initial allocation 
of $20 million from funds appropriated by Congress 
for emergency use, to be employed for food and other 
urgent relief necessary for the alleviation of their

department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 764.



50

suffering."3 This announcement received the approval 
of many Americans.

Newspapers across the United States urged Americans 
to cooperate in helping with the relief of the Hungarian 
people. The Washington Post noted that the Red Cross 
had already swung into effective action to aid the Hun
garians. An editorial in this paper mentioned that the 
Red Cross and CARE were two agencies in which "every 
American who wants to help will find ready 
cooperation. . . ."4 The Minneapolis Morning Tribune 
remarked that it was difficult for Americans to stand by 
immobilized while Hungarian youths fought with Russian 
tanks. The editor suggested that his readers send 
con '̂rihutions to the International Rescue Committee, a 
respected organization which was ready to help Hungarian 
patriots who had suffered in the uprising.5

Chicago Tribune favored relief through private 
agencies but cautioned against government action in

effort. A editorial on November 3 advised:
Food and medical supplies we believe

3Ibid.
4Washington Post. 1 November 1956, A26:2.
^Minneapolis Morning Tribune. 1 November 1956, 6:2.
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these countries should have at once.
This kind of humanitarian assistance 
can better be provided thru private 
channels than by government act. For 
the rest, let us see what emerges before 
we begin supporting it, lest we have more Titos on our hands»6

Senator Hubert H. Humphrey voiced a similar opinion.
The Senator advised the Commodity Credit Corporation 
not to send food to Moscow stooges who controlled 
Hungary. He stated, "America must do nothing to 
strengthen this Red Regime."7 8 The editor of the 
New York Times examined the problem caused by the 
return of a Moscow-oriented government to Hungary, 
Explaining that all Americans wished to help the 
people of Hungary, the editor urged that guarantees 
be made which would insure that assistance would 
go to the people of Hungary and "not to support 
the Kadar-Kremlin" government.®

Notwithstanding the objections of Senator 
Humphrey and others, the United States continued to 
supply relief assistance through private and governmental 
agencies. On November 20, the White House released a

Chicago Tribune. 3 November 1956, Part I, 14:2.
7Minneapolis Morning Tribune. 15 November 1956, 4:2.
8New York Times. 6 January 1957, 10E:3,
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statement which said that the American people and the 
United States government had made available more than 
$5 million worth of food, medical supplies, and other 
relief commodities "in furtherance of President's 
Eisenhower's offer of assistance to alleviate the 
sufferings of the Hungarian people."9 The White House 
press release also made it clear that aid would continue 
as long as necessary through the expenditure of the 
$20 million designated by the President. If additional 
funds were required, they would be forthcoming.

In addition to private organizations, government 
agencies, and the International Red Cross, the United 
States carried on relief work through the United Nations. 
The United States presented $1 million to the United 
Nations Secretary-General on November 13. This money 
was to be used at the discretion of the United Nations 
for refugee assistance and resettlement. One half of 
this amount was immediately sent to the Austrian gov
ernment to meet emergency conditions in that nation 
caused by the great influx of Hungarian refugees.10

^Department of State Bulletin. XXXV, 872 (For a 
breakdown of assistance offered by private organizations see Appendix D).

~°lbid., pp. 872-873.



Although the government and many private
organizations went swiftly into action to alleviate
the suffering of the Hungarian people inside and
outside of that country, Americans still called for
further assistance. Numerous reports of continued
opposition through work, stoppages and hunger strikes
against the Kadar government aroused Americans to
send more relief to the Hungarians. The editor of
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch commented on the difficulty
for America of maintaining calm prudence in the face
of the Hungarian situation. The editor advocated a
worldwide effort to mitigate Hungarian suffering
while a search for a lasting settlement of the crisis
was being sought in the United Nations.11 The
editor of the New Orleans Times-Picayune praised
the "rebellious resourcefulness" of the Hungarian
people and advised, "If we can succeed in supplying
the rebels with enough food to prevent their being
driven back to work by hunger, perhaps the Russians
may yet be compelled to return Imre Nagy and liberalism

1 ?to the Hungarian government.”

X1St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 4 December 1956, 2C:2.
12New Orleans Times-Picayune. 17 November 1956, 10:2.
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In an effort to expedite the American relief 
effort, President Eisenhower appointed Tracy S. 
Voorhees to coordinate America's relief operations 
for Hungarian assistance. On November 28, the 
President asked Voorhees "to set up effective 
machinery to assure full coordination of the work 
of volunteer and Government agencies."13 Voicing 
her approval of the President's action, Doris Fleeson, 
writing in the Minneapolis Morning Tribune, remarked, 
"President Eisenhower has acknowledged public 
dissatisfaction over how little the country has, in 
truth and in fact, been able to do about Hungary by 
appointing Tracy S. Voorhees as co-ordinator of all 
American relief activities for Hungary."14

The marshaling of America's financial resources 
on a national level coincided with a similar effort 
on a local level. The resourcefulness of Americans 
emanated from the variety of programs initiated in 
cities across the country which attempted to collect 
funds for the Hungarian relief activities.

Local efforts to raise funds for the relief

13Department of State Bulletin. XXXV, 948.
14Minneapolis Morning Tribune. 3 December 1956,8:1.
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of Hungary consisted in city-wide drives to meet 
quotas established by the American Red Cross. Editors 
of many of the nations newspapers asked their sub
scribers to make contributions to help meet the 
urgent needs of the Hungarian people. The Chicago 
Tribune alerted its readers to that city's Red Cross 
campaign on November 3. The paper said that the 
Chicago Red Cross Chapter would forward contributions 
to the national headquarters in Washington, D.C.-1-̂
The Dallas Morning News advised readers that the 
quota for the Dallas vicinity was $35,454.16 The 
editor urged the people of Dallas to meet the quota 
as soon as possible. Commenting on the Red Cross 
drive in Dallas County, the editor of the Morning 
News pointed out, "This is a good time of year to 
add to tax-deductible gifts for welfare. It is also 
a time for good deeds to those left homeless by 
Red barbarism." The New Orleans area was asked 
to raise $29,500 according to the New Orleans

^ Chicago Tribune, 3 November 1956, Part I, 1:1.
16Pallas Morning News, 2 December 1956, 1:1.
17

2:2.
Dallas Morning News, 4 December 1956, Part III,
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Times-Picayune. The editor of this paper noted on
December 15 that the Red Cross quota was not being
met as quickly as it should have been. He said
that Red Cross officials have remarked that if Americans
could see the situation in Austria as the Hungarians
come across the boarder, they would be more generous.^
The people of Portland, Oregon, attempted to increase
contributions to the Red Cross campaign in their city
by displaying an Army tank in conjunction with the
collection of money for Hungary's relief.* 20 21 The Omaha
World Herald explained editorially that the Red Cross
request for a fund drive for the Hungarians arrived
in the paper's office just two days before the
paper's annual Good Fellows Christmas Campaign was to
begin. Noting the inconvenience involved in having
both drives occur simultaneously, the editor
remarked that the Russians had caused the inconvenience

21not the Good Fellows.
The success of the nationwide Red Cross campaign

^New Orleans Times-Picayune, 9 December 1956, 1:7. 
l°New Orleans Times-Picayune, 15 December 1956, 1:7.
20The Oregonian, 21 December 1956, 1:3.
210maha World Herald, 22 December 1956, 4:1.
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was summarized by the New York Times on January 10, 1957. 
An article appearing that day explained that contribu
tions to the Red Cross drive for Hungary had eclipsed 
their $5 million goal. The article went on to say that 
still more money was needed for financing aid to the 
refugees who were streaming across the Hungarian boarder 
into Austria.22 *

Local Red Cross chapters were not the only way in 
which Americans responded to the call for assistance 
and relief. New England college students initiated a 
fund drive on several campuses during November, 1956 
to gather contributions for the needy Hungarians.22 
Mayor Christopher of San Francisco designated the 
last week of November for a special drive to aid the 
Hungarian people.24 Mayor Daley of Chicago issued a 
proclamation which established December 6, 1956 as 
"Tag Day." On this day, volunteers distributed tags 
to Chicagoans who made a contribution for Hungarian 
relief.25 The Washington branch of First Aid to

22New York Times. 10 January 1957, 12:2.
22Christian Science Monitor. 21 November 1956, 15:5.
24San Francisco Chronicle, 23 November 1956, 18:3.
25Chicago Tribune. 1 December 1956, Part I, 2:2.
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Hungary Incorporated solicited contributions from 
people in the nation’s capital. This agency collected 
$150,000 during December, 1956. Under the honorary 
chairmanship of Herbert Hoover, First Aid to Hungary 
Incorporated distributed food and other supplies to 
Hungarian refugees in Austria and the United States.26

The general consensus of American public opinion 
supported the relief efforts which private and govern
mental agencies undertook. Some negative opinions 
were voiced. Two specific examples will be noted.
A letter to the editor of the New Orleans Times- 
Picayune criticized the relief activity of America in 
the following manner, " . . .  if the U.S. is going 
to continue giving millions to nations that need 
money and bring in shiploads of foreigners, we will 
find that our great sympathy and liberal generosity 
have cost a tremendous amount of mpney." Criticism
of American relief for Hungarians also came from 
an editorial in the Chicago Tribune. The editor 
made this observation:

American aid to the communist governments, * 27

2oNew York Times. 6 January 1957, 7:2.
27New Orleans Times-Picayune, 30 December 1956, 

Part II, 2:3.
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however much they seek to divorce themselves 
from Russia, can have but one effect. That 
is to make the chains in which they hold their 
people slightly less painful to wear. The 
truth that communism can bring economic 
suffering is obscured for a moment and the 
day when it becomes intolerable and moves 
its victims to throw off their chains is postponed.
Americans responded to the tragic suffering of 

the Hungarian people by backing relief programs with 
nearly complete approbation. The emotional attempt 
to counter Russian repression through the United Nations 
seemed to call for a more practical relief effort. 
Americans could and did respond to this call. Blessed 
with plenty, Americans were ready to share their 
material advantages with a people who had lost theirs 
in a revolution against a government that was un
responsive to the needs of its people. Unable to 
find a concrete diplomatic solution to the crisis, 
the people of the United States united behind govern
mental and non-governmental efforts to ease the
suffering which had resulted from the Hungarian 

oguprising.

28

For detailed information about non-governmental efforts see Appendix D.

Chicago Tribune. 31 December 1956, 8:1.
29
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Hungarian refugees met with the immediate approval 
of many Americans. The editor of the New Orleans 
Times-Picayune urged that a refuge for the Hungarians 
be provided since this would "in a safely passive 
way aid the cause of freedom."2 3 The St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch asked that considerations of politics 
and diplomacy be set aside in lieu of compassion 
and sympathy. The Post-Dispatch called for action 
to admit refugees rather than words and good will.^

The attitude of Americans toward the admission 
of refugees was embodied in a Gallup Poll taken in 
early December. This poll concluded that twenty- 
four million American households favored giving 
aid to Hungarian refugees. This survey explained 
that the figure constituted about half of all the 
households in America.4

Several sections of the American population 
called for the admission of more than the initial 
5,000 refugees. A letter to the editor of the 
Chicago Tribune stated, "In spite of all the ballyhoo

2New Orleans Times-Picayune, 13 November 1956, 10:1.
3St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 30 November 1956, 2B:3.
^Washington Post. 5 December 1956, A15;4.
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on television about the United States taking in 
Hungarian refugees, we have disgracefully dragged 
our feet in this Christian endeavor«"5 The editor 
of the Washington Post criticized what America intended 
to do in a similar manner. He mentioned that the 
United States could well afford to admit more refugees. 
Alluding to the feasibility of allowing more refugees, 
to enter the country, the editor wrote, "Every American 
who can offer sponsorship to a refugee from the Russian 
terror ought to do so, recognizing that this is 
one practical way that the West can demonstrate its 
true dedication to freedom and to the spirit of 
human brotherhood."

Some American citizens saw in the admission of 
refugees a chance for America to recoup from its 
failure to deal with the Hungarian crisis adequately 
through diplomatic means in the United Nations.
Writing to the New Orleans Times-Picayune. Mrs. Leo 
Muller remarked, "It has become a balm to soothe 
the unhappy consciences of most Americans, that having 
thus abandoned a helpless people in their struggle

^Chicago Tribune. 2 December 1956, Part I, 24:6.
Washington Post. 16 November 1956, Al4:l.
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for freedom, we are able to offer them a place of 
refuge,"7 Americans continued to feel responsible 
in some way for the tragedy which the Hungarian people 
experienced in their unsuccessful attempt to revolt 
against the Hungarian Communist government. A 
number of Americans felt that the responsibility of 
the United States in the crisis could be met 
somewhat if America admitted a large portion of the 
refugees. The following excerpt from a letter written 
by Alfred Lewis to the Louisville Courier-Journal 
resembled many which appeared in American news
papers, Lewis explained:

Certainly all of us feel a deep responsibility
to help provide for those heroic fighters against
Communist oppression, who have had to flee penniless
from their homes when their attempt to set
up a free government was suppressed by an
invasion of Russian troops. This is especially
so because the Republicans held forth the
hope of 'liberation* to Russia’s satellites,
and then our government did absolutely nothing
to help them when they tried against
fearful odds to liberate themselves.8
The advocation of admitting more refugees

to the United States met with official approbation
in December when President Eisenhower authorized the

7New Orleans Times-Picayune. 
Louisville Courier-Journal.

28 January 1957, 
6 December 1956,

10:3.
8:5
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admission of 21,500 Hungarian escapees. On December 1, 
the President announced that the flight of Hungarians 
into Austria had created an emergency situation which 
the United States along with other countries had to 
share. The President pointed out that immigration 
visas for Hungarians under the Refugee Relief Act, 
numbering 6,500, were practically exhausted. To 
resolve the refugee situation in Austria, the President 
ordered that 15,000 additional refugees be admitted 
to the United States under a special section of the 
permanent immigration statute. Persons thus admitted 
had no legal status in the country, but the President 
made assurances that he would request emergency 
legislation from Congress to alleviate this difficulty. 
In making his announcement, the President explained 
that providing asylum in the United States for 
the Hungarians was a practical way in which
Americans could fulfill their desire to help the
. 9victims of Soviet oppression*

The admission of 15,000 Hungarians under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act drew an outburst of 
criticism. This criticism stemmed from the fact that

^Department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 913.
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the refugees were to be considered parolees and not 
immigrants with visas. The Washington Post charged, 
“It is shameful that help must be given in this way, 
that while tiny Austria and many small nations of 
Western Europe grant prompt and unconditional asylum, 
the United States for the most part can offer only 
temporary admission on a 'parolee* basis to these 
fugitives from Russian t e r r o r . T h u s  the Post 
decried the action of admitting refugees through a 
“loophole" in the permanent immigration law which 
was based on the McCarren-Walter Law of 1952.

Representative Francis Walter, the Congressman 
responsible for formulating the nation's permanent 
immigration policy, opposed the contention that the 
refugees were to be admitted through a “loophole" 
in the law. The section of the McCarren-Walter Act 
under which the Hungarians were to be admitted was 
no loophole but a definite provision in the 
immigration code according to Representative 
Walter. He made the following observation in a 
letter to the Washington Post; “It took the 
Administration almost three weeks to find that my

^ Washington Post. 3 December 1956, A14:l.
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proposal, made in accordance with the spirit and the 
letter of the law for which I am responsible, is the 
only one which would permit us to meet the imperative 
demands of the present situation.1,11

According to the St. Louis Post-Pispatch. President 
Eisenhower was compelled to authorize the admission 
of 15,000 additional refugees. The Post-Dispatch 
arrived at this conclusion since the ordinary quota 
for Hungarians who would come to the United States 
under the McCarren-Walter Act was 869. This figure, 
according to the St. Louis paper, was wholly 
inadequate in the present circumstances.^

The problem of admitting refugees and the status 
these refugees held in the United States precipitated 
numerous attacks on America's immigration laws from 
the newspapers of the country. The McCarren-Walter 
Law as well as the Eisenhower administration were the 
targets of these criticisms. The editor of the 
Baltimore Sun commented that the efforts of private 
American agencies to aid refugees resulted in 
confusion and ineffectiveness when the nation's 11 2

11Washington Post. 6 December 1956, A24:3.
l2St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 8 January 1956, 2C:3.
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admissions program failed to expeditiously process and
define the status of the Hungarians in the country. The
editor wrote, "This is one more instance in which the
prodigious good will of the country is being all but
nullified by red tape, and the inability to cut red

13tape in an emergency." The St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
suggested that the permanent immigration law be re
formed since it stressed a restrictive policy rather 
than one of asylum.* 14 The Louisville Courier-Journal 
criticized the existing immigration statutes and 

x stated:
We hope Mr. Eisenhower will move as 
forcefully as possible to direct the 
wave of sympathy and indignation in 
this country into practical channels 
for the relief of as many victims of 
Russian repression as possible. But 
his hands are tied by the law, and 
we feel he can best help these and 
other victims who look in vain for 
our help by letting this hateful and 
restrictive statute die and asking 
the new Congress to direct its every 
effort toward finding a humane sub
stitute as soon as possible.15
The Anti—Defamation League urged a reform in

-^Baltimore Sun, 29 November 1956, 20:2.
l4St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 15 December 1956, 4A:2.
Louisville Courier-Journal. 11 November 1956 Part IV, 2:1. ~

15
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the immigration rules. Stating that the McCarren— 
Walter Lav; discriminated against peoples from Eastern 
and Southern Europe, the League declared that the 
opinions of leading Americans condemn the racist 
implications in the quota system of the immigration

"Icodes. The Hungarian uprising brought to public 
attention the need for revising immigration legislation. 
The Baltimore Sun urged congress to respond to the Hun
garian refugee problem by formulating legislation 
which would accommodate the present situation and be 
flexible enough to meet future demands. The editor 
of the Sun wrote, "Certainly Congress will keep in 
mind the Hungarians constitute only the latest if 
among the most tragic and insistent phases of a 
problem that is worldwide and involves many peoples.
New legislation should probably be premised on the

1 7whole broad picture."
The Eisenhower administration responded to 

these criticisms early in 1957. The administration 
moved to cope with the refugee situation after Vice- 
President Nixon's fact-finding mission to the * 17

1  fiWashington Post. 31 December 1956, A9*6.
17Baltimore Sun, 29 December 1956, 8;1.
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refugee centers in Austria during December. On 
January 1, the President announced that the Attorney 
General would continue to parole Hungarian refugees 
into the United States until Congress acted on the 
matter.10 On January 10, in his State of the Union 
Message, Eisenhower requested Congress to regularize 
the status of Hungarian refugees „admitted as parolees.
In his message, the President also announced that 
he would shortly recommend new immigration legislation 
which would allow the United States to meet its world 
responsibilities more adequately. The President told 
Congress, "The cost of peace is something we must face 
boldly, fearlessly. Beyond money, it involves changes 
in attitudes, the renunciation of old prejudices, even 
the sacrifice of some seeming self-interests."18 19

On January 31, President Eisenhower sent a special 
message to Congress dealing with the revision of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. The President called 
upon Congress to up-date the immigration law. Observing 
that the McCarren—Walter Act had codified immigration 
laws existing in the United States since 1924, the

18Pepartment of State Bulletin, XXXVI, 96.
19Ibid., p. 125.
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President recommended that a reexamination of the 
method in which aliens were allowed to enter the 
country should be made. The President petitioned 
Congress to take immediate steps to remedy the un
official status of Hungarians entering the country and 
implement changes in the quota system of the permanent 
immigration codes. Eisenhower's recommendations were 
fivefold: l) quotas should be based on the 1950 census
not on the 1920 census thus increasing the number of 
immigrants admitted by 65,000; 2) quotas should be more 
equitably distributed among the various countries of the 
world to eliminate unused quotas from one country and 
over-subscription of quotas from others; 3) unused quotas 
should be carried over to the following year; 4) visas 
issued under special immigration laws such as the 
Displaced Persons Act should not be applied to the 
quotas established under permanent immigration laws; 
and 5) provisions should be made for the admission of 
orphans under basic immigration law.20

To deal with the immediate problem of the 
Hungarians, the President urged Congress to authorize 
the chief executive to admit escapees from communist

20Ibid., pp. 248-249.
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tyranny as parolees. In asking for such legislation, 
Eisenhower suggested that "the number to whom such 
parole may be granted should not exceed in any one 
year the average number of aliens who, over the 
past eight years, have been permitted to enter the 
United States by special Acts of Congress outside 
the basic immigration system."21 22 To integrate 
these parolees into the American population, the 
President requested legislation which would allow 
aliens paroled into the United States, and who 
wished to remain in the country, to become permanent 
residents. In this manner, the President said, the 
problem of Hungarian escapees would be effectively 
solved.' Congress acted on the President's proposals 
and adopted an amendment to the Immigration and 
Nationality Act in September, 1957. According to this 
amendment, "refugee-escapees," persons who because 
of persecution on account of race, creed, or political 
opinion had fled communist terror, would be given 
non-quota visas. The amendment made available to those 
Hungarians paroled into the United States non-quota

21Ibid., p. 248.
22Ibid.
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visas if they were physically present in the United 
States as of July 1, 1957.^3

Attempts by the United States government to 
solve the problem of admitting Hungarians into the 
country did not incur the approval of all sectors 
of the country. While the immigration policy of 
the nation was criticized in some quarters, others 
attacked the basic idea of admitting refugees. Some 
Americans also questioned the policy of admitting 
refugees from Hungary immediately while other 
immigrants who had been awaiting admission for some 
time were passed by. The editor of the Chicago Tribune 
elaborated on this problem in late December. The 
editor noted that America's proper responsibility in 
the situation was a vexatious question. The Chicago 
editor wrote, "For 20 years people by the thousands 
have been crossing frontiers in flight from totalitarian
ism, only to encounter the barriers of poverty and 
immigration law, both of which are being relaxed for 
some of the Hungarians. These earlier victims and 
their friends may and do say, 'It isn't fair.*"^ 23 24

23U.S. Statutes at Large, LXXI, 641-643.
24Chicago Tribune, 23 December 1956, Part I, 8s1.
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Seymore Topping struck a similar note when he observed
that thousands of refugees from Communist East Germany
had spent their Christmas holiday in "bleak, crowded
barracks" unhappily feeling that they were being
passed over as the world sympathized with the Hungarians.2”

Opposition to the admission of Hungarian refugees
to the United States emerged from numerous letters
to the editors of America's major newspapers. The
reasons for opposing the entrance of the Hungarians
were varied. A number of Americans criticized the
government's concern for the Hungarians and lack of
concern for the American Negro. The following
selection from a letter by Paul C. Henck to the
Chicago Tribune was a typical example:

Ever since the Emamcipation Proclamation of 1863', large scale immigration from 
Europe has been the main factor in blocking 
the American Negro's chances for self- 
improvement and economic security. And so 
as long as this flow of immigrants continues, 
most employers will keep on hiring foreign born labor and technical help, slamming the 
door on a large segment of our native 
population— namely 16,000,000 Negro 
citizens— all sixth and seventh generation Americans.25 26

25Louisville Courier-Journal,
26Chicago Tribune, 15 January

26 December 1956, 
1957, 20:7.

1 : 1 .
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Henck asked that Americans demand congressional 
action to stop the influx of refugees "without 
further ado or maudlin sentimentalism.1,27

Numerous Americans opposed the admission 
of Hungarians because of employment considerations. 
Anthony Ballerini, a union business manager in San 
Francisco, asked that a program be initiated to 
aid America's unemployed instead of sympathizing 
and offering jobs to foreign refugees. Ballerini 
stated that the 1000 members of his union who were 

' out of work were adequate testimony to the necessity 
of such a program.28 E.P. Vertgard mentioned that 
the line of native-born Americans at the compensation 
board in Waukegan, Illinois, was long when the 
President authorized the admission of more than 
20,000 Hungarians. He then posed this question, 
"Shouldn't employment as well as charity begin at 
home?"28

Various Americans criticized the government's 
efforts to remedy the refugee problem by pointing

27
28
29

Ibid.
San Francisco Chronicle, 28 December 1956, 
Chicago Tribune, 17 December 1956, Part I,

16:2.
17:6.
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out that American citizens in many of the nation's 
cities were in need of the government's assistance. 
Fowler D. Beckford felt that the Vice-President 
should visit some of America's poverty areas in 
addition to the refugee camps in Austria. He offered 
this suggestion in a letter to the San Francisco 
Chronicle:

I herewith submit that the good Vice- 
President extend his 'good will mission’ 
and 'observation tours' into a few cities of 
our own country. Namely: Birmingham, 
Montgomery and Tallahassee. Thus he could 
see for himself and report to the President 
on another group of people— refugees of 
democracy, as it were— -subtly and brilliantly 
maneuvering for democracy and equality in their own country.30

J.C. Russell explained that Americans more easily 
sympathized with the plight of people in foreign 
lands than they do with the distressing conditions 
experienced by many of their own fellow-citizens.31 
A letter to The Oregonian questioned the benevolent 
attitude of the United States government toward the 
refugees of Hungary and the simultaneous inability 
of that government to deal effectively with the needs

30San Francisco Chronicle, 8 January 1957, 16:3.
31Los Angeles Times. 31 January 1957, Part III, 4:4.



77

of American war veterans.32
Disfavor over the governments efforts to speed 

up the processing and entry of Hungarians failed to 
produce a definite effect on the administration's 
policies. The dispatching of Vice-President 
Nixon to Vienna and the subsequent liberalization 
of United States immigration law offered sufficient 
proof of this. The general acceptance given the 
President's recommendations for altering the 
nation's immigration code demonstrated that 
proponents of admitting refugees outnumbered critics 
of refugee entry.

The authorization to admit more Hungarians into 
the country drew another form of criticism from some 
Americans. This criticism attacked the refugees who 
had fled from the Hungarian upheveal. Critics 
pointed out that if the Hungarians truly desired 
freedom they should have remained in Hungary to fight 
for it. Some Americans thought that there was 
more to the Hungarians' flight than met the eye.
The possibility that among the refugees were communists 
who had not been screened was noted.

3"The Oregonian. 18 December 1956, 20:5.
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Representative Omar Burleson of Texas attacked 
the emotionalism which he felt the American govern
ment had shown in admitting Hungarian refugees. He 
explained that admitting refugees who had fled their 
country in a time of crisis was not an humanitarian 
jesture, but a disservice to those who remained to 
continue the struggle. He further denounced the 
fact that the escapees were given honors befitting 
heroes and not refugees.33 R.E. Rogers wrote to the 
Louisville Courier—Journal that young Americans 
would not be held in high favor if they acted as the 
Hungarian refugees had done. Rogers made this 
observation s

Most of these refugees are young people, 
some of them college students, who 
started the trouble in the first place, 
then ran off. What would we call our 18—year- 
old boys if they would refuse to register 
for military service and leave for some other country that would give them jobs and a 
home with no military duties? They 
certainly would not be called patriots.34
Hasty admission of the Hungarians caused some

questioning of the real allegiances of the Hungarians.
The obvious chance that communists could slip into

33Los Angeles Times, 8 January 1957, Part III, 4:7
34Louisville Courier-Journal, 30 January 1957, 6:5
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the United States along with bona fide refugees 
ignited demands for a more meticulous admission 
procedure. Urging Americans not to get carried away 
with the mass migration of Hungarians, Clyde Roberts 
stated, “The Hungarians have not renounced Communism 
voluntarily and publicly. They are swearing allegiance 
to democracy only under stress and combat fear."35 36 
A letter to the editor of the Washington Post commented 
on the alarming implications of the mass processing 
of immigrants. The letter called for an "after-the- 
fact screening" of refugees to insure that America's 
attempt to be a good Samaritan did not turn into a 
"Trojan horse."36 The possibility that communists 
posing as refugees had entered the country was given 
little support by the Commissioner of Immigration,
J.M. Swing, when he testified before a House sub
committee in January, 1957. Swing told the sub
committee that while 250 Hungarians were under inves
tigation, only three persons had actually been sent 
back to Austria as subversives-37

35Pallas Morning News, 29 November 1956, Part III,4:7.
36Washington Post, 16 December 1956, E4i3.
37Chicago Tribune, 26 January 1957, 1:7.
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Local communities in America matched the efforts 
of the federal government to bring refugees into the 
country by providing homes, jobs, food, and clothing 
for the Hungarians. Generous citizens of the country's 
major cities openly welcomed the Hungarians to their 
communities.

The editor of the Dallas Morning News requested 
the people of Dallas to support the resettlement of 
seventy-five Hungarians who were being brought to that 
community. The editor remarked, “We cannot sincerely 
applaud their brave fight to drive tyrants from their 
homeland if we turn them from our doors now."^
Dick McDonald complimented his fellow Dallasites for 
the welcome they had extended to the refugees stating, 
“One month after the arrival of Dallas* Hungarian 
refugees, I am amazed at what has been achieved for 
ninety-two refugees in such a short time."39 The 
response of Chicago was no less generous. The Chicago 
Tribune reported that seventy-one refugees who had 
arrived on December 14 were all living in Chicago

-^Dallas Morning News, 8 December 1956, Part III,2 : 1 .

39
2:4. Dallas Morning News. 26 January 1957, Part III,
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homes by December 16.40
The Louisville Courier-Journal welcomed 

twenty-five Hungarians to Louisville and wished 
them a happy new year in America. Editorially the 
Courier-Journal observed that although the recent 
Hungarian arrivals were poor in material possessions, 
they were rich in hope and self-confidence.41 42 The 
editor of The Oregonian applauded Portland's efforts 
to find homes for the seventy-two Hungarians who 
arrived in that city on December 19. He remarked, 
"Probability is that no other city in the nation, 
in proportion to its size, has found homes for homeless 
Hungarians in such quantity and so expediously.1,42

By plane and by ship, Hungary's refugees 
were brought to America from Austria beginning on 
November 21. After an initial stop at Camp Kilmer,
New Jersey, for processing and registration, these 
refugees were moved to various cities throughout 
the country. The New York Times was able to 
report on January 2, that 17,000 Hungarians were then

40Chicago Tribune. 16 December 1956, Part I, 8:2.
41Louisville Courier-Journal, 1 January 1957, 12:2.
42The Oregonian, 23 December 1956, 24:1.
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in the United States. On that date, a total of 
8,934 refugees had left Camp Kilmer for homes in 
local communities across the nation.43 This 
assimilation of Hungarian refugees into American 
communities testified to the good will and general 
acceptance afforded the escapees of the Hungarian 
uprising.

43New York Times, 3 January 1957, 8:2



CONCLUSION
American public opinion concerning the Hungarian 

Revolution evolved from the traditional American 
attitude toward revolutions in countries where, 
in the opinion of Americans, democracy did not exist. 
America emerged as a nation following a revolution.
This heritage pre-conditioned the reaction of the 
American people to the Hungarian Revolution. The 
American reaction to the events in Hungary in 
October, 1956 resulted from a traditional partisan 
American attitude toward radical political changes 
in foreign countries. Americans viewed the Hungarian 
Revolution with the preconceived notion that it was 
a democratic uprising although the Hungarian revolu
tionaries were not attempting to set up democratic 
institutions in Hungary. American reaction to the 
Hungarian Revolution must be prefaced with a clear 
understanding that Americans consistently view revolu
tions in other countries with a sympathetic attitude.

The policy of liberating the satellites exemplified 
the American attitude that the system of government in 
the United States was a goal after which other peoples 
would strive if given the opportunity. The United 
States offered a way of life that Americans considered
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superior to that of other nations. Rank and file 
Americans and American political leaders believed 
that a nation which was changing its political structure 
would adopt institutions similar to those in America 
once they were free to do so. The liberation of the 
satellites, an espoused United States policy, was 
predicated on the assumption that the countries 
of Eastern Europe were looking for something better, 
namely, a system of government resembling the 
representative democracy of America.

The liberation policy mirrored the opinion of 
American citizens. By means of this policy, the 
Eisenhower administration attempted to carry out the 
hopes which Americans advocated in spirit and in words. 
The basic problem which the Hungarian Revolution 
posed for America was that a liberation policy not 
well defined and not clearly transmitted to the 
satellite countries was really no foreign policy 
at all, but rather, only sympathetic feeling and 
verbal support based on a traditional American 
view of revolutions. Such a policy could not be 
effective in a world divided between two diametrically 
opposed political philosophies. Although the Hun
garian people would have perhaps revolted against the
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insensitivity of their government without the verbal 
support of the United States, a policy which openly 
urged them to throw off their chains was not realistic 
in 1956. Had America really meant to back its words 
with action, verbal support could have been 
justified. But without the desire and the immediately 
applicable means to actively support a revolution 
in Hungary with military force, the policy of 
liberation could not and did not produce the results 
which America sought.

The United Nations served as a useful tool to 
continue the propagation of America’s desire to see 
Hungary liberated from the influence of the Soviet 
Union. Americans placed a good deal of faith in the 
efforts of this international organization. The 
United Nations amplified American opinion and 
focused world attention on the Hungarian situation, 
but it could not force the Soviet Union to refrain 
from crushing the Hungarian uprising. Although the 
Soviet Union no doubt disliked the fact that the 
United Nations condemned its actions in Hungary, 
the Soviet officials in Moscow could not allow the 
moral indignation of the world to bring about an 
alteration in the position of the Soviet Union in



86

Eastern Europe. The vital interests of Russia were 
involved in the Hungarian Revolution. No matter 
how loud or how vigorous the moral and verbal denun
ciation in the United Nations, Russia could not 
permit her influence in Eastern Europe to be signifi
cantly modified.

The United Nations served American interest 
well. American verbal support for Hungarian 
independence from Russia was continued through this 
international forum. The United Nations was capable 
of propagating American policy, but it was incapable 
of making that policy more effective. American 
opinion supported United Nations action, but in 
reality Americans were merely advocating the continuance 
of American foreign policy through an international 
organization which was powerless to bring about 
an effective solution to the Hungarian crisis.

When the United States realized that no 
effective political or diplomatic solutions could 
be achieved with regard to Hungary, America's 
attention turned to the alleviation of the 
suffering which the Hungarians were experiencing.
The multi-faceted efforts of the American people
to mitigate the hardships of the Hungarian people
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followed from the failure of the United States 
to meet the situation through diplomatic channels.
As the futility of diplomatic endeavors became 
apparent, American public opinion directed its 
impetus toward the relief of Hungarians inside and 
outside of Hungary. Humanitarian relief was a 
realistic goal which America could achieve. The 
generous response of the American populace to the 
relief of Hungary's people provided a partial remedy 
for the distraught consciences of the American people. 
Unhappy with the failure of United States diplomacy 
to find a solution to the crisis in Hungary, the 
American people worked to ease the difficulties of 
the Hungarians with material aid.

The opinion that "this was the least Americans 
could do" illustrated the status which the American 
public gave to the relief effort. American 
public opinion supported the Hungarian attempt 
to revolt against communist control. When this 
support did not produce satisfactory results,
Americans proposed to solve the dilemma by opening 
their billfolds to the Hungarians. The numerous 
relief campaigns and fund drives in American cities 
testified to the attitude which Americans had. They
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believed that they could mitigate the suffering of 
the Hungarians even though they could not effectively 
bring about the results which they envisioned the 
Hungarian people were seeking in their revolution.

The relief efforts of the United States took 
on a wider scope with the attempt to find a place 
in America for refugees from the revolution. Although 
the resettlement of refugees did not receive the 
complete support of the American populace, many 
Americans did see in the refugee situation another 
partial solution to the Hungarian crisis. In 
addition to the immediate problems caused by the 
influx of the Hungarian refugees to America,
Americans began to examine the general problems 
inherent in the country's immigration policy. To 
many citizens, official immigration policy did not 
carry out the thinking of a large portion of the 
American population toward the admission of 
foreign peoples. The attitude of American citizens 
toward the admission of Hungarian refugees provided 
an answer to the question of how far America was 
willing to go to meet the Hungarian crisis. The 
questioning of immigration policy and the admission 
of 21,500 Hungarian refugees illustrated that the
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general consensus of American public opinion advocated 
the admittance of Hungarians who unsuccessfully had 
opposed the regime in their homeland. The traditional 
attitude that America was the haven of the oppressed 
comprised a significant aspect of American public 
opinion toward the Hungarian Revolution.



APPENDIX A
TEXT OF UNITED STATES DPAFT RESOLUTION VETOED BY 

THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON NOVEMBER 4

The Security Council,
Considering that the United Nations is based on 

the principle of the sovereign equality of all its 
Members ;

Recalling that the enjoyment of human rights 
and of fundamental freedoms in Hungary were specifically 
guaranteed by the peace treaty between Hungary and 
the allied and associated powers signed at Paris 
on 10 February 1947 and that the general principle 
of these rights and freedoms is affirmed for all 
peoples in the Charter of the United Nations;

Convinced that present events in Hungary manifest 
clearly the desire of the Hungarian people to 
exercise and to enjoy fully their fundamental rights, 
freedoms and independence;

Deploring the use of Soviet military forces to 
suppress the efforts of the Hungarian people to re
assert their rights;

Noting moreover the Declaration by the Soviet 
Government of 30 October 1956, of its avowed policy 
of non-intervention in the internal affairs of other 
States ;

Noting the communication of 1 November 1956 
of the Government of Hungary to the Secretary- 
General regarding demands made by that Government 
to the Government of the U.S.S.R. for "instant 
and immediate withdrawal of Soviet forces"y

Noting further the communication of 2 November 
1956 of the Government of Hungary to the Secretary- 
General asking the Security Council "to instruct the 
Soviet and Hungarian Governments to start negotiations 
immediately" on withdrawal of Soviet forces;
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Anxious to see the independence and sovereignty of Hungary respected?
1. Galls upon the Government of the U.S.S.R. to 

desist forthwith from any form of intervention, 
particularly armed intervention, in the internal 
affairs of Hungary?

2. Calls upon the U.S.S.R. to cease the 
introduction of additional armed forces 
into Hungary and to withdraw all of its 
forces without delay from Hungarian territory.

3. Affirms the right of the Hungarian people 
to a government responsive to its national 
aspirations and dedicated to its independence 
and well-being?

4. Requests the Secretary-General in consultation 
with heads of appropriate specialized agencies 
to explore on an urgent basis the need of
the Hungarian people for food, medicine and
other similar supplies and to report
to the Security Council as soon as possible?

5. Requests all Members of the United Nations 
and invites national and international 
humanitarian organizations to co-operate in 
making available such supplies as may be 
required by the Hungarian people.x

■'•The vote was 9-1 (U.S.S.R.), with Yugoslavia 
abstaining. Department of State Bulletin, XXXV, 763.



APPENDIX B
GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION ADOPTED NOVEMBER 4, 1956

The General Assembly,
Considering that the United Nations is based 

on the principle of the sovereign equality of all 
its Members;

Recalling that the enjoyment of human rights 
and of fundamental freedom in Hungary was specifically 
guaranteed by the Peace Treaty between Hungary and 
the Allied and Associated Powers signed at Paris 
on 10 February 1947, and that the general principle 
of these rights and this freedom is affirmed for all 
peoples in the Charter of the United Nations;

Convinced that recent events in Hungary manifest 
clearly the desire of the Hungarian people to exercise 
and to enjoy fully their fundamental rights, freedom 
and independence;

Condemning the use of Soviet military forces 
to suppress the efforts of the Hungarian people to 
reassert their rights;

Noting moreover the declaration of 30 October 
1956 by the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics of its avowed policy of non-intervention 
in the internal affairs of other States;

Noting the communication of 1 November 1956 of 
the Government of Hungary to the Secretary-General 
asking the Security Council to instruct the Govern
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics for 
the instant and immediate withdrawal of Soviet forces;

Noting further the communication of 2 November 
1956 from the Government of Hungary to the Secretary- 
General asking the Security Council to instruct 
the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the Government of Hungary to start 
negotiations immediately on the withdrawal of Soviet 
forces ;

Noting that the intervention of Soviet military 
forces in Hungary has resulted in grave loss of life 
and widespread bloodshed among the Hungarian people;
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Taking note of the radio appeal of Prime Minister 
Imre Nagy of 4 November 1956;

1. Calls upon the Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics to desist 
forthwith from all armed attack on the people 
of Hungary and from any form of intervention, 
in particular armed intervention, in the 
internal affairs of Hungary;

2, Calls upon the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics to cease the introduction of 
additional armed forces into Hungary and to 
withdraw all of its forces without delay 
from Hungarian territory;

3» Affirms the right of the Hungarian people to 
a government responsive to its national aspirations and dedicated to its independence 
and well-being;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to investigate 
the situation caused by foreign intervention 
in Hungary, to observe the situation directly 
through representatives named by him, and to 
report thereon to the General Assembly at 
the earliest moment, and as soon as possible 
to suggest methods to bring an end to the 
foreign intervention in Hungary in accordance 
with the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations;

5. Calls upon the Government of Hungary and the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics to permit observers designated by 
the Secretary-General to enter the territory 
of Hungary, to travel freely therein, and
to report their findings to the Secretary- General ;

6. Calls upon all Members of the United Nations 
to co-operate with the Secretary-General 
and his representatives in the execution of 
his functions;
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7. Requests the Secretary-General in consultation 
with the heads of appropriate specialized 
agencies to inquire, on an urgent basis, into 
the needs of the Hungarian people for food, 
medicine and other similar supplies, and to 
report to the General Assembly as soon as possible;

8. Requests all Members of the United Nations, 
and invites national and international 
humanitarian organizations, to co-operate 
in making available such supplies as may be required by the Hungarian people.2

The vote was 50 to 8, with 15 absentions. 
Yearbook of the United Nations 1956. pp. 84-85.

2



APPENDIX C
GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION ADOPTED DECEMBER 12, 1956

The General Assembly,
Deeply concerned over the tragic events in Hungary;
Recalling those provisions of its resolutions 1004 (ES-II) of 4 November 1956, 1005 (ES-II) 

of 9 November 1956, 1127 (XI) of 21 November 1956 
and 1130 (XI) of 4 December 1956, calling upon the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
to desist from its intervention in the internal affairs of Hungary, to withdraw its forces from Hungary and 
to cease its repression of the Hungarian people;

Recalling also those provisions of its 
resolutions 1004 (ES-II) and 1127 (XI), calling for 
permission for United Nations observers to enter the 
territory of Hungary, to travel freely therein and 
to report their findings to the Secretary-General;

Having received the report of the Secretary-General of 30 November 1956, stating that no information is 
available to the Secretary-General concerning the 
steps taken in order to establish compliance with 
the decisions of the General Assembly which refer 
to a withdrawal of troops or related political matters, 
and the note of the Secretary-General of 7 December 1956;

Noting with grave concern that there has not 
been a reply to the latest appeal of the General 
Assembly for the admission of United Nations observers 
to Hungary, as contained in its resolution 1130 (XI);

Considering that recent events have clearly 
demonstrated the will of the Hungarian people to recover their liberty and independence;

Noting the overwhelming demand of the Hungarian 
people for the cessation of intervention of foreign troops ;

1. Declares that, by using its armed force
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against the Hungarian people, the Government 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
is violating the political independence of Hungary?

2. Condemns the violation of the Charter 
of the United Nations by the Government
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
in depriving Hungary of its liberty and 
independence and the Hungarian people 
of the exercise of their fundamental rights ?

3. Reiterates its call upon the Government
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
to desist forthwith from any form of 
intervention in the internal affairs of Hungary ?

4. Calls upon the Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics to make 
immediate arrangements for the withdrawal, 
under United Nations observation, of its 
armed forces from Hungary and to permit 
the re-establishment of the political 
independence of Hungary?

5. Requests the Secretary-General to take 
any initiative that he deems helpful in 
relation to the Hungarian problem, in 
conformity with the principles of the General Assembly.3

^The vote was 55 to 8, with 13 abstentions. 
Yearbook of the United Nations 1956. pp. 88-89.



APPENDIX D
ASSISTANCE FURNISHED FROM AMERICAN PRIVATE SOURCES

FOR RELIEF OF HUNGARIAN PEOPLE
AS OF NOVEMBER 16, 19564

I. Commodity breakdown and estimated value of 
assistance given or on hand in Austria:

Commodity Value
Cash for supplies and services . . $ 353,000
F o o d ............................ 2,404,000
Medicines, Hospital and medical supplies.................... .. 269,000
Clothing ........................ 217,000
Blankets and bedding........ .. , 42,700
Miscellaneous . . . .  .......... 60.500

Total value $3,346,200
II. Additional supplies offered or en route to area

F o o d ............................ $ 12,000
Clothing.......... .............. 75,000
Medicines, hospital and medical 
supplies ........................ 200.000

Total value $ 287,000
Grand Total $3,633,200

4Compiled by ICA Voluntary Foreign Aid Staff, 
Department of State Bulletin. XXXV, 873.
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were useful.
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was quite useful in developing the role of Radio Free 
Europe in the Hungarian uprising.
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concepts behind American public opinion.
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University Press, 1956.
This collection of newspaper articles, essays, and 
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valuable. A number of official Soviet documents are 
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background for the Hungarian Revolution.
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Columbia University Press, 1962.
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It was of limited use in the present paper but would be 
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This paper criticized the activities of the 
Eisenhower administration in dealing with the Hungarian 
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Baltimore Sun
This conservative paper usually supported the 

President’s policies. The editorial policy favored the admission of refugees.
,,/Chicago Tribune

This paper opposed United States involvement in the 
crisis. It was especially critical of the United Nations 
and questioned the advisability of admitting refugees to the country.
Christian Science Monitor

Editorials in this New England daily supported 
United States action through the United Nations.
Dallas Morning News

The News backed the administration’s stand on the 
problem. Emphasis in the paper’s coverage of the 
revolution was placed on the refugee situation.
Los Angeles Times

This conservative west coast paper discussed the 
revolution on a limited scalef It emphasized the situation in the Middle East predominantly.
Louisville Courier-Journal

This liberal orientated paper editorialized on 
the immigration problems extensively.
Minneapolis Morning Tribune

This paper took a middle of the road approach to 
the revolution. Editorially, little was said about the revolution after December, 1956.
New Orleans Times-Picayune

This daily did not enunciate a definite position on 
the revolution. Letters to the editor generally opposed liberalizing the immigration codes.
New York Times

The Times was an encyclopedic source for the events 
of the revolution. Editorially the paper favored United Nations action in the crisis.
Omaha World Herald

This conservative midwestern paper did not editori
alize extensively on the revolution and its aftermath.
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San Francisco Chronicle
All aspects of the revolution were covered by this 

California daily. Editorial policy supported the 
Eisenhower administration and its disposition toward the revolution.
St. Louis Post-Dispatch

This liberal advocate of a less restrictive immi
gration policy gave extensive attention to all aspects of the revolution.
The Oregonian

This paper is conservatively orientated and it 
editorialized on the revolution often.
Washington Post

This paper offered a number of special reports on 
various facets of the revolution which other papers 
neglected. The Post tended to support administration policy.
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