The Soviet Search for Partnership

Some Remarks on Soviet Foreign Policy on the Eve of the Second World War

Stanislav Tumis


The Soviet foreign policy position between the two world wars was an unenviable one. The Treaty of Rapallo signed in 1922, leading to diplomatic, economic and military co-operation between the Soviet Union and Germany, was de facto a marriage of convenience between the two pariahs of an international policy who, thanks to this agreement, ended their isolation.
 After Hitler came to power the relations between Germany and the Soviet Union began to erode. In the deteriorating European stability of the second half of the 1930s Soviet Russia found herself again in isolation – without real friends and partners. In this situation the Soviet leaders could seek (and adopt) three foreign policy strategies in descending order of probability: (1) co-operation with the Western partners, France and Great Britain; (2) isolationistic policy; (3) revisit co-operation with Germany. In the crisis period of 1938 to 1939 Soviet politicians aspired in some respect to all of these strategies – why they finally chose the most inconceivable option, co-operation with Germany, is the question of this study, which deals with three key foreign policy events of 1938 and 1939: (1) the Czechoslovak  problem leading to the Munich Crisis when the Soviet Union adopted de facto an isolationist policy; (2) Soviet–British–French negotiations on the eve of the Second World War when Soviet politicians made a serious effort to co-operate with the Western partners; (3) the signing of the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact when the Soviet leaders decided for Germany.


(I)

Although the orientation on Britain, and especially on France, seemed to be the priority of the Soviet leadership, and chiefly the foreign minister Maxim Litvinov, the so-called Munich Crisis revealed the limits of relations between the USSR and the Western powers. The problem lay in their common distrust and suspicion – their relations were burdened, for example, from the Soviet point of view by the fact that the Franco-Soviet Treaty of Mutual Assistance signed in 1935 remained de facto a paper exercise.
 Moreover Soviet politicians perceived Britain and France as hostile and imperialist countries. On the other hand, the British and French representatives disliked the Soviet system and ideology; their distaste was strengthened even more by Stalin’s purges of the 1930s; in addition, France was afraid of the influence of the French communists.
 


It seems there were two opposing reactions on the eve of the Munich Crisis. Whereas Stalin evidently preferred retreat into isolation, Litvinov tried to rescue the system of collective security based on the League of Nations and the Franco-Soviet and Soviet-Czechoslovak Pacts
 although he realised his conception was largely weakened because of the continuing appeasement policy of the Western countries. This fact naturally limited his margin of manoeuvre. Despite the circumstances Litvinov achieved success when he agreed that the USSR would guarantee Czechoslovak security on the assumption of French co-operation.
 This direction in Soviet foreign policy was uncompromisingly held during summer and autumn 1938 because Litvinov could not offer Czechoslovakia help in case of French passivity without Stalin’s support. From July 1938 the Soviet leaders adopted a ‘wait and see’ strategy.


The diplomatic activity of the great powers, particularly France and the USSR, was dramatically increased during September 1938. There were a lot of formal and informal contacts between French and Soviet diplomatic staff. Decisive meetings took place in Geneva between the French foreign minister Georges Bonnet and Litvinov. On 11 September Litvinov repeatedly offered Bonnet common conference of powers (the USSR, France, Great Britain), to be followed by ‘a solemn and categorical declaration’.
 Bonnet was convinced, however, that the Soviet Union would find an excuse for action in the case of fulfilment of her conditions by Western powers. 


Historians who interpret the strategy of the powers as an indication that none of them wanted to be committed to helping Czechoslovakia are demonstrably near to the truth. The French chargé ďaffaires in Moscow, Jean Payart, believed that Litvinov had based his offer to France ‘on the double hypothesis that France will move, but only if England move, and England will not move‘.
 If the Soviet politicians thought in this way their speculation was indeed based on the right hypothesis because the French and British appeasers confirmed their determination to satisfy Nazi Germany.
 The premise that the Soviet government did not want to assist Czechoslovakia indicates both the cold reception of the Czechoslovak military mission in Moscow led by General Fajfr and General Netek at the beginning of September, and the pessimism of the Czech envoy in Moscow, the communist Zdeněk Fierlinger.
 There can be no doubt, however, that the Soviet leadership would plan independent action on behalf of Czechoslovakia.
 


What were the results of the Munich Crisis particularly from the Soviet point of view? It confirmed the unwillingness of Western European powers to oppose an ever more aggressive Germany by force and deepened distrust of Western powers by a Soviet Union excluded from the Munich agreements. It forced the Soviet government – now without real and reliable partners – to seek alternatives to the system of collective security based in particular on co-operation with France and Great Britain. It became fatal one year later. The instability, obscurity and unpredictability of the Soviet foreign policy resulted from the country's ‘loneliness’ in the world without real friends, and the necessity to find a solution to ensuring the Soviet regime would endure in turbulent times when isolationist policy could be suicidal.

(II)

Despite some suggestions that Moscow played a double game and initiated negotiations with Germany leading to the Nazi-Soviet Pact even before the replacement of Litvinov with Vyacheslav Molotov as People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs on 4 May 1939,
 modern analyses suggest that Molotov genuinely tried for a long time to conclude the Triple Alliance with France and Britain
 – the reasons and timing of the Soviet turn to Germany will be discussed partly in this and in the following sections. Modern historians blame Britain and France for the failure of negotiations and argue that although the USSR despite her bad experience with the Western powers and her natural caution did not believe in the possibility of avoiding war and needed western guarantees in case of world conflict the British and French politicians preferred the conclusion of an agreement with Germany and underestimated the Soviet Union – weakened by purges – as a main military participant.
 The Soviet Union wanted to secure particularly vulnerable Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Finland) where Germany gradually won influence (occupation of Memel by Hitler in March 1939; the signing of a non-aggression pact between Germany, Latvia and Estonia on 7 June 1939).
 Moreover in the light of the clashes on the Soviet–Mongolian border Moscow was afraid of a German–Italian–Japanese alliance.


When Molotov became foreign minister he immediately assured the British and French ambassadors to the USSR, Sir William Seeds and Paul-Emile Naggiar, respectively, that there would be no change in Soviet foreign policy.
 Molotov’s main interest was to persuade the British and French government to conclude military agreement and to formulate precise conditions of each country's contribution ‘in terms of numbers of troops, tanks, aircraft and other resources’.
 In May 1939 the British politicians hesitated to accept the idea of a full alliance and only at the end of May did the British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain send the revised proposal adopting the idea of a three-power pact of mutual assistance.
 This draft, however, was unacceptable to the Soviet government for many reasons. Molotov complained that France and Britain were not interested in achieving concrete results but only protracted negotiations – he rightly argued strongly against the incorporation of an article conditioned military assistance by the approval of the League of Nations; later Molotov raised the explosive issue of providing mutual guarantees to the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) and insisted on an agreement based on ‘reciprocity’ and ‘equality of obligations’.
 


Molotov responded to the Western proposal, on 2 June 1939, by sending a modified draft in which he specifically mentioned countries (among others Estonia, Latvia and Finland) which should be included for assistance in case of any aggression. The British politicians despite some reservations agreed to send a Foreign Office representative to Moscow but Neville Chamberlain refused to send either the British foreign minister Halifax or another minister, as the Soviets wished. Finally Chamberlain delegated William Strang, head of the Central Department at the British Foreign Office and former counsellor in Moscow, to negotiate;
 Strang was perceived by Molotov as a second-class official (второстепенный чиновник).
 


During negotiations, led by foreign policy representatives, Molotov turned his attention to the precise formulation of a political agreement and did not hesitate to express his dissatisfaction with some Anglo-French proposals. On 16 June 1939 he criticised one of those drafts for a humiliating lack of reciprocity in that the USSR was committed to help Poland, Romania, Belgium, Greece and Turkey in case of aggression, but Britain and France were not under the same obligation if Latvia, Estonia and Finland were attacked.
 A very sophisticated diplomatic war broke out over the definition of ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ aggression because Molotov, remembering the Munich Crisis, was afraid of internal subversion – as in Czechoslovakia – by Germany in Estonia and Latvia.
 It is evident that the Soviet interest in concluding an agreement with France and Britain in this phase was still genuine. The decision of the Soviet leadership to turn to Germany was probably influenced by the failure of the military talks instigated in the middle of July 1939 when the French and British governments agreed to send military experts to Moscow.


The Soviet decision to turn to Berlin was prompt and sudden. It is possible (but not definite, as I will argue in the third part) that it was made somewhere between the end of July and early August 1939: on 29 July Molotov instructed the Soviet chargé ďaffaires in Berlin, Georgei Astakhov, to indicate Moscow's interest in improvement of common relations and on 2 August the British negotiators reported that an atmosphere at the last ‘political’ meeting with the Soviet representatives was ‘extremely cool’.
 The reasons for the Soviet turn derive particularly from the following facts: (1) Molotov learned from the Soviet ambassador to Britain, Ivan Maisky, of the British–German negotiations which were, according to his report for the British government, of higher priority than those with the Soviets;
 (2) on 31 July he found out that the British government had again refused to send a ministerial representative to Moscow or to receive Soviet ministers in London;
 (3) the Soviet government was not impressed even with the composition of the military mission – the members were not as senior, for example, as the Soviet marshal, Kliment Voroshilov;
 (4) Molotov perceived the decision to send military experts to Moscow by the slow merchant ship (not by air and rail, or fast naval cruise) as a delaying tactic.


The military negotiations started on 11 August 1939 but it is very likely that Stalin and Molotov had already decided on an agreement with Germany. Moreover the French and British negotiators constantly reassured the Soviet leadership that their distrust of the Western powers was legitimate and gave them good arguments for later refusal of the Triple Alliance agreement. Particularly as the British officials arrived in Moscow after some delay, the British delegates were not able to answer Voroshilov's question as to their competence to negotiate. Nor were the French and British delegations able to respond to the key question of Soviet forces passing through Romanian and Polish territory in the case of conflict.
 The Soviet leadership considered it as a final proof of the untrustworthiness of France and Britain and the way to the Nazi–Soviet pact was opened. 


The consequences of the failure of the Triple Alliance negotiations were fatal. The British and French politicians underestimated some key factors: (1) while they undervalued the strength of the USSR and deplored the role of purges, they failed to understand the key importance of the Soviet Union in balancing Germany's aggressive policy in Middle and Eastern Europe – owing to the co-operation of the USSR and Germany they lost any influence there and allowed Nazi Germany to dominate continental Europe; (2) during negotiations they did not realise both that the USSR had more opportunities to ensure their interests and that Soviet politicians viewed the ‘western imperialist countries’ with the same distrust as they viewed Nazi Germany; (3) they also undervalued the fact that the USSR – in a deteriorating international situation – needed urgently to conclude a military agreement protecting Soviet interests; the Soviet representatives preferred to co-operate with France and Britain but long and uncertain negotiations exhausted their patience and they finally chose pragmatic agreement with Hitler’s Germany. With hindsight it could appear as an error of Soviet diplomacy, but no one knows what the results of continuing negotiations with Britain and France would have been – the Soviets were afraid of undesirable isolation. Soviet politicians, however, apparently understood better the danger of swinging the balance in favour of Germany in Middle and Eastern Europe than the British and French political elites when they preferred agreement with the western countries. In 1941, owing to the success of their co-operation with Germany, they threw caution to the winds, underestimating German aggressiveness and expansion.  


(III)


Most of the modern studies dealing with the Soviet decision to conclude an agreement with Nazi Germany are based on Soviet archival sources
 and assume it was not a planned act, but rather ‘a product of accident than design ... the consequence not of strategic calculation but of a series of tactical shifts and adjustments’, ‘a consequence, not a cause, of the breakdown in August 1939 of the Anglo–Soviet–French triple alliance negotiations’.
 


Many contemporaries and later also historians interpreted Litvinov’s dismissal as a signal of changed Soviet foreign policy towards Germany.
 But as we have seen Molotov henceforward preferred – despite numerous German calls for improvement in Nazi–Soviet relations – an agreement with France and Britain. An increased effort of Germany to face the projected Franco–British–Soviet alliance began as far as the Soviets were concerned on 5 May 1939 ‘when Schnurre
 informed Astakhov that Soviet contracts with Skoda would be honoured’.
 On 9 May 1939 Astakhov met Baron von Stumm, the deputy head of the German Foreign Ministry’s press department, who asked him about the possibility of improving German–Soviet relations.
 The following series of meetings between Astakhov and Schnurre (15 May 1939),
 Friedrich Werner von der Schulenburg, the German ambassador to the Soviet Union, and Molotov (20 May 1939),
 Weizsäcker and Astakhov (30 May 1939),
 Astakhov and Schulenburg (17 June 1939),
 and Molotov and Schulenburg in Moscow (28 June 1939)
 ended unsuccessfully. 


The Soviet representatives constantly expressed their mistrust of German offers and policy, adopted obvious delaying tactics not only in terms of improving political relations but also of trade agreements being their interest, and continually rejected German approaches. The severity and coldness of such dialogues is demonstrated in the record of a meeting with Schulenburg by Molotov: ‘Я не стал полемизировать с Шуленбургом насчет пактов, заключенных Германией с прибалтами, и сказал, что принимаю сообщение посла о пактах с прибалтами и его объяснения по етому вопросу к сведению. В связи с замечанием Шуленбурга, что он заверяет, что ни у кого в Германии нет, так сказать, наполеоновских планов в отношении СССР, я сказал, что нельзя никому запретить мечтать, что,  должно быть, и в Германии есть люди, склюнные к мечтаниям. Я сказал далее, что у посла не может быть оснований для сомнений относительно позиции СССР. Советский Союз стоял и стоит за улучшением отношений или, по крайней мере, за нормальные отношения со всеми странами, в том числе и с Германией’.


After the last June meeting between Molotov and Schulenburg the Germans did not directly contact the Soviet representatives for approximately one month. The talks were resumed on 24 July 1939 when Schnurre gave Astakhov some general proposals for the normalisation of common relations. Two days later Schnurre's approach was much more concrete when he started to speak about certain territorial arrangements, particularly the readiness of Germany to give up its aspirations in the Ukraine and the Baltic states.
 Astakhov reported everything to Molotov, who for the first time expressed the USSR's readiness to listen to Berlin’s proposals: ‘Между СССР и Германией, конечно, при улучшении экономических отношений могут улучшиться и политические отношения ... Но только немцы могут сказать, в чем конкретно должно выразиться улучшение политических отношений’.
 Yet it seems the Soviet leadership was not prepared at this stage for such a dramatic change of foreign policy strategy. The uncertainty of the Soviet politicians with regard to the German proposals is demonstrated particularly by the fact that Astakhov, who was in closest contact with Berlin, was not instructed on how to respond to many German proposals until the end of July 1939.
 No matter the reasons for the Soviet ‘non-policy’
 towards Germany the German politicians understood Molotov’s response as a signal for intensified effort to convince the Soviet leadership about their goodwill.


On 2 August Ribbentrop contacted Astakhov and told him inter alia that ‘Германское правительство не считает национал–социалистскую идеологию предметом экспорта, и если Советское правительство придерживается аналогичной точки зрения, то главное препятствие к нормализации отношений отпадает ... В остальном он сказал: мы считаем, что противоречий между нашими странами нет на протяжении всего пространства от Черного моря до Балтийского’.
 Even though Molotov, who met Schulenburg next day in Moscow,
 assumed a more positive attitude towards Germany, his telegram to Astakhov
 suggests an ongoing careful and ‘non-committal’
 approach, which lasted for the next two weeks. The reason why the Soviet government changed its utterly negative attitude towards German proposals lay in its growing distrust of Britain and France. Geoffrey Roberts concludes: ‘As Moscow’s doubts about the triple alliance project grew, so the door to an agreement with Germany was opened wider’.
 


The serious talks with Berlin were already in progress at the time of the Soviet–British–French military negotiations (10–17 August 1939). It is difficult to state with certainty that Moscow had already decided on an agreement with Germany when dealing with Britain and France – the Soviet archives suggest Astakhov’s optimism
 but also Molotov’s cautious interest.
 We can be sure, however, that the Soviet Union turned to an agreement with Germany at the latest after the collapse of negotiations with France and Britain on 17 August 1939. What followed shows the unpreparedness of Soviet diplomacy for the dynamic and unplanned events. The Soviet leaders needed time for setting a new strategy; they insisted on negotiating all conditions of a proposed agreement before Ribbentrop’s visit to Moscow, which was planned for 26–27 August 1939. Hitler, however, owing to the Polish–German crisis over Danzig, enforced an earlier date (23 August 1939).
 


The aim of this article is not to speculate about the precise intentions of German and Soviet politicians (whether the Nazi–Soviet pact included an agreement about the partition of Poland between Germany and the USSR and incorporation of the Baltic states, or whether the pact enabled it in case of suitable circumstances)
 and the course of Soviet foreign policy. Nevertheless, in the context of a hastily concluded agreement it is necessary to realise the following: (1) both Germany and the USSR needed such an agreement, the German politicians for their plans in Poland (Britain and France would probably not approve the complete subjugation of Poland),
 and the Soviet government was aware that in such turbulent times the policy of isolation was insufficient; (2) Germany understood better than France and Britain the strategic importance and role of the USSR in the settlement of Middle and Eastern Europe –
  the secured position in the east could be (and was) used for conquest in the west (south and north) of the continent where Germany had no rival; (3) the Nazi–Soviet pact brought the USSR not only the securing of its vital interests but also a chance of imperial conquest; 4) an attack on the USSR by Germany in June 1941 revealed the limits of the Soviet orientation towards Germany which were perceived not only by Litvinov but also Molotov, who had preferred an agreement with France and Britain, although in August 1939 the Soviet leaders had preferred a sure agreement with the more skilful and flexible Germany to an insecure result of negotiations with France and Britain which might end in the dreaded isolation. 
	� This article has been published as part of the research project MSM 0021620827 The Czech Lands in the Midst of Europe in the Past and Today at the Faculty of Arts, Charles University, Prague.


	� On the Treaty of Genoa compare for example C. FINK, A. FROHN, J. HEIDEKING (eds.), Genoa, Rapallo, and European Reconstruction in 1922, Washington 1991.


	� Cf. for example H. RAGSDALE, The Soviets, the Munich Crisis, and the Coming of World War II, Cambridge 2004, p. 58, 61; A. L. HAMMOND, Which World? Scenarios for the 21st Century: Global Destinies, Regional Choices, London 1998, pp. 155-172.


	� Z. STEINER, The Soviet Commissariat of Foreign affairs and the Czechoslovakian crisis in 1938: New Material from the Soviet Archives, in: The Historical Journal, vol. 42, no. 3, September 1999, p. 753. This excellent article summarises details on the direction of the Soviet foreign policy in connection with the so-called Munich Crisis from the Soviet archives (mainly AVP RF – foreign policy archive of the Russian Federation). Cf. also the studies in the Czech archives: I. LUKES, Stalin and Benes at the End of September 1938: New Evidence from the Prague Archives, in: Slavic Review, vol. 52, no. 1, Spring 1993, pp. 28-48; I. LUKES, Czechoslovakia between Stalin and Hitler: the Diplomacy of Edvard Beneš in the 1930s, New York and Oxford 1996; J. HOCHMAN, The Soviet Union and the Failure of Collective Security, 1934-1938, New York 1984; G. JUKES, The Red Army and the Munich Crisis, in: Journal of Contemporary History, vol. 26, no. 2, April 1991, pp. 195-214, etc.


	� STEINER, op. cit., pp. 753-755.


	� Ibidem, p. 756-757; LUKES, Czechoslovakia between Hitler and Stalin, op. cit., p. 143.


	� STEINER, op. cit., pp. 764-765.


	� Ibidem, p. 764. According to Documents Diplomatiques Français, 2e série, vol. x, no. 534. 


	� Cf. for example P. NEVILLE, Hitler and Appeasement: the British Attempt to Prevent the Second World War, London 2006, pp. 91-120.


	� J. HASLAM, The Soviet Union and the Threat from the East, 1933-1941, Basingstoke and London 1992, pp. 180-183.


	� STEINER, op. cit., pp. 767-769. Cf. also LUKES, Stalin and Benes..., op. cit., pp. 28-48.


	� Geoffrey Roberts in his study of the Soviet foreign policy in 1939 identifies four schools of thought ‘among Western historians as to when Moscow initiated the negotiations which culminated in the Nazi–Soviet pact’: (1) the ‘Molotov hypothesis’ ascribes the beginnings of the Soviet–Nazi détente to the conciliatory speech on Germany given by the Soviet Premier in January 1936 and to the Soviet open trade policy towards Germany between 1935 and 1936; (2) the ‘Potemkin’ hypothesis regards as a turning-point in Soviet–German relations the speech by the Deputy People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Vladimir Potemkin, to Robert Coulondre, the French Ambassador in Moscow, shortly after Munich: ‘My poor friend, what have you done? For us I see no other way out than a fourth partition of Poland’; (3) the ‘Stalin speech’ hypothesis treats Stalin's speech to the eighteenth party congress in March 1939 when he attacked the Western appeasement policy; (4) the ‘Merekalov/Litvinov’ hypothesis considers as signal the statement of the Soviet Ambassador in Berlin to Ernst Weizsäcker, State Secretary in the German Foreign Ministry, on 17 April 1939: ‘There was no reason why Soviet–German relations should not be put on a normal footing and out of normal relations could grow increasingly improved relations’. All quotations cf. G. ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany, in: Soviet Studies, vol. 44, no. 1, 1992, pp. 58-59; for more on this discussion cf. D. C. WATT, The Initiation of the Negotiations Leading to the Nazi–Soviet Pact: A Historical Problem, in: C. ABRAMSKY (ed.), Essays in Honour of E.H. Carr, London 1974; G. ROBERTS, The Unholy Alliance: Stalin’s Pact with Hitler, London 1989, chapter 8; R. C. TUCKER, Stalin in Power: The Revolution from Above, 1928-1941, New York 1991; D. C. WATT, How War Came: The Immediate Origins of the Second World War, London 1989, chapters 13-14, etc. 


	� My remarks on the Triple Alliance negotiations will be based particularly on the well-researched article by D. WATSON, Molotov’s Apprenticeship in Foreign Policy: The Triple Alliance Negotiations in 1939, in: Europe–Asia Studies, vol. 52, no. 4, June 2000, pp. 695-722; cf. also M. J. CARLEY, End of the “Low, Dishonest Decade”: Failure of the Anglo–Franco–Soviet Alliance in 1939, in: Europe–Asia Studies, vol. 45, no. 2, 1993, pp. 303-341; G. ROBERTS, The Alliance that Failed: Moscow and the Triple Alliance Negotiations, 1939, in: European History Quarterly, vol. 26, no. 3, 1996, etc.


	� Cf. WATSON, op. cit., p. 695; A. J. P. TAYLOR, The Origins of the Second World War, London 1962, p. 240-241.


	� Cf. G. ROBERTS, Soviet Policy and the Baltic States, 1939-1940: A Reappraisal, in: Diplomacy and Statecraft, vol. 6, no. 3, 1995.


	� Cf. for example J. HASLAM, The Soviet Union and the Threat from the East, 1933-41: Moscow, Tokyo and the Prelude to the Pacific War, Basingstoke 1994, pp. 129-134.


	� CARLEY, op. cit., pp. 314, 319. 


	� WATSON, c. d., p. 699; cf. also M. ANDREYEVA, K. DIMITRIYEVA, The Military Negotiations between the Soviet Union, Britain and France, in 1939, in: International Affairs, February 1959, pp. 107-123 and March 1959, pp. 106-122. 


	� WATSON, op. cit., pp. 701-702.


	� Ibidem, pp. 702-704.


	� Ibidem, pp. 705.


	� Год кризиса 1938-1939, Документы и материалы в двух томах, Москва 1990, vol. 2, p. 270; E. L. WOODWARD, R. BUTLER (eds.), Documents on British Foreign Policy 1919-1939, 3rd series, vol. 6, London 1952, pp. 2-4.


	� WATSON, op. cit., pp. 706-708.


	� Ibidem, pp. 708-710.


	� WATT, How War Came..., op. cit., pp. 372-374.


	� Cf. for example WOODWARD, R. BUTLER (eds.), op. cit., pp. 570-574.


	� I. MAISKY, Who Helped Hitler, London 1964, pp. 159-160.


	� Ibidem, pp. 163-164.


	� WATSON, op. cit., p. 713.


	� NEVILLE, op. cit., pp. 182-183.


	� WATSON, op. cit., pp. 714-716.


	� The valuable set of primary sources in Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 1-2.


	� ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany..., op. cit., p. 58.


	� Molotov, in contrast with Litvinov, a non-Jew, could easily deal with Nazi Germany. For Litvinov’s dismissal cf. G. ROBERTS, The Fall of Litvinov: A Revisionist View, in: Journal of Contemporary History, vol . 27, no. 4, October 1992, pp. 639-657; S. PONS, Stalin and Inevitable War 1936-1941, London 2002, pp. 150-168; A RESIS, The Fall of Litvinov: Harbinger of the German-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact, in: Europe-Asia Studies, vol. 52, no. 1, 2000, pp. 33-56. 


	� Karl Schnurre, the German Foreign Ministry official responsible for trade with the USSR.


	� ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany..., op. cit., p. 61; Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 391.


	� ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany..., op. cit., 61.


	� Cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 1, document 349; Nazi–Soviet Relations 1939-1941, New York 1948, pp. 4-5. 


	� Cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 1, document 362; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 5-9.


	� Cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 1, document 384; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 12-17; J. DEGRAS (ed.), Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy, vol. 3, London 1953, pp. 332-340.


	� Cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, document 413; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 21.


	� Cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, document 442; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 26-30.


	� Cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 66.


	� Ibidem, document 503; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 32-36.


	� Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 145.


	� ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany..., op. cit., p. 65.


	� Ibidem.


	� At a time of hesitation about how to respond to the German offers Astakhov’s optimistic report played an important role. Cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, document 504.


	� Ibidem, pp. 157-158.


	� Ibidem, document 525; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 39-41.


	� Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, document 175.


	� For this term cf. ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany..., op. cit., p. 67.


	� Ibidem.


	� Astakhov was (e.g. in his report to Molotov) convinced that ‘ради етого они готови сейчас, по-моему, на такие декларации и жесты, какие полгода тому назад могли казаться совершенно исключенными. Отказ от Прибалтики, Бессарабии, Восточной Польши (не говоря уже об Украине) – ето в данный момент минимум, на который немцы пошли бы без долгих разговоров, лишь бы получить от нас обещание невмешательства в конфликт с Польшей’. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 185. Astakhov was summoned to Moscow in September 1939; he was dismissed and died in a labour camp in 1942.


	� Molotov’s meeting with Schulenburg on 15 August 1939 shows Molotov’s obvious caution and his testing of Schulenburg. Cf. ibidem, document 556; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 52-57.


	� ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany..., op. cit., p. 69-70; for the Hitler – Stalin correspondence cf. Год кризиса 1938-1939..., op. cit., vol. 2, documents 582, 583; Nazi–Soviet Relations..., op. cit., pp. 66-69. 


	� ROBERTS, The Soviet Decision for a Pact with Nazi Germany..., op. cit., p. 70-74.


	� NEVILLE, op. cit., pp. 155-180.


	� It is somewhat surprising that Germany rather than Britain and France preferred a pragmatic decision to an ideological one.





