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Introduction: 

Miklos Horthy and the Second World War: 
Some Historiographical Perspectives 

N.F. Dreisziger 

Admiral Miklos Horthy, Hungary's head of state from 1919 to 1944, is probably 
the most controversial statesmen in modern Hungarian history. His name has 
been linked to the White Terror of 1919, an outburst of anti-Communism and 
anti-Semitism that overtook Hungary in the wake of the left-wing revolutions of 
1918-1919. He is also widely reputed to have been the main architect of the 
"semi-feudal" system of aristocratic privilege and authoritarianism that was 
introduced, some would say restored, in Hungary in 1919-1920. But it is 
Horthy's actions or omissions in the Second World War that have made him, and 
to a lesser extent also his family, forever a subject of controversy. 

In the eyes of his detractors, Horthy's greatest crime was Hungary's 
wartime involvement on the side of the Axis which resulted in great suffering 
and enormous losses for the Hungarian nation by the autumn of 1944, when 
Horthy's rule came to an end as he was removed by the Germans and incarcer-
ated in the Third Reich. In the half-century since the end of World War II 
Horthy's responsibility for Hungary's fate has been assessed in very different 
ways. 

Hungary's wartime leadership!, and, above all, Horthy himself, were 
almost invariably condemned by commentators in the lands of the Allies. We 
need not dwell on these opinions, and it should suffice to cite, by way of 
example, British historian A.J.P. Taylor, who during the war denounced Horthy 
and his entourage as being the "principal promoters of German imperialism" in 
East Central Europe.' Assessments of Horthy's wartime policies remained 
negative after the war as well. This was so especially in Hungary where by the 
late 1940s the country's communist transformation was well on its way. The 
anti-Horthy rhetoric was particularly virulent in the Stalin era, during the regime 
of Matyas Rakosi, the Soviet dictator's quisling in Hungary for much of the 
period between 1948 and 1956. Such negative views of Horthy persisted well 
into the 1970s and 1980s,2 when the intellectual thaw in Hungarian life occasion-
ally allowed more moderate assessments of him to surface. 



Outside Hungary opinions were divided. In the Soviet Union itself, 
views were invariably anti-Horthy.3 In the Western Allied countries, the kind of 
views expressed by Taylor near the end of the war persisted after 1945, but 
there were exceptions. In a book published in 1947, John F. Montgomery, a 
former American minister to Hungary, defended Horthy's record and condemned, 
instead, the Allied treatment of Hungary from the post-World War I peace 
treaties to the early Second World War years.4 Later British historian C.A. 
Macartney wrote on the subject of Hungarian foreign policy during the late 
1930s and the first half of the 1940s. In effect, he concluded that Hungary's 
"doom" was "dictated" not so much by the acts or omissions of her leaders, but 
by "forces far exceeding" those of Hungary.5 Macartney documented this 
judgement in a monumental study: October Fifteenth: A History of Modern 
Hungary, 1929-J9446 

Differences of opinion also existed in the works of historians who were 
born in Hungary and later became academics in the West. In his book, The 
Green Shirts and the Others, Nicholas Nagy-Talavera suggests that Horthy was 
lacking both caution and statesmanlike wisdom in 1941. By February of the 
following year, however, the regent's attitude began "maturing." Nagy-Talavera 
maintains that "Horthy never desired or believed in German victory although he 
was sometimes carried away... but the entrance of the United States into the war 
dissipated the slightest doubt in his mind about the [war's] outcome."7 Mario 
Fenyo, another Hungarian-born American academic, rendered a somewhat more 
critical judgement of Horthy in his study, Hitler, Horthy, and Hungary: German-
Hungarian Relations, 1941-1944;8 while the writer of this introduction saw 
Horthy in a less negative light in his Hungary's Way to World War II.9 

While historians both in the West and the East were rendering their 
judgements about Horthy from the 1950s to the 1980s, they were reluctant to 
undertake a biography of him. The first exception to this was Peter Gosztony 
(originally Peter Gosztonyi) a Hungarian-born historian who has lived in Swit-
zerland since the late 1950s. In 1973 Gosztony published the book Miklds von 
Horthy: Admiral und Reichsverweser.l0 Nearly two decades later, after the 
collapse of communism in Hungary, it became possible for Gosztony to release 
this book in Hungary (in Hungarian) as well." Though this work belongs more 
in the genre of popular rather than scholarly biography, it might be worth 
examining in detail, especially as it relates to the Second World War period. 

Gosztony explores both Horthy's life as a naval officer and his post-1920 
career as a statesman. He points out how on more than one occasion Horthy 
was in the "right place at the right time" to receive boosts in his ascent to 
prominence. On one of these occasions, in early 1918, Horthy was appointed 
commander of the Austro-Hungarian Navy. In this promotion nearly fifty 
officers with more seniority were passed over. Another such occasion happened 
less than two years later, during the period of communist rule in Budapest, when 
Hungarian politicians in exile looked to Admiral Horthy as the next Minister of 
War, mainly because the army generals in their midst would not tolerate the 



appointment of anyone of their own to this high position. As he was the only 
senior admiral available for a prominent role, fate made sure that Horthy would 
not be doomed to the obscurity to which many senior Habsburg officers had 
been condemned with the collapse of Austria-Hungary. 

Gosztony tells us that Horthy was a conscientious officer who cared for his 
men and valued loyalty and tradition. When fate thrust a great deal of power 
into his hands, Horthy refused to use it merely to enhance his personal influence. 
Horthy expected respect from others, but it was never his wish to become a 
dictator of his country. Gosztony argues that Horthy deliberately refused to take 
the path of some of his contemporaries, such as Italy's Benito Mussolini or even 
Poland's Jozef Pitsudski. In some of his moves Horthy demonstrated consider-
able political acumen. But Gosztony agrees with most of those who have 
studied Horthy that his conservative upbringing and outlook prevented him from 
accepting many of the new ideas and ideals of the twentieth century. The regent 
was suspicious of all radicalisms and hated communism with a particular 
vehemence. Horthy's sympathy for the Hungarian peasant did not extend to 
Hungary's masses of agrarian labourers, or to her workingmen. While he did not 
initiate the White Terror that became widespread in parts of Hungary after the 
collapse of Bela Kun's Commune, Horthy was slow to curb it and reluctant to 
bring its perpetrators to account. On the controversial question of Horthy's anti-
Semitism, Gosztony comes to the conclusion that the admiral was not a hater of 
Jews, but no philo-Semite either. Horthy's feelings toward Jews was what one 
might call "armchair anti-Semitism," quite different from the anti-Semitism of 
people such as Adolf Hitler. 

Throughout most of the 1920s Horthy was content to leave the administra-
tion of Hungary to his prime ministers, in particular to Istvan Bethlen. In the 
1930s, with the Great Depression, the increased influence of right-radical 
ideologies, and growing international instability, Horthy found himself involved 
in high-level decision making on several occasions. Gosztony rarely finds 
grounds for criticizing Horthy for the stands he took on those occasions. Many 
historians, and even memoir writers, have condemned Horthy for not doing more 
to prevent Hungary's complicity in the German attack on Yugoslavia in April of 
1941, but Gosztony does not. He argues that in light of Hungary's past record of 
friendship toward Germany, a denial of Hitler's request for passage through 
Hungary would have been provocative and therefore not possible. Nor does 
Gosztony blame Horthy for Hungary's declaration of war on the Soviet Union 
and the United States. For this Gosztony places the blame squarely on the 
shoulders of the then prime minister, Laszlo Bardossy. 

In his sympathetic treatment of Horthy, Gosztony goes so far as to say 
that Horthy realized, long before other Axis statesmen, that Hitler would not 
have a quick victory in Russia, and Horthy began to guide Hungary's fate 
accordingly. His first act was to dismiss the chief-of-staff, the pro-German 
Henrik Werth, in the fall of 1941. In early 1942 he continued his efforts and 
replaced Prime Minister Bardossy with Miklos Kallay, under whose leadership 



parliamentary government, respect for human rights, freedom of the press, and 
protection for refugees from Axis lands were the order of the day — to a greater 
extent than in any other Axis country. Many German demands were denied by 
Kallay, and contacts were made with Allied agents to prepare for Hungary's 
defection from the German camp. These contacts had only limited success, 
however, as Hungary's defection hinged on British and American troops reaching 
her borders. 

Gosztony explicitly approves Horthy's choice of Kallay as Hungary's leader 
in those difficult times, and he even acquits the regent for some of his own 
actions during this period. Gosztony refutes the charges, made by the regent's 
contemporary and latter-day critics, that Horthy intended to set up a "Horthy 
dynasty" when he arranged that his son be made deputy regent. This act, 
according to Gosztony, was designed to make sure that if the elder Horthy was 
prevented from performing his duties as head of state — by illness, death, or 
abduction — Hungary would have a leader who would have the respect of her 
people and whose sympathies were squarely with the English and the Americans. 

Gosztony also disagrees completely with those detractors of the regent 
who have suggested that when in March of 1944 Hitler threatened to occupy 
Hungary, Horthy should have resigned. By staying on, Gosztony argues, the 
regent made the best choice in a very difficult situation. 

The occupation of Hungary by the Wehrmacht in March of 1944 was a 
watershed in the country's wartime history. In its wake the full burden of total 
war was to be visited on the country's people. Hitler insisted on the appointment 
of a pro-Nazi government, on Hungary's full support for the Axis war effort, and 
on the "solution" of Hungary's "Jewish question." Starting with the spring of 
1944, Hungary lost her immunity from Allied bombing raids, while opposition 
elements were dealt with by the Gestapo who often acted as if they operated in 
occupied enemy territory. Furthermore, the deportation of Hungary's Jews started 
under the supervision of the Gestapo's "Jewish Evacuation" expert, Adolf 
Eichmann. 

For a while Horthy watched these developments as if he were in exile, 
but in June 1944 he began to take steps to try to ameliorate Hungary's sad 
situation. He appealed to Hitler to stop the Germans' worst excesses. Horthy 
also consulted with his most trusted soldiers on the matter of armed resistance to 
German rule and he then replaced the government the Germans had insisted on 
in March, and appointed a military cabinet whose task it was to prepare Hun-
gary's exit f rom the war. Earlier, he had stopped the deportations of Jews from 
Hungary, just before these were to be extended to the large Jewish community of 
Budapest. It is only in this connection that Gosztony expresses regret that the 
regent had not acted sooner. 

By the summer of 1944 Horthy's days as regent of Hungary were 
numbered. He was determined to end Hungary's involvement in the war, and 
persisted even after he was told by the Allies that he would have to surrender 
unconditionally to the Soviets. Gosztony concludes that Hungary's attempt to 



leave the war failed mainly for two reasons. The Germans found out about it 
and took timely counter-measures (such as abducting Miklos Horthy Jr., who 
was by then Horthy's only child still alive), and pro-German elements of 
Hungary's officer corps deserted Horthy and his few loyal generals in the hour of 
their greatest need. His coup having failed, Horthy was forced to resign and was 
taken into German custody, while his son was interned in Mauthausen. 

Gosztony explains why Horthy was not treated as a war criminal after the 
war. Marshall Tito's efforts to put Horthy on trial were resisted by the British 
and the Americans, while the similar designs of Hungary's communists were 
discouraged by Stalin who apparently saw no need to try the "old man." So, in 
1948 Horthy was allowed to start his exile in Portugal. To save him from 
destitution, some of his sympathizers established a fund for him. Among those 
who were responsible for this was the above-mentioned John Montgomery, as 
well as a handful of Hungarian Jews, In exile, Horthy stayed away from emigre 
politics, but remained a keen observer of world events and of developments in 
Hungary. The crushing of the Hungarian Revolution by the Soviets late in 1956 
dealt a great blow to his morale. He died early in the next year at the ripe old 
age of 88. 

In North America Horthy found a biographer in an American academic, 
Professor Thomas Sakmyster of the University of Cincinnati. His preliminary 
study of Horthy appeared in 1989 in a volume of essays on twentieth-century 
Hungarian statesmen.13 In the introductory paragraphs Sakmyster pointed out 
that, though Horthy had no experience as a diplomat, he was one of the few 
statesmen who was "able to hold his own against Adolf Hitler." In regards to 
the regent's alleged anti-Semitism, Sakmyster reminds his readers that this 
"notorious" anti-Semite is "often credited with saving" the Jewish community of 
Budapest in 1944. Yet, Sakmyster admits, Horthy was hardly suited by his 
training and intellect to lead a nation in wartime. His linguistic abilities notwith-
standing (Horthy spoke several languages), the regent's intellectual capacity can 
be described as "modest at best," and his perspective on politics as "narrow and 
unsophisticated." All in all, Sakmyster suggests, Horthy would have been more 
at home in eighteenth-century society than in the world of the twentieth. 

The controversial subject of Horthy's relationship with Hitler is explored 
by Sakmyster in some detail. Horthy had misgivings about the German leader 
because of the latter's vulgarity and predilection for theatrics. The regent, 
however, was impressed by Hitler's success in destroying the Versailles settle-
ment, and was attracted by his hostility to communism and Czechoslovakia. Yet 
in August of 1938, when Hitler told Horthy that he wanted to move against the 
Czechs, Horthy responded by refusing to promise his country's cooperation in 
such a venture and by warning the Fiihrer that in a European war England 
would prevail. Events of the next two years, however, did much to erode 
Horthy's distaste for collaboration with Germany. The collapse of France, and 
the regaining of lost Hungarian territories with the help of Germany, made 
Horthy more prone to going along with the Germans. Not surprisingly, in the 



crises of the spring of 1941, Horthy failed to prevent Hungary's involvement in 
the war on Germany's side, first against Yugoslavia, and then against Soviet 
Russia. 

No sooner had the decision to join Germany been made than second 
thoughts began to develop in the minds of the leaders in Hungary. Already in 
September, 1941, Horthy was warned of a "long and bloody war" in which 
Hungary could gain nothing.. The defeat of the German armies at Stalingrad, and 
of the Hungarian 2nd Army at Voronezh, gave further impetus to Hungarian 
efforts to leave the war. Despite secret negotiations with the Allies to this end, 
Hungary could not get out of the tentacles of the German alliance. If anything, 
evidence of Hungary's duplicity stiffened Hitler's resolve to occupy the country. 

At home Horthy resisted calls for ending the pluralistic political system 
that had prevailed in Hungary since the 1920s. The socialist and liberal opposi-
tion continued to be tolerated and Jews were protected, despite demands from 
Berlin — and from radical right-wing elements in Hungary — to the contrary. 
All this ended in 1944. In March Hungary was occupied by the Wehrmacht, and 
after the ill-fated attempt of October 15th to sign an armistice with Russia, 
Horthy was removed from power. 

In the final analysis, Sakmyster absolves Horthy of the worst charges of 
his detractors. He reminds us that in Horthy's prisons communist leaders 
survived, while many of their colleagues were slaughtered in Stalin's Russia. In 
early 1944, Sakmyster adds, "Hungary was the only country in Hitler's Europe to 
preserve a semblance of the rule of law and a pluralistic society." He suggests 
that Horthy should be "regarded as the last of the Hungarian kings." He had 
carried out his responsibilities as head-of-state "in a dignified and dutiful 
manner. Like many successful monarchs, he became a symbol of authority and 
a link with a more glorious national past." Horthy could have used this authority 
to establish a dictatorship, Sakmyster argues, but he did not do this because he 
believed that inhumanity was not a "Hungarian quality," and because he had a 
"fundamental respect for Hungarian political traditions." Thus, Horthy became 
the victim of circumstances far beyond his ability to control. 

Half a decade after the appearance of his preliminary study, Sakmyster's 
biography of Horthy was published: Hungary's Admiral on Horseback: Miklos 
Horthy, 1918-1944. As it is reviewed in this volume, and Sakmyster's overall 
conclusions have been outlined above, we will not dwell on this work in detail, 
though it certainly deserves more attention than it has received so far.14 

Nevertheless, the assessment of Sakmyster's book by one of North America's 
foremost experts on modern Hungarian history might be worth examining. The 
expert is Istvan Deak of Columbia University, and his views appeared in a recent 
issue of The Hungarian Quarterly,15 Deak has deemed Sakmyster's political 
biography "accurate" and "strongly critical" whenever necessary, yet "not lacking 
in sympathy for Hungary and its Regent."16 Deak goes on: 



What readers will be intrigued to discover is the intellectual mediocrity 
of a man who rose,... to become Austria-Hungary's only successful 
naval commander during the Great War.... Further, by 1920 Horthy had 
made himself the uncontested leader of his country.... Although both 
his courtiers and he himself vastly overestimated his popularity, he 
seems to have been hated only by the political far Right and the far 
Left. Moreover,... Horthy, the anti-Semite,... was seen by most Jews as 
their ultimate protector against fascism and Hitler. Interestingly, Horthy 
was not very different, in respect to intellect, from other successful 
conservative strong men who dominated Europe in that period, the 
closest comparison being Generalissimo Francisco Franco. The Spanish 
leader was duller and, if possible, even less insightful than Horthy, but 
won a bloody civil war, then imposed his will on a turbulent nation, and 
finally handed over a prosperous country to a democratically minded 
king and political parties. Horthy, of course, was not so lucky as to 
rule in isolated Spain.17 

And, at the end of his article Deak concludes: 

Miklos Horthy himself was neither better nor worse than most other 
military men who emerged as political leaders in the interwar years. He 
was neither a fascist nor a liberal... He was no democrat but never tried 
to be a dictator. He claimed to have been a lifelong anti-Semite; still, 
under his reign and despite the deportations, more Jews survived the 
Nazi terror than in any other country within Hitler's Europe. He was no 
more unintelligent than Marshal Petain or Generalissimo Franco, and he 
was certainly less cruel than General Antonescu of Romania....18 

The last word in this historiographical overview of Horthy should go to 
Professor Sakmyster as the author of the first truly scholarly biography of 
Hungary's regent from 1920 to 1944: 

It was largely through [Horthy's] influence that in early 1944 Hungary 
was... an anomaly: an island in the heart of Hitler's Europe where a 
semblance of the rule of law and a pluralistic society had been pre-
served.... And this was the basis of Horthy's most important legacy.... 
Though for the most part he did not share their views or approve their 
objectives, Horthy made it possible for the adherents of democratization, 
liberalism, parliamentary government, and social reform to maintain a 
precarious foothold in Hungarian society, so that when the totalitarian 
tide eventually receded from Hungary, they would be on hand to take 
part in the rebuilding of the country.19 



* * * 

Miklos Horthy has been the subject of many studies. His son Istvan Horthy, 
however, has not attracted the attention of historians or, where he has, what was 
written about him was part of a commentary on his father. In books on the elder 
Horthy, Istvan might receive a few paragraphs,20 while in papers on Miklos 
Horthy, Istvan might get a footnote. Quoting from one of these, written by 
Istvan Deak, should suffice as an illustration of the more scholarly assessments 
of the son: "Istvan Horthy was a liberal and a friend of the Jews and he hated 
the Nazis. His accidental death at the front as a combat pilot, in August 1942, 
was a tragedy for Hungary."21 

In 1992 a collection of documents and other contemporary writings about 
Istvan Horthy was published as a result of the efforts of his widow. It appeared 
under the title Horthy Istvan repiilo fohadnagy tragikus haldla [The Tragic Death 
of Flight Lieutenant Istvan Horthy].22 In the introduction, Istvan Horthy's widow 
argues that the documents effectively refute the then contemporary rumour — 
spread no doubt by her husband's detractors — that Istvan Horthy had a hang-
over the day he went on his fateful mission on the Russian front. She also 
suggests that nothing in the documents reduces the then contemporary suspicions 
— whispered no doubt by anti-German elements — that the young Horthy's 
plane might have been sabotaged by the Nazis or agents working for them.23 

The collection of papers and documentary articles presented in this volume aims 
to add to the picture we have of Miklos Horthy, his eldest son, and Hungary 
during the Second World War. 

Historian Rita Pentek's study of the election of Istvan Horthy as deputy 
regent in early 1942 places that event into its wider historical and political, 
domestic as well as international, context. Pentek begins with an examination of 
the long-term and immediate origins of these developments. The long-term had 
to do with the desire of the elder Horthy, as well as many others in Hungary, for 
arrangements that would assure a smooth transition of power in case of Miklos 
Horthy's death. The immediate roots of Istvan Horthy's election Pentek finds 
mainly in the regent's illness in the autumn of 1941. This created fears, both in 
Horthy and those around him, that his incapacity or death might be used by 
Hungary's radical right to grab power. To Horthy and his associates, the best 
man for succeeding him was Istvan Horthy. His "credentials for the post, they 
maintained, were undisputable: he was a man of absolute integrity and unmistak-
ably an Anglophile; his person would be a bulwark against the far right, and 
against the growing German pressure. A further consideration in Istvan Horthy's 
favour was that the Regent was the only person in the country who enjoyed the 
nation's unqualified esteem; this esteem would be perpetuated in his son." 



Regarding the question of possible ulterior motives for Istvan Horthy's 
election as deputy regent, that is, the paving of the way for the establishment of 
a "Horthy dynasty," Pentek gives no categorial answer. She concludes: "It seems 
that Horthy was not the one to originate the notion... but once the idea of 
electing his son as vice-regent came up, he did not discourage it." 

In the rest of this comprehensive study, Pentek examines the process that 
led to Istvan Horthy's election, noting the attitudes of the various elements of 
Hungary's body politic to the issue, the national debate about it, as well as 
domestic and international reactions to the election once it had taken place. 

In the following article veteran commentator on wartime Hungarian 
affairs, Pal Pritz, examines Miklos Horthy's — and Hungary's — relations with 
the Germans during and immediately after mid-March of 1944, when the Nazis 
occupied Hungary and Edmund Veesenmayer became Hitler's personal represen-
tative there. Pritz offers some glimpses of Horthy's statesmanship in this very 
difficult period of his political career, when he had to start sharing power with a 
foreigner, "commissioner plenipotentiary" Veesenmayer. At this juncture Horthy 
had to use, more than perhaps ever before, his political skills and wisdom — and 
Pritz credits Horthy with more of these than do some other historians — to start 
managing the affairs of his nation under increasingly trying circumstances. 

Most of the limitations on Horthy's ability to act after March 19, 1944, 
are familiar to everyone. The most obvious of these was the fact of German 
occupation which, though not complete — the Wehrmacht did not occupy all 
regions of the country — was effective. But another of the factors limiting 
Horthy's influence has not been emphasized before in this introductory essay, yet 
it ought to be mentioned. In any case, Dr. Pritz — quite correctly — considers 
it important: 

Horthy's capacity for decision-making was increasingly impeded by his 
age. He had completed his 75th year at the time and given his eventful 
course of life, he had long deserved some relaxation and rest. Under 
normal conditions, Horthy could certainly have been able to perform all 
the duties incumbent on a head of state. However, under the actual 
circumstances, ominous as they were, Horthy ought to have had not 
only a greater talent for statesmanship, but also the energy of his 
younger days. 

This seventy-five-year-old man, constantly under threat of further actions 
against him and his nation by the occupying power, had to start facing the 
energetic, young (Veesenmayer was 40), and fairly knowledgeable German 
"commissioner" for Hungary, who had the backing of his powerful masters in 
Berlin. The beginning of this uneven relationship constitutes — along with other 
topics such as the background to the German occupation of Hungary — the 
subject of Pritz's article. Its postscript-like conclusions are worth quoting: 



After the German occupation of March 19, 1944, the fates of Miklos 
Horthy and Edmund Veesenmayer became intertwined for a few 
months. Those months, however, were decisive, fateful ones. The 
respective roles of these two men came to an end after the abortive 
Hungarian attempt at getting out of war in mid-October. From that 
time on, their lives took different courses. Horthy faced incarceration in 
a German concentration camp which was followed after the end of the 
war by permanent exile from his homeland. In the meantime, in the 
months after October 15th, Veesenmayer undoubtedly worked even 
more effectively than before; in fact, the German official's career 
reached its zenith in that particular period. 

The third article is a documentary study aimed at shedding additional 
light on the ideas and experiences of Veesenmayer and his attitudes to the 
Hungary of 1944 and her leader. Its focus is an American intelligence docu-
ment, more precisely, a written deposition that Veesenmayer made with Ameri-
can military intelligence officers soon after the war's end. This is followed by 
another documentary article which presents letters written by Horthy, who was in 
American captivity at the time, to U.S. President Harry Truman in May of 1945, 
and to British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin in April of 1946. These letters 
had no impact on the evolution of Hungary or probably not even on the subse-
quent treatment of Horthy; Sakmyster suspects that they were probably not even 
read by the people they had been addressed to. The letters' contents suggest how 
little Horthy's views of international politics and Hungary's role in them had 
changed over the previous two decades. They also indicate how much Horthy 
was out of touch with political attitudes at the time in the West. 

These articles are followed by the already-mentioned review of Professor 
Sakmyster's political biography of Horthy. 

* * * 

It is hoped that the articles and documents in this volume will add to the 
knowledge that we have of Regent Miklos Horthy, his son Istvan, and the 
controversies that have surrounded them particularly concerning the era of the 
Second World War. It is not expected however that the appearance of this 
special issue will reduce controversies much. The name Miklos Horthy will long 
continue to stir up emotions in Hungarians as well as non-Hungarians. Indica-
tive of this is the animated debate that accompanied Horthy's reburial in his 
native Kenderes in September of 1993. Although transferring his earthly 
remains from the British cemetery in Lisbon, Portugal, to the one in Kenderes 
was only the implementation of Horthy's deathbed wish, there was an outpouring 
of opposition to the idea both inside and outside Hungary. Participants in the 
debate over the reburial even included people who had never lived under 



Horthy.24 There can be little doubt that Horthy will remain a controversial figure 
in Hungarian history, as well as Hungarian historiography, for years to come. 
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