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Preface

All students of the history of Central Europe are in the debt of Piotr Stefan
Wandycz, who has recently retired from his position as Bradford Durfee
Professor of History at Yale University. Retirement has not slowed Profes-
sor Wandycz’s activities, but rather has refocused them. His scholarly pro-
duction has somehow increased with the passage of years and continues at
a prodigious rate. He has of late become the president of the Polish Insti-
tute of Arts and Sciences in America, and has launched bold initiatives to
steer that venerable institution in new directions that reflect the tremen-
dous changes brought about by the restoration of freedom to much of
Europe.

As a small gesture of recognition for his long and varied contributions
to history, we who had the honor of earning our doctorates under his tute-
lage have brought together this collection of essays, which is dedicated to a
man we admire as a scholar, mentor, and colleague. These studies focus on
many of the areas traditionally addressed by Wandycz, reflecting his fasci-
nation with politics and international relations. Wandcyz has striven, with
unmatched success, to make the history of East Central Europe—here un-
derstood principally as the historic lands of the Poles, Hungarians, Czechs,
and Slovaks—comprehensible to the English-speaking scholarly world. His
method has been to link these nations to the major events and problems of
European history in general, thereby expanding and making more coher-
ent the story of the continent and the world.

Piotr’s direct contributions to the historiography of East Central Europe
are very large indeed. Indirectly, however, his contributions may well prove
yet more considerable. His many students, guided by his early counsel and
inspired by his continuing accomplishments, have themselves collectively
produced a significant body of worthy scholarship that is increasing expo-
nentially as the students of the students of Wandycz are now entering the
academic world.

This volume consists of a “Tabula Honoraria,” in which many scholars
from around the world have joined to pay tribute to one of the most illustri-
ous members of their company. Antony Polonsky has graciously consented to
write what follows, an introductory appreciation of Piotr Wandycz’s extraor-
dinary career. The main portion of the volume consists of a series of essays by
Piotr’s students which the editor hopes will please our teacher. Finally, we
follow with a bibliography of Piotr’s published works—which expands so
rapidly that it will obsolesce even as this volume is in press—which most
strikingly demonstrates the range and quantity of his writings.
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The tribute began as a result of a conversation between William L.
Blackwood, one of Wandycz’s last doctoral candidates, and the editor.
Friends and colleagues along the way have provided encouragement and
good counsel. Many most worthy would doubtless be omitted by any enu-
meration. However, I must mention Harvey Goldblatt of Yale, Tadeusz
Gromada of the Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences and Anna M. Cienciala
late of the University of Kansas who helped so well and so often. A place
apart is reserved for Timothy Madigan of the University of Rochester Press,
who dealt with my tardiness and idiosyncrasies with grace and forbear-
ance. The Kościuszko Foundation and the Polish Institute of Arts and Sci-
ences in New York City were generous in their financial contribution to
this project, and I am profoundly grateful. Finally, I should like to thank
my daughters: Aleksandra (Olesia) who proofread the manuscript, and
Jadwiga (Jadzia) who compiled most of the index.

M. B. B. BISKUPSKI
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Jacek Wózniakowski, Professor, Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski, Lublin
Marian Zgórniak, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Jagielloñski, Kraków



Piotr Wandycz

(trans. by M. B. B. Biskupski)

In June, 1997, at my suggestion, the University of Paris I, Pantheon-
Sorbonne, solemnly granted Piotr Wandycz a doctorate, honoris causa.

This reflected the fact that he is renowned in France among specialists in
international relations, especially with regard to Central Europe. Begin-
ning in 1962 with the publication of his book France and Her Eastern
Allies, the eminent historian Jean-Baptiste Duroselle made Wandycz known
to a generation of young historians, including Georges-Henri Soutou and
myself. My personal relations with Piotr Wandycz go back a long time, and
we have maintained this relationship through many meetings, most often
in Paris, but at many other conferences as well, including one at Yale.

It is particularly noteworthy that his earliest works, written when rel-
evant French, Polish, and Czech archives were not yet accessible, have re-
tained all their scholarly value and have been only corroborated by docu-
ments which came to light when these archives were later opened.

Wandycz is a remarkable example of cosmopolitan culture in the best
sense of the term. He is, of course, a man of Polish culture, but also French,
as a result of his studies at the Université de Grenoble. He has had a career
at the most outstanding American universities. He moves gracefully in all
social circles in Europe and North America. As a result of his vast culture,
he was able to write recently a remarkable synthesis of central European
history. He deals with various national histories without any trace of bias.
One cannot find in Wandycz any disdain for Poland’s neighbors, the Czechs
or Ukrainians, sentiments rather common among Poles. His scholarly work
reflects the fraternity which has united the peoples of central Europe dur-
ing their common search for liberty, a search often threatened.

Piotr Wandycz is not only a great historian; he is also a great humanist.

BERNARD MICHEL

Professor at the Université Paris I,
Director of the Pierre Renouvin Institute and of the
Center for Research on Contemporary Central Europe





Piotr Wandycz: An Appreciation

Piotr Wandycz, in whose honor the essays in this volume have been prepared,
encapsulates in his life many of the aspects of Poland’s fate, both tragic and
fortunate, in the last most violent of centuries. He was born in Kraków in
1923 and went to school in Lwów, which, according to Norman Davies, is
the city which “he feels more than anywhere, to have been his Polish home.”1

His father, Damian Wandycz, was an engineer and a former soldier in the
Pi³sudski Legions and, together with many others, left Poland with his wife
and son during September 1939, moving to Romania and then to France.
While in France, Piotr studied at the University of Grenoble. In the late au-
tumn of 1942, the family made its way through Spain to Portugal and from
there flew to the United Kingdom. Here the young Wandycz joined the Polish
Army in Scotland, where he was later commissioned as a second lieutenant in
the First (Armored) Division of General Stanis³aw Maczak.

After the war, like many other Polish ex-servicemen in the United King-
dom, he was drafted into the Polish Resettlement Corps. His great aca-
demic ability was soon recognized and he was accordingly sent to Fitzwilliam
College in Cambridge, where in 1948 he took his B.A. in history. He then
moved to the London School of Economics and Political Sciences, where
he wrote his Ph.D. dissertation under the direction of the redoubtable Pro-
fessor Charles Manning.

One of Professor Wandycz’s most striking characteristics is his ability to
combine an internationalist and liberal perspective with an emphatic Pol-
ish patriotism. This combination was already evident in his doctoral disser-
tation. He took as his subject “Liberal Internationalism: The Contribution
of British and French Liberal Thought to the Theory of International Rela-
tions.” It was a thorough and lucid survey of the development of liberal
thought on foreign policy from Bentham and Mill to T. H. Green and L. T.
Hobhouse and from Thiers, Lamennais and de Tocqueville to Laboulaye,
Prevost-Paradol, Leroy-Beaulieu, Molinari and Revouvier. Among the top-
ics it analyzed were the view of these thinkers on the question of national
identity, the principle of nonintervention, peace, international morality and
international law. All these topics have been central to Professor Wandycz’s
scholarly interests, and also reflect some of the preoccupations of Man-
ning. What is striking about the dissertation is its obviously deliberate es-
chewing of any specifically Polish motifs. Indeed, there seem to be no Pol-

1. Norman Davies, “Introduction to the Lecture”, in Piotr Wandycz, Polish Di-
plomacy 1914–1945: Aims and Achievements (London, 1988), 1.
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ish sources in the bibliography (one wonders if any were to be found in the
LSE library). Yet the one reference to a Polish topic is also characteristic. In
a section entitled “The Balkanisation of Europe,” he quoted a letter from
Clemenceau to Paderewski, then Polish foreign minister, in which the French
leader baldly observed, “I must also recall to your consideration the fact
that it is to the endeavours and sacrifices of the [Allied] Powers…that the
Polish nation owes the recovery of its independence.” This elicited the char-
acteristically understated but caustic comment from the young Wandycz
that “this tone hardly showed an understanding or sympathetic attitude.”2

From LSE Wandycz moved to the Collège d’Europe at Bruges and then
to the United States where he took a position as a history instructor at
Indiana University, eventually attaining the rank of associate professor. In-
diana is one of the great centers in the U.S. for the study of the history and
culture of East Central Europe and it has a remarkable library and facilities
for research and teaching. But the bleakness of the Midwest was very far
from Wandycz’s earlier experiences. He once described Indiana as “like
being on board a great passenger liner—you had everything you wanted
within reach but all around you was the ocean, vast and limitless.”

In 1968, he moved to the Department of History at Yale, where he has
remained ever since and where in 1988 he was granted the distinguished
position of the Bradford Durfee Professor of History. He has been a visit-
ing professor at Columbia University and has held the post of Guggenheim
Foundation Fellow and Fellow of the Russian Research Center at Harvard.
Among his academic honors are the Jurzykowski Foundation Award and
the Józef Pi³sudski Institute of America Award (1973). He has also been
honored by the Rockefeller Foundation and in 1989, was awarded the
Wayne Vucinich Prize of the American Association for the Advancement of
Slavic Studies. In 1991, he was elected to the Polish Academy of Arts and
Sciences and to the Polish Academy of Sciences and in the following year,
he received the Hlavka Medal of the Czech Academy of Sciences. In addi-
tion he is a member of the editorial boards of Kosmas, Slavic Review, Inter-
national History Review, East European Political Studies Niepodleg³ósæ,
POLIN: Studies in Polish Jewry, and Przegl¹d Wschodni. He is also a mem-
ber of the editorial board of the book series Przesz³ósæ i Teraźniejszósæ.

Throughout this period, he has been an inspiring teacher of both under-
graduates and graduates. Many students at Yale gained their first introduc-
tion to the complex world of East Central Europe in his lucid and always
stimulating lectures. He has been a dedicated and careful supervisor of
graduates and many of those who have established themselves in his field
throughout the United States and beyond owe much to his encouragement
and criticism. Many of those students are represented among the contribu-
tors to this volume.

2. Ibid., 2–3.
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It is above all by his scholarly works that Wandycz has become known
and will be remembered. His writing reflects his three principal preoccupa-
tions—the reasons for the collapse of the Versailles system and its conse-
quences for the Polish cause, the similarities and differences between the
nations of northeastern Europe and the reasons why they have felt it so
hard to combine in the face of external threats from Germany and Russia,
and the factors which have determined the evolution of Polish society in
the modern period. His first book dealt with a crucial episode that illumi-
nated the first two of these themes. In Czechoslovak-Polish Confederation
and the Great Powers (Bloomington, 1956), he described the failure of the
attempt by the Poles and Czechoslovaks to work together to secure their
independent future after the war. Wandycz has always been a strong advo-
cate of Polish-Czechoslovak understanding, but he is well aware of the
difficulties in achieving such a reconciliation. In his essay on Polish diplo-
macy between 1914 and 1945, he wryly quoted the diary of the Kraków
conservative, Juliusz Zdanowski, who observed on 11 November 1928
that “everything tells us to love the Czechs and…stand together unflinch-
ingly. But one cannot overcome a certain feeling which makes a rapproche-
ment impossible.”3 Wandycz described with great impartiality and detach-
ment how during the Second World War any Polish-Czechoslovak under-
standing was doomed because of the different perception of the Soviet Union
by the two countries’ leaders. In Wandycz’s words:

In the sense that Sikorski sought to make the East Central European region less
vulnerable and dependent on the two mighty neighbours, his vision was not totally
different from the older Polish concepts. It differed from Bene¡s’ concept of a Czecho-
slovak-Polish regional organization, being really a transition to a wider grouping
in which Soviet Russia would either participate or over which it would extend its
sponsorship. For all his criticism of anti-Czechoslovak pre-war policies, Sikorski
did not envisage Bene¡s as a mediator between Poland and Russia.4

The same careful and meticulous examination of the documents and of
the newspapers of the time marks his two linked studies of the breakdown
of the French attempt to create a security system to contain Germany after
the First World War: France and her Eastern Allies 1919–1925 (Minne-
apolis, 1962); and Twilight of the French Eastern Alliances: French-Czecho-
slovak-Polish Relations from Locarno to the Remilitarization of the
Rhineland (Princeton, 1988). (Both of these books were awarded the George
L. Beer Prize of the American Historical Association for the best book in
international history, the first in 1962, the second in 1989.) Together they
paint a sympathetic but critical picture of a France deeply weakened by the

3. Wandycz, Polish Diplomacy 1914–1945, 18–19.
4. Ibid., 38–39.
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First World War and unable effectively to contain Germany. Polish foreign
policy after Locarno is shown in its vain attempt to fill the security vacuum
in which it found itself. The second volume also gives what is probably the
best account of the controversy over whether Pi³sudski proposed to his
French allies a “preventitive war” against Germany in the wake of Hitler’s
accession to power. As Wandycz shows, it is doubtful whether there was
any explicit offer, rather a series of trial balloons that were intended to test
the determination of both France and Germany. The outcome, as is well
known, was what Wandycz has described as Pi³sudski’s “most spectacular
and controversial coup,” the nonaggression declaration with Germany of
January 1934. As Wandycz demonstrates, the pact was arrived at without
French involvement, but did preserve the Franco-Polish alliance. It had
become possible because of what proved to be a temporary breach be-
tween Hitler and Stalin and its aim was to strengthen Poland vis-à-vis France
and make a Franco-German deal at Poland’s expense impossible. In the
words of the pro-government journalist Cat-Mackiewicz: “Only since Janu-
ary 26, 1934 does France begin to count us as an ally.” As Wandycz com-
mented acidly, “This was largely an illusion.”5

A similar cautious skepticism and unwillingness to accept patriotic myths
marks his Polish-Soviet Relations, 1917–1921 (Cambridge, MA, 1969).
This was based on the archival material that was then available—above all
the émigré Polish and Russian archives in the U.S.—it has lost none of its
relevance with the recent opening of both the Polish and Soviet archives.
Against those who have argued that what Pi³sudski was involved in was a
preventative war and that a Soviet invasion of Poland was only a matter of
time, Wandycz attempted, in my view convincingly, to argue the opposite
thesis. In his opinion, although it was an article of faith for the Bolsheviks
that the revolution could not maintain itself unless it was followed by revo-
lution in the rest of Europe, above all in Germany, they were prepared to
sign treaties, on the pattern of Brest-Litovsk, with the states which emerged
to the west of Russian in order to gain a breathing space to end the civil
war and consolidate their power. Pi³sudski, now the dominant figure in the
newly independent Polish state, distrusted these approaches; moreover he
saw in Soviet Russia’s weakness following the Civil War an opportunity to
dislodge Belarus and especially Ukraine from Russia and link them with
Poland, believing that in this way he could finally secure the country’s inde-
pendence. As he asked rhetorically, was Poland “to be a state equal to the
great world powers or a little state in need of the protection of the mighty?
… [It is vital that Poland] should be the greatest power not only militarily,
but also culturally, in the East.”6 Wandycz’s assessment of Polish policy in
1920 is characteristically measured and understated:

5. Ibid., 23.
6. Józef Pi³sudski, Pisma zbiorowe (Warsaw, 1937–38), V, 137–38.
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…one can perhaps blame Pi³sudski for undertaking, largely on his own, a most
dangerous operation, which Poland was not strong enough to carry through.
Undoubtedly, the Kievan expedition was a gamble, but if Pi³sudski had overesti-
mated Polish capabilities and Soviet weaknesses, the temptation to reverse the
course of the last 200 hundred years of history was overwhelming. Indeed, only
a realization of this great eastern design might have made Poland sufficiently
powerful to withstand external pressures. With the Peace of Riga in 1921, Po-
land became a middle-size state too large to be anyone’s satellite, but too small
and too weak to be a great power. Many of the subsequent problems of Polish
diplomacy stemmed from this half-way house position.7

His other works in the field of diplomatic history comprise a study of
U.S-Polish relations, The United States and Poland (Cambridge, MA, 1980)
and four books written in Polish. They include an early study of European
integration, Zjednoczona Europa (London, 1956); a much-needed biogra-
phy of August Zaleski, Polish foreign minister from 1926 to 1932, August
Zaleski: Minister spraw zagranicznych RP w ´swietle wspomnieñ i
dokumentów (Paris, 1980); and two books on the character of diplomacy
intended for a Polish audience: Polska a zagranica (Paris, 1986) and Z
dziejów diplomacji (1988). He summed up his lifelong study of Polish di-
plomacy in the M. B. Grabowski Memorial Lecture that he delivered in
1987 and which was published under the title Polish Diplomacy 1914–
1945: Aims and Achievements (London, 1988).

His interest in the specific features of the Polish past is well reflected in
the book he wrote for the multivolumed History of East Central Europe
edited by Peter Sugar and Donald Treadgold and published by the Univer-
sity of Washington Press. Entitled The Lands of Partitioned Poland 1795–
1918 (Seattle, 1974), it is above all a history of the Polish nation, but also
deals judiciously and fairly with the multireligious and multiethnic charac-
ter of the lands which had made up the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth.
Wandycz summed up his approach in the preface:

As conceived this book is both more and less than a history of the Polish nation
in the nineteenth century. Its emphasis on the state territory of the common-
wealth explains why such predominantly ethnic Polish lands as parts of Teschen
(Cieszyn, Tì¡sín), East Prussia, or Upper Silesia are only barely touched upon. At
the same time predominantly Lithuanian, Ukrainian, and Belorussian areas are
included, although the histories of these nations could not be treated here in a
comprehensive fashion. Lithuanian, Ukrainian, and Belorussian developments
are mainly discussed from the point of view of their interaction with Polish
trends, as well as in terms of the gradual departure of these nations from the
common historic tradition of the commonwealth. While the Germans and the

7. Wandycz, Polish Diplomacy 1914–1945, 16.
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Jews, who constituted sizable groups in the historic Res Publica, are discussed,
the stress once more is on their relations with the Poles.8

He developed this approach still further in his The Price of Freedom: A
History of East-Central Europe from the Middle Ages to the Present Day
(London and New York, 1992, translated into German in 1993). It was
dedicated to two great historians of the area, Oskar Halecki and Hugh
Seton-Watson, and it sought to explain the specific features of the area by
adopting a regional and comparative approach. In Wandycz’s words:

This book is a survey and an attempted synthesis of the modern history of East
Central Europe. A regional approach is meant to take the reader beyond na-
tional histories that can be, and sometimes are, parochial, isolated, and self-
centred. A comparative regional history seeks to overcome this drawback by
bringing out similarities and differences and putting national histories on a larger
canvas.9

Piotr Wandycz’s life has been inspired by two ideals—the love of politi-
cal liberty and the quest for national freedom for his people. In concluding
his study of Polish diplomacy between 1914 and 1945, written in 1987, he
adjured his countrymen:

We do not know what the future will bring. But I strongly believe that the Poles,
pondering the story of the thirty years of diplomatic efforts, will remember one
goal which has been tenaciously pursued and defended: independence.10

It must be gratifying to him that this goal has now been achieved and
that Poland is now attempting, rather successfully, to accomplish the diffi-
cult task of creating a pluralistic and outward-looking democracy. Wandycz
has often warned how difficult a goal this is, but has always stressed that
freedom is something that the peoples of Central Europe have held dear.
He concluded The Price of Freedom as follows:

It would be pretentious to maintain that freedom means more to Poles, Czechs,
Hungarians and Slovaks than to other nations of Europe. It is just that history
has forced them to defend and to fight for it more frequently than in many other
lands. But freedom, as everything else, has a price and its price varies. At present
the price seems largely economic, but it has other dimensions. Freedom is not an
absolute in itself, but a condition of meaningful existence of individuals and
society. It must be self-limiting in order not to become license and lead to op-

8. Piotr Wandycz, The Lands of Partitioned Poland (Seattle, WA, 1974), xii.
9. Piotr Wandycz, The Price of Freedom: A History of East-Central Europe from

the Middle Ages to the Present Day, London and New York, 1992.
10. Wandycz, Polish Diplomacy 1914–1945, 49.
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pression of others. Freedom in East Central Europe has been gained at a high
price and must not be lost. As John Paul II expressed in his Encyclical Letter
“Solicitudo Rei Socialis” of 1987, “Each [nation] must discover and use to its
best advantage its own area of freedom. Each must likewise realize its true needs
as well as the rights and duties which oblige it to respond to them.” Thinking
about the past and pondering the present and future, these deceptively simple
words need to be remembered.11

ANTONY POLONSKY

11. Wandycz, The Price of Freedom, 273.





Chapter 1

A Comparison of Czech Politics in
Bohemia with Czech Politics

in Moravia, 1860–19141

Bruce M. Garver

During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Czech political
parties and programs in Moravia developed in many respects differently
from those in Bohemia, despite much similarity in the objectives and tactics
of like-minded parties in both of these Habsburg crown lands. This essay is
based on two premises: first, that these differences partially reflect the some-
what dissimilar histories, economies, religious traditions, and popular cul-
tures of the two largest Czech crown lands, and second, that a critical
comparison of the same differences will facilitate historians’ efforts to un-
derstand the making of the modern Czech nation.

Most histories of the Czech people have understandably concentrated
primarily upon developments in more populous and economically advanced
Bohemia as opposed to Moravia.2 Seldom have such histories compared
similar situations and events in both crown lands even though late nine-

1. The author made a shorter presentation in Czech on this subject at the World
Congress of the Spoleènost Vìd a Umení (SVU) on June 26–29, 1994, in Prague.

2. Among the better general surveys are Karl Bösl (ed.), Handbuch der Geschichte
der böhmischen Länder, Vol. III: Die böhmischen Länder im Habsburgerreich 1848–
1919 (Stuttgart, 1968); Marcela C. Efmertová, Èeské zemì v letech 1848–1918
(Prague, 1999); Zdenìk Karnik, Èeske zemì v éøe Pruní republiky, Vol. 1: 1918–
1929 (Prague, 2000); Adolf Srb, Politické dejiny národa èeského od roku 1861, 2
vols. (Prague, 1895–1901); and Zdenek Tobolka, Politické dejiny èeskoslovenského
národa, 4 Vols. in 5 (Prague, 1932–37). Bohemian developments predominate in
tendentious Marxist surveys like Franti¡ sek Èervinka, Èeský nacionalismus v XIX.
století (Prague, 1965). Czech Moravian political and cultural life of the era 1890 to
1918 is most thoroughly examined and documented by Richard Fischer, Pokroková
Morava, 2 Vols. (Prague, 1937).
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teenth century politicians and journalists occasionally made such compari-
sons in trying to understand the pace and direction of nationwide political,
economic and social change. Several of these observers even anticipated
the speed and extent to which Moravian Czechs would become an integral,
yet in some respects distinct, part of the modern Czech nation. The author’s
book on The Young Czech Party, 1874–1901, and the Emergence of the
Multi-Party System addresses specific differences in the rate and nature of
social and political change in the two largest Czech lands but does so pri-
marily in order to reveal how such differences help explain the growth of
the Young Czech Party in Bohemia from its founding in 1874 to the turn of
the century and the rather different development of its affiliate, the Moravian
People’s Party, established in 1890.3 This essay further explores this topic
by examining the multiparty system of Czech politics in Moravia as well as
in Bohemia up to 1914. This system included the two middle class parties
of the notables—the Young Czechs (1874–1914) and their, by 1901, al-
ready moribund rival, the National, or Old Czech, Party (1848–1914)—as
well as four mass parties—Social Democrats, Agrarians, Christian Socials,
and National Socialists—and three progressive parties of the intelligentsia:
State Rights Radicals, Radical Progressives, and Realists (the People’s, later
Progressive Party).

I

This essay first examines the main developments in Czech politics from
1860 to 1914 by concentrating upon the objectives, tactics, and constitu-
encies of Czech political parties and related institutions. Second, it reviews
succinctly some of the main differences between the social, economic, and
cultural development of Bohemia and that of Moravia. Third, it explicitly
compares the main trends in Czech political and social development in
Bohemia to those in Moravia, including some examination of agrarian and
working class as well as middle class interests and endeavors. Finally, this
essay indicates how an assessment of the differences noted above can help
historians better understand the extent to which political values and insti-
tutions, economic development, religious affiliation, and social change have
conditioned nineteenth and twentieth century Czech history.

Most Czech and Slovak and many Western scholars have recognized the
great extent to which the development of Czech middle class, agrarian, and
working class politics has been anything but monolithic. In fact, from the
Revolutions of March 1848 to the Communist takeover of Czechoslovakia
in February 1948, Czech politics was characterized by a factionalism equal

3. Bruce Garver, The Young Czech Party, 1874–1901, and the Emergence of a
Multi-Party System (New Haven, CT, 1978).
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to if not greater than that found in the politics of any other Slavic-speaking
people. This was due primarily to the fact that Czechs, earlier and to a
greater extent than other Slavs, experienced the social transformation
wrought by industrialization, urbanization, and the expansion of commu-
nications. Such factionalism also derived partly from the fact that in com-
parison to other Slavs of the period from 1860 to 1914, Czechs generally
maintained more liberal political institutions and a more comprehensive
system of free, compulsory, and state-funded elementary schools. Note-
worthy too is the fact that the Czechs have been among the least church-
going and most religiously divided of all Slavic nationalities. Also evident
among the Czechs, as among other Europeans, are strong regional loyal-
ties. Even though such loyalties have produced less political partisanship
than have the interests of occupational groups, social classes, and religious
denominations, they are nonetheless worthy of investigation if only to shed
light upon the nature and extent of the aforementioned factionalism.

Most Marxist scholars, especially after 1948, assumed that Czech poli-
tics in the later nineteenth century almost exclusively reflected class or
material interests and that this was best explained as a response to social
changes wrought by industrialization, urbanization, and the expansion of
communications. The fairly recent and well-documented works of Otto
Urban, Zdenìk ±Solle, and Jiøí Koøalka among others suggest that Czech
politics to some extent developed in this way.4 The author of this paper has
argued elsewhere that Czech politics was also very much conditioned by
the civil libertarian values and aspirations of the founders of the first Czech
political parties and newspapers and also by the institutions of limited self-
government established by Czechs during the 1860s at the advent of con-
stitutional rule in the Habsburg Monarchy. Still, the precise degree to which
Czech politics responded to economic and social change is unlikely to be
determined until someone writes a very thorough and explicit study of the
development of Czech society and the economic growth of Bohemia and
Moravia during the nineteenth century.5 Nonetheless, by comparing what
is already known about past Czech politics and society in Bohemia to that
in Moravia, we can enlarge our understanding of the main characteristics
of Czech political and social development.

4. See, for example, Jiøí Koøalka, Franti¡ sek Palacky: ¡zivotopis (Prague, 1998);
V¡senemecký svaz a èeská otázka koncem 19. století, Rozpravy ÈSAV [Èeskoslovenská
Akademia Ved], Vol. 73, No. 12 (Prague, 1963), and Vznik socialistického delnického
hnutí na Jihlavsku (Liberec, 1956); Otto Urban, Èeská spoleènost (Prague, 1982);
and Zdenek ±Solle, Delnické hnutí v èeských zemích konocem minulého století
(Prague, 1954), and Delnické stávky v èechách v druhé polovine XIX století (Prague,
1960).

5. A clear and concise summary of five decades of scholarship on the subject of
“the social structure of the Czech lands” may be found in Efmertová, Èeske zemì,
232–315.
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The similarities between Czech politics in Bohemia and Moravia be-
come quite evident when compared with developments in Austrian Silesia,
the home in 1900 of 147,000 Czechs, a minority of less than one-quarter
of the total population of that province. Because more than half of these
Czechs were industrial workers or their dependents, not surprisingly the
Social Democratic Party consistently captured a large majority of Silesian
Czech votes, 65.9 percent in 1907 and 69.3 percent in 1911.6 Both the
occupations and politics of most Czechs in Silesia thus resembled those of
many Czechs in other industrializing areas where Czechs constituted a large
national minority: northern Moravia, the industrial suburbs of Brno, and
northern Bohemia. What made Silesia very different was the fact that its
Czech inhabitants included few middle class people and therefore, given
restricted “three-class” suffrage, had no political representation compa-
rable to that enjoyed by Czechs in provincial and local self-government in
Bohemia and Moravia and in district self-government in Bohemia.7

Popular interest in specifically Moravian, as opposed to Bohemian, de-
velopments was much stimulated by some Moravians having suggested in
the spring of 1968, and again after November 1989, that a tripartite divi-
sion of Czechoslovakia be made to include an autonomous Moravia-Silesia
as well as an autonomous Slovakia. The division of Czechoslovakia into
independent Czech and Slovak Republics on January 1, 1993, appears to
have dampened Moravian Czech advocacy of increased political autonomy
for Moravia, in part because most citizens remain well aware of the mani-
fold differences between Slovak history and nationalism on the one hand
and Moravian Czech history and sense of identity on the other. Nonethe-
less, a small minority of Moravian Czechs continues to express interest in
enlarging Moravian autonomy, despite the fact that in free elections in 1990,
1992, 1996, and 1998, Czech voters gave little support to parties advocat-
ing such autonomy.8 That Czechs continue to acknowledge Moravian iden-
tity is evident in the January 1, 2000, redrawing of the boundaries for

6. Oscar Krejèí, Kniha o volbách (Prague, 1994), 72–73.
7. The late Professor Otakar Odlo¡zilík first suggested to me in June 1967 that in

all instances, one ought to be sure to consider Czech politics in Moravia as well as
in Bohemia. In contrast to Czechs in Moravia and in Bohemia, those in Silesia
controlled no institutions of self-government at any level and had very little voice in
the Diet of Austrian Silesia because most of them were industrial workers or poor
to moderately prosperous peasants who had been excluded from politics by suf-
frage based on wealth and education—voting by curia to the Silesian Diet and by
class to district and communal assembly boards. Given the working-class origins of
so many Silesian Czechs, no wonder 65 percent of all Czech votes in Silesian Reichsrat
elections went to Social Democratic candidates.

8. Also, in 1968 both the Czechoslovak Communist Party and state agencies
rejected the advice of the Committee for Moravia and Silesia and other groups that
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administrative districts (kraje) in the Czech Republic to include almost all
of historic Moravia within the five new districts whose capitals are Jihlava,
Brno, Zlín, Olomouc, and Ostrava.9

After Czechs and Slovaks established the Czechoslovak First Republic
in 1918, they made three principal modifications to representative govern-
mental institutions. First, universal suffrage for men and women was insti-
tuted at all levels of government. Second, proportional representation was
introduced by holding elections in accordance with the Hare system.10 Third,
Czechs and, to a lesser degree, Slovaks now dominated the central govern-
ment, while German and Magyar citizens of the republic became national
minorities with considerable cultural and local political autonomy. Fur-
thermore, educational opportunities for Czechs in Moravia were equalized
by the founding in 1919 of the comprehensive Czech-language Masaryk
University in Brno. Simultaneously, Moravian Czechs created a Greater
Brno by annexing the more populous and predominantly Czech industrial
and residential suburbs to the historic inner city in order to give Czechs
political control of what was now the second largest Czech metropolis.
Within a decade, the Czech inhabitants of Brno made it a political, eco-
nomic, and cultural center comparable in some respects with Prague.11

The establishment after 1918 of identically organized and empowered
self-governmental and educational institutions in Bohemia and Moravia,
along with the democratization of suffrage, helped promote greater coop-
eration between Czech political leaders in these two regions and also be-
tween regional affiliates of national political parties. Such cooperation was
further facilitated by the new republic’s enlargement of state-supported
educational and social welfare services, and by the mutual desire of most
Czechs and Slovaks to maintain the independence, territorial integrity, and
democratic polity of their new republic.

lobbied for a tripartite division of Czechoslovakia. Most Slovaks and Bohemian
Czechs appear then to have opposed this tripartite solution. See H. Gordon Skilling,
Czechoslovakia’s Interrupted Revolution (Princeton, NJ, 1976), 470–74.

9. Three new kraje (Jihlavský, Brnenský, and Zlínský) include all of what for-
merly was the South Moravian District (Jihomoravský kraj) except a small area
assigned to the Olomoucký kraj. The two others (Olomoucký and Ostravský) in-
clude the entire former North Moravian District (Severomoravský kraj) except for
the areas in Vala ¡ssko and around Vsetín incorporated in the northeasternmost part
of the new Zlínský kraj. See Miroslav Korecký, “Kraje: bli¡z¡sí vladnutí, vice ¡søedníku,”
Lidové noviny (Prague, March 16, 2000), 7.

10. Krejèí, Kniha o volbách, 306, Table 66.
11. On successful Czech efforts before 1914 to improve the government, cul-

ture, and public facilities of Brno and its many suburbs, see Jan Sedlák, Brno v dobì
secese (Brno, 1995).
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II

A comparison of Czech politics in Moravia with that in Bohemia during
the years 1860 to 1914 reveals a remarkable similarity of objectives and
institutions. These objectives may be broadly defined as the promotion of
economic growth and the acquisition of political rights for individuals,
communities, occupational and professional groups, and the nation as a
whole. Both individual prosperity and communal well-being were to be
achieved primarily through accelerated industrialization, expansion of com-
munications, mass education, the emancipation of women, and the appli-
cation of scientific knowledge to farming and manufacturing.12

After the advent of constitutional rule in the Habsburg Monarchy in
October 1860, Czechs in Bohemia and Moravia helped advance their inter-
ests through voluntary associations of at least six types, each of which
originated in Bohemia and was promptly taken up in Moravia. These in-
cluded political parties, mass circulation newspapers, corporations, coop-
eratives, fraternal and patriotic organizations, and national foundations to
support Czech minorities. Czechs in Bohemia and Moravia developed vir-
tually identical institutions of each type, although their establishment in
economically less developed Moravia often occurred somewhat later than
in Bohemia.

Czechs of almost every social class founded or joined political parties to
advance national as well as regional and local objectives. Middle class and
agrarian political parties sought to enlarge Czech national autonomy within
the framework of what many voters hoped would be a less authoritarian
and more constitutional Habsburg Monarchy. Czechs of almost every oc-
cupational group and political persuasion sought to advance civil liberties,
including freedom of association and the press as well as universal man-
hood suffrage. Progressives and Social Democrats also advocated giving
women the right to vote. From 1848 onward, anticlericalism and the sepa-
ration of church and state continued to be advocated by all Czech political
parties except the Catholic ones, founded in the 1890s, and the Old Czechs.
All Czech parties, especially the Social Democratic and the Christian Social
Parties, recognized that the material and intellectual advancement of the
Czech nation necessitated considerable improvement in the lot of the workers
and peasants who constituted the vast majority of that nation. These par-
ties, of course, disagreed over the extent to which and the pace at which
such transformation was to take place and also did not agree on who,
precisely, should design and implement specific improvements. The Social

12. On women’s emancipation, see Jana Buresova, Promìny spoleèenského
postavení èeských ¡zen v pruní polovinì 20. století (Olomous, 2001), and chapters
by Karen Freeze, Bruce Garver, and Sharon Wolchik in Sharon L. Wolchik and
Alfred G. Meyer, Women, State, and Party in Eastern Europe (Durham, NC, 1985).
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Democrats and all progressive parties believed that addressing the social
question was a prerequisite to all efforts to resolving the Czech, or nation-
ality, question. Middle class parties, especially those of the notables, thought
otherwise and suggested that their professional leadership would be essen-
tial to creating the technological and educational infrastructure for a mod-
ern and cultured European Czech nation.

Almost every Czech political party received support from several news-
papers and periodicals, some of which it either controlled or had created. A
patriotic and liberal Czech-language press rapidly acquired a mass circula-
tion in Bohemia after the founding in January 1861 of the Národní listy
(The National Newspaper), edited by Julius Grégr (1831–96), who soon
made it the principal advocate and defender of Young Czech policies.13 In
Moravia, by contrast, the first Czech newspapers emphasized local activi-
ties and generally supported the conservative Old Czechs whose Moravian
affiliate was then led by Alois Pra¡zák (1820–1901). A strongly liberal Czech-
language opposition party press did not appear in Moravia until Adolf
Stránský’s (1855–1931) founding in Brno in 1889 of the biweekly Moravské
listy (The Moravian Newspaper). Its circulation did not begin to approach
that of the Národní listy and other Bohemian Czech liberal journals prima-
rily because of the much smaller Czech intelligentsia and upper middle
class in Moravia. Rovnost (Equality), the first Czech Social Democratic
weekly in Moravia, likewise originated in Brno and became as influential
among Czech workers in Moravia as the Prague biweekly Právo lidu was
among their counterparts in Bohemia. All newspapers experienced impe-
rial harassment and such onerous restrictions as censorship according to
the law of 1862 and the deposit of “caution money” until 1895. Moreover,
until December 1899, a tax stamp (kolek), which doubled the price of ev-
ery issue sold, severely restricted the circulation of popular Social Demo-
cratic and agrarian newspapers.

Educated and propertied Czechs began to organize corporations in 1852
when imperial law first authorized the formation of these limited liability
joint stock companies. After cooperatives of all sorts had been authorized
by law in 1873, farmers and, to a lesser degree, industrial workers founded
and tried to make maximum use of cooperatives and savings and loan
societies. In both provinces, profits obtained from agriculture and food
processing, especially from the “national industry” of sugar beet refin-
ing, provided much of the investment capital required for Czechs to
achieve ascendancy in the manufacture of automobiles, machine tools,
and chemicals in Austria-Hungary later in the century. Complementing

13. See especially Franti ¡sek Roubík, Bibliografie èasopisectva v Èechách z let
1863–1895 (Prague, 1936), introductory essay; and Milada Wurmová, Soupis
moravských novin a èasopisù z let 1848–1918 (Brno, 1955), passim.
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this industrial expansion was the large and growing network of Czech
banks, the first of which was the ±Zivnostenská banka chartered in 1868.

Fraternal and patriotic organizations included the patriotic gymnastics
organization, Sokol (Falcon), the most popular institution of its type, and
Orel (Eagle), its smaller Catholic counterpart and rival. Those organizations
dedicated primarily to the advancement of cultural and intellectual life in-
cluded the committee to build the Czech National Theater, the patriotic sing-
ing group Hlahol, and local organizations to support the visual and perform-
ing arts. National Foundations, or National Unions (Národní jednoty), re-
ceived support from Czechs throughout Bohemia and Moravia to promote
the interests of Czech minorities in the predominantly German areas of the
two provinces, primarily along their northern periphery. Those in Bohemia
included the Sumava National Union, founded in 1884, and the North
Bohemian National Union, founded in 1885. In Moravia, they included
the National Union for Southwestern Moravia, founded in Brno in 1886,
and the Political Association for Northern Moravia in Olomouc, founded
in February 1892. A related organization, the Matice ¡ skolská (School Foun-
dation), helped establish and support private Czech schools in predomi-
nantly German areas where there resided fewer than the forty Czech-speak-
ing students who had to reside in the district of a Czech-language school in
order to obtain governmental tax monies.14

Czechs also established a comprehensive and state-financed system of
Czech-language public schools at all levels, beginning with free, universal,
and compulsory secular elementary education under terms of the imperial
school law of 1869. Liberal arts secondary schools, called gymnasia, pre-
pared abler students for a higher education, while trade schools gave prac-
tical instruction to students who would become skilled workers, factory
foremen, or small businessmen. The first Czech institution of higher learn-
ing, the Prague Institute of Technology, began to offer a Czech-language
curriculum in 1869, and trained most of the technicians and managers for
the burgeoning industrial and agricultural economy of Bohemia and
Moravia.15 The second such institution was the Charles University, where

14. On National Foundations, see Antonín Boháè, Boj o èeské men¡siny v zemích
èeských v posledních dvou letech (Praha, 1909); Leander Èech, et al., Pametní list k
jubileu 20 letého trvání Nár. Jednoty pro Jihozáp. Moravu (Brno, 1906); and Emanuel
Hrubý, ed., Ná¡s vývoj v severních Èechách od ochranou Národní Jednoty Severoèeské
1910–1935 (Prague, 1936). Fr. Belehradek et al., Pametní list vydaný na oslavu
pulstoleté èinnosti ústøední Matice ¡skolské v Praze (Prague, 1931). Claire E. Nolte,
The Sokol in the Czech Lands to 1914 (New York: Palgrave,Macmillan, 2002)

15. These developments are discussed in Bruce Garver, “Representative Czech
Masters of Science and Technology as Leaders in Czech National Politics: Jan
Evangelista Purkyne, Franti ¡sek Til¡ser, and Josef Hlávka,” Nationalities Papers 24,
no. 1 (1996): 31–50.
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all liberal arts courses were offered in Czech upon the division in 1882 of
the Charles-Ferdinand University in Prague into separate Czech and Ger-
man institutions.

Finally, Czechs in all predominantly Czech-speaking areas of Moravia
and Bohemia took control of the self-governmental institutions established
during the early 1860s at the communal level and, in Bohemia alone, at the
district level. Given curial representation in the diets, Czechs, despite con-
stituting roughly two-thirds of the population in Bohemia and three-quar-
ters in Moravia, were able to control no more than two-fifths of the seats.16

Besides, the authority of self-governmental institutions at all levels was
circumscribed by their subordination to imperial agencies under the “two-
tracked” system of government. Nonetheless, Czechs, through self-govern-
ment, not only promoted public education, economic growth, and internal
improvements but also acquired limited control over their own tax monies
and public works programs and an invaluable training in the responsibili-
ties of citizenship.17 Given the election of delegates to self-governmental
bodies on the basis of either three-class or curial voting, propertied and
educated Czechs predominated and often acted in their own as well as in
what they perceived to be the national interest.

Czechs in Bohemia and Moravia advanced their cultural and intellec-
tual life and sought to extend civil liberties and suffrage despite the oppo-
sition of the authoritarian Habsburg regime and the opposition of the middle
class German parties and the Constitutional Great Landowners. In both
Bohemia and Moravia, the Conservative Great Landowners often made
common cause, primarily on their terms, with the Old Czech Party and
occasionally with the more liberal Young Czech and Agrarian Parties; but
they did not support the extension of suffrage and governmentally subsi-
dized social welfare measures advocated by the Progressive and Social Demo-
cratic Parties and by the more liberal Agrarian and Young Czech politi-
cians.18

16. Representation by curias in the diets of Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia is
outlined in Table 16 in Garver, Young Czech Party, 346. The results of elections
from predominantly Czech districts to the Diet of Bohemia from 1883 to 1908 are
presented in Table 17 in ibid., 347.

17. On the Czechs’ use of samospráva as a primary means of civic improvement
and promoting civic responsibility, see Franti ¡ sek Schwarz, Pùsobení Vácalva
Dobrovského jako okresního starosty (Prague, 1890), and Výklad zákona obecního
pro království Èeské ze dne 16. dubna 1864 (Prague, 1877).

18. Antonín Okáè, Rakouský problém a list Vaterland, 1860–71, 2 Vols. (Brno,
1970), nicely introduces the politics, organization, and press of the Conservative
Great Landowners during their formative years. See also Garver, Young Czech Party,
23–25, 50–51, 60–61, 217–18, and 234–35, for a discussion of relationships be-
tween the Conservative Great Landowners and the leading Czech middle class par-
ties.
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III

Bohemia and Moravia are distinct geographical areas separated by the rug-
ged highlands that form part of the divide between the river systems flow-
ing into the Baltic and North Seas and those flowing into the Black Sea.
Bohemia, surrounded by mountains on its other three sides, is drained by
the Labe (Elbe) and its tributaries into the North Sea, whereas Moravia,
bordered by mountains to the north and east, takes its name from its main
river, the Morava, which along with its tributaries flows into the Danube.

However formidable, geographical barriers did not hinder the Czechs
from establishing close political and economic ties between Bohemia and
Moravia beginning as early as the ninth century.19 The fact that Moravian
and Bohemian Czechs speak dialects of the same Slavic language and have
usually lived under one government has helped to bind these two peoples
together culturally and economically despite the foreign interventions and
geographical obstacles that have at times kept them apart. Up to the 1930s,
eight Czech dialects were equally divided between Bohemia and Moravia;
each of the four Moravian Czech dialects differs a bit more from the cen-
tral Bohemian dialect than does any dialect in Bohemia.20

19. Archaeological evidence indicates that Moravia along with most of the present-
day Slovak Republic and the northernmost part of lower Austria were, during most
of the ninth century, within the borders of Great Moravia (Velká Morava). Never
subject to this state were the Czech tribes who organized the first principality in
Bohemia. After the Magyars overran Great Moravia and incorporated most of its
eastern and south central territories into the new Hungarian kingdom, the Czech
princes of Bohemia took over Moravia and ruled it through a generally autono-
mous administration. Thereafter, except for a few years when Moravia fell under
Hungarian domination at mid-fifteenth century, Bohemia and Moravia have been
linked by political administration as well as by a common language, albeit one with
at least eight distinct dialects. The Margravate of Moravia, like the Kingdom of
Bohemia and for a time the Duchy of Lusatia and until 1740 the whole of Silesia,
were the Lands of the Bohemian Crown, also known as the Czech lands or Czech
crown lands.

20. The four dialects of Czech in Bohemia are the Central, the Western, the South-
ern and the Northeastern. The majority of Moravian Czechs, including all who live in
the Haná, the fertile South Moravian plain, speak a dialect called Hanáèká náøeèí.
Others, living within twenty to thirty miles of the Moravian Slovak border between
Moravia and Slovakia speak a Moravian-Slovak dialect that of all Czech dialects most
closely resembles Slovak and that is in fact identical in some respects to the westernmost
Slovak dialects. In southeastern Moravia, from the hills south of Kyov through Úherské
Hradi¡ste to Kromeøíè, a third dialect, called Dolská náøeèí, separates the speakers of
the Hanáèká from those speaking Moravian-Slovak. The La¡sská náøeèí is spoken by
the Czech inhabitants of the extreme northeastern corner of Moravia and the eastern
part of what was until 1918 Austrian Silesia. Bohuslav Havránek, “Èeská náøeèí,”
Èeskoslovenská Vlastivìda, Vol. III: Jazyk (Prague, 1934), 84–218.
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Strong regional identity may still be found in those areas of Moravia or
Bohemia where a distinct dialect is complemented by unusually distinctive
local customs and folk costumes and by some remarkable historical expe-
rience. An outstanding example in Bohemia is the Chodsko area around
Doma¡zlice. Cases in point in Moravia include the Haná plain, the Kyov
area, and the Vala¡ ssko region around Vala ¡sské Meziøíèí and Vsetín. Pro-
portionally more distinctive local customs and dialects survived in predomi-
nately rural Moravia than in heavily industrialized and urbanized Bohemia,
where greater, though by no means complete, standardization of dress,
language, and customs was evident by the third quarter of the nineteenth
century. This phenomenon was reinforced by the fact that in Moravia,
every local, or communal, self-governmental body was autonomous,
whereas in Bohemia, each such body was subordinate to an elected district
governing board situated in an urban area.

Leadership of the Czech national movement by Bohemian Czechs was
facilitated by their preponderance in wealth and in population. At the turn
of the century in the Czech lands, 29.5 percent of all Czechs lived in Moravia
as opposed to 68 percent in Bohemia and 2.5 percent in Silesia. As a per-
centage of the total population of Bohemia, Czechs grew from 62.4 per-
cent in 1880 to 62.7 percent in 1910, while the German percentage of the
total population declined from 37 to 36.5 percent, reflecting an increase in
the numbers of Czechs from 3,470,000 to 4,242,000 and of Germans from
2,054,000 to 2,468,000. In Moravia, by contrast, Czechs increased from
1,507,000 to 1,868,000 or from 70 percent of the population in 1880 to
71.8 percent in 1910. During the same period, Germans grew in numbers
from 629,000 to 719,000 while decreasing from 29.2 to 27.6 percent of
the population. The slightly more rapid proportional increase of the Czech
population in Moravia as opposed to Bohemia may be explained by the
fact that Czechs in Moravia had a slightly higher birth rate than those in
Bohemia and a slightly lower rate of emigration to the United States.21

The fact that Czechs comprised a larger share of the total population in
Moravia than they did in Bohemia did not translate into their obtaining
proportionally greater political representation in the former province; this
was not only because suffrage was based on property qualifications but
also because urban districts received higher per capita representation than
did rural areas. Thus, Germans in some parts of predominantly Czech-
speaking Moravia were able to translate their proportionally greater per
capita wealth into a disproportionately greater representation than that
enjoyed by comparably situated Germans in Bohemia. By sheer weight of

21. Data from Richard Charmatz, Deutsch-österreichische Politik (Leipzig, 1907),
84–85; Statistisches Handbuch des Königreiches Böhmen, 2nd ed. (Prague, 1913),
14–15; and Karel Adámek, Z na ¡ sí doby, 4 Vols. (Velké Meziøíèí, 1886–1890), Vol.
4 (1890), 86–87.
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numbers, Czechs controlled the fourth or real curia of the Moravian Diet
as well as communal self-governmental bodies in Czech-speaking rural ar-
eas. But in the third or urban curia of the Diet and in many municipal self-
governmental bodies, Germans predominated, giving them a proportion-
ally greater representation in the Moravian than in the Bohemian Diet and
control of municipal government until 1919 in the two largest cities of
Brno and Moravská Ostrava.

The leadership of Bohemian Czechs in Czech national political, cultural,
and commercial life was greater than their 68 percent share of the total
Czech population would indicate. Czech society in Moravia was prepon-
derantly rural as late as 1900 as opposed to Bohemia where Czechs by
1870 came to dominate the governments of all cities, including Prague, in
predominantly Czech-speaking areas. Of the forty largest cities in the Czech
crown lands in 1910, thirty were in Bohemia, eight in Moravia, one in
Austrian Silesia (Opava), and one on the Silesian-Moravian border (the
conurbation of Frýdek in Silesia and Místek in Moravia).22 Of these eight
Moravian cities, Germans controlled municipal government until Novem-
ber 1918 in four (Brno, Ostrava, Jihlava, and Znojmo) and until 1910 in a
fifth: Olomouc. The remaining three Moravian cities—Prostìjov, Pøerov,
and Kromìøí¡z—ranked fourth, sixth, and eighth in size in Moravia in 1910,
were predominantly Czech-speaking, and had long been the principal cen-
ters of the Czech National Renascence in that province. Even when slightly
outnumbered by Czechs elsewhere, Moravian Germans retained control of
self-governmental bodies through the unrepresentative class or curial vot-
ing which gave disproportionately large representation to persons well-
established in business and the professions. An exception was Olomouc,
where, after a twenty-five year struggle, Czechs took over the municipal
government in 1910.23 Even thereafter, Olomouc, a “city of barracks and
churches” (mìsto kasaren a cirkví) and seat of a bishopric and a theologi-
cal seminary, retained a decidedly imperial and Catholic appearance that
differed markedly from that of typically Czech cities of comparable size
where a decidedly secular and Czech national outlook prevailed among all
social classes.

The Czech lands of Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia together constituted
the leading industrial region of the Dual Monarchy. In Cisleithania, the
western half of the Monarchy, Bohemia led in industrial production, fol-
lowed by Lower Austria and Moravia. Per capita income in these three

22. See Table 14 in Garver, Young Czech Party, 341–344, based on official cen-
sus data presented by Ludmila Kárníková, Vývoj obyvatelstva Èeských zemí 1754–
1914 (Prague, 1965), 78–101, 112–19, 143–82, 218–69.

23. Julius Ambro¡s, Z malých koøenu: Vzpomínky a úvahy z národního ¡zivota v
Olomouci (Olomouc and Kromìøí¡z, 1912), gives the most complete and graphic
account of this prolonged struggle.
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provinces remained higher than that elsewhere in the Monarchy. In Bohemia,
Czechs largely controlled several important industries including sugar beet
processing, the brewing and bottling of beer, and the manufacture of ma-
chine tools, heavy transportation equipment, electrical goods, motorcycles,
bicycles, and automobiles. In Moravia, Czechs achieved preeminence only
in some of the food processing industries.

Czech banking in Moravia was likewise less well developed than that in
Bohemia, where the ±Zivnostenská banka and other industrial banks had
given Czechs fiscal independence of Bohemian German and Viennese capi-
tal. Czechs in Moravia were still dependent upon Viennese capital or upon
the larger German banks of Brno and Moravská Ostrava, though penetra-
tion of Bohemian Czech capital into Moravia steadily increased. For ex-
ample, the ±Zivnostenská banka, chartered in Prague in 1868, had set up
branches in Moravia by the 1880s and expanded abroad, especially into
the Balkans, by the turn of the century. As late as 1914, five Czech banks
headquartered in Bohemia were larger than the largest in Moravia, the
Moravian Agrarian and Industrial Bank (Moravská agrární a promyslová
banka). Its capital stock was only 13.3 percent of that of the ±Zivnostenská
banka, Bohemia’s largest, and only 6.5 percent of that of the five largest
Bohemian Czech banks. The largest Moravian bank had only 12,000,000
crowns in capital stock compared to 80,000,000 in the ±Zivnostenská banka
and 185,000,000 in the five largest Bohemian Czech banks.24

Given the concentration of most Czech-owned industries and banks in
Bohemia, one did not find in Moravia a Czech managerial and profes-
sional upper middle class at all comparable in absolute or relative size to
that in Bohemia. This is also partly explained by Prague’s ability to attract
ambitious and talented young Moravian Czechs eager to make a national
name for themselves in business, politics, and the arts. At the same time,
Czechs in Moravia did not dominate retail trade in the predominantly Czech
towns and cities to the same extent as did Czech shopkeepers in all compa-
rable towns and cities of Bohemia. In turn, the virtual absence of a strong
Czech upper middle class in Moravia helps explain the comparative weak-
ness of Czech liberal and progressive political parties there as opposed to
Bohemia, just as the comparative weakness of the Czech lower middle class
in Moravia helps explain the fact that the Czech National Socialist Party
had virtually no appeal outside Bohemia, the place of its establishment in
1898 and of all of its greatest electoral successes.

The distribution of farmland differed slightly between Bohemia and
Moravia, both in the percentage of landholders in any given category and
in the percentage of land they held. For example, in 1896, Bohemia had a
somewhat higher percentage (20 percent) of land owned by “large farm-

24. See comparative figures in Antonín Pimper, Èeské obchodní banky za války
a po válce (Prague, 1929), 39.
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ers” whose farms included 20 to 50 hectares than did Moravia where the
figure was 16.1 percent. By contrast, middling Czech farmers who held 5
to 20 hectares were proportionally stronger in Moravia where they owned
29.6 percent of all hectares as opposed to the 26.2 percent they held in
Bohemia. The principal difference in landholding between the two prov-
inces was in the greater amount and higher percentage of arable land owned
by great landowners whose estates, or latifundia, exceeded 2,000 hectares.
In Bohemia, these estates constituted .02 percent of all holdings and con-
trolled 28.3 percent of all hectares. In Moravia, the comparable figures
were 0.01 percent and 25.6 percent. This translated into a less powerful
position there for both political parties of Great Landowners whose eco-
nomic prosperity and political influence was facilitated by law, thanks to
curial suffrage and laws of entail and primogeniture.25 Furthermore, the
fact that Czech farmers constituted a higher percentage of voters in Moravia
than in Bohemia surely facilitated Czech domination of the fourth, or ru-
ral, and fifth, or universal, curia in elections to the Moravian Diet.

The economic development of Moravia generally lagged behind that of
Bohemia in per capita wealth, value of industrial and agricultural produc-
tion, and the number and percentage of persons employed in commerce
and industry. But, not all parts of Moravia developed less rapidly than all
parts of Bohemia. In the Czech lands from 1860 to 1918, demographers
have identified four distinct areas of economic development, the first char-
acterized by agricultural depression and backwardness, the second by the
introduction of intensive agriculture, the third by the predominance of older
industries like textiles, and the fourth by the predominance of the coal and
steel industries and new heavy manufacturing industries.26 Areas of de-
pressed agricultural conditions included most of southern Bohemia as well
as some of southern Moravia and were characterized by the presence of
large latifundia and by low crop yields, reforestation, subsistence agricul-
ture, and a high rate of emigration to recently industrialized areas and to
the United States.27 Areas of intensive agriculture in Moravia included the
Haná in the south and central parts of that province. There one found, as
in the Labe Valley of Bohemia, many prosperous small towns and cities, nota-
bly Prostìjov, Pøerov, and Kromìøí¡z, whose growth had been stimulated by
railway transportation, food processing, and other light industries.

The areas in which industrialization first occurred were almost exclu-
sively in northern Bohemia where textile manufacturing began and remained
the leading industry. Newer industrial areas included most of north central

25. Data was obtained from Tables 7, 8A, 8B, and 9 in Garver, Young Czech
Party, 332–36.

26. These are the divisions clearly delineated by Ludmila Karníková, Vývoj
obyvatelstva v Èeských zemí, 196–201, 348–51.

27. Garver, Young Czech Party, 19ff.
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and east central Bohemia, northeastern Moravia, and greater Brno in south
central Moravia. By the turn of the century, firms in these regions manu-
factured the larger part of Austro-Hungarian iron and steel, chemicals and
electrical goods, machine tools, and heavy transportation equipment. Ger-
mans controlled most of these industries in Moravia, whereas Czechs con-
trolled the larger part of all but the coal, iron, steel, and glass industries in
Bohemia. Thus, in those few parts of Moravia where industrialization and
urbanization had advanced at a pace equal to anywhere in Bohemia,
Moravian Czechs had only a small share in owning and managing the tech-
nologically most advanced sectors of the economy. This, more than any-
thing else, explains why no party developed in Moravia comparable to the
Young Czechs after 1901 under the leadership of Karel Kramáø (1860–
1937), Bedøich Pacák (1846–1914), and Václav ±Skarda (1861–1912), who
became increasingly beholden to Czech industrial and banking interests.

The far greater strength and influence of the Czech intelligentsia and the
industrial and managerial upper middle class in Bohemia as opposed to
Moravia were also in part due to the fact that the only Czech-language
university before 1919 was located in Prague. It became a magnet for
younger Moravian Czech intellectuals who, upon graduation, more often
than not returned to their native province to establish newspapers, busi-
nesses, or other institutions, very often along lines suggested to them by
what they had observed or worked with in Prague. Others like Toma ¡s G.
Masaryk (1850–1937) and Jan Herben (1857–1936) remained in Prague
to make their professional reputations.28 The delay until 1919 in establish-
ing a Czech university in Moravia, in contrast to Bohemia’s having ob-
tained one in 1882, had everything to do with politics and cannot be at-
tributed, after the later 1880s, to Moravia’s slower economic growth or its
relatively small Czech middle class. Moravian German political opposition
to the establishment of a Czech-language university in Brno, a policy sup-
ported by Germans elsewhere in the monarchy and by the emperor, de-
feated all annual Moravian Czech attempts beginning in 1891 to create
such a university. The absence in Moravia until the turn of the century of a
Czech polytechnic institute comparable to that established in Prague in
1869 somewhat restricted the entry of Moravian Czechs into managerial

28. A representative selection of recent studies on T. G. Masaryk would include
Jaroslav Opat, TGM: Evropan, svìtoobèan (Prague, 1999); Stanislav Polák, T. G.
Masaryk: Za ideálem a pravdou, Vol. I: 1850–1882 (Prague, 2000); Vratislav
Doubek, T. G. Masaryk a èeská slovanská politika, 1882–1910 (Prague, 1999);
Roland Hoffmann, T. G. Masaryk und die tschechische Frage (München, 1988);
Eva Broklová, ed., Sto let Masarykovy èeské otázky (Prague, 1997); and the three
volumes published in London in 1989–90 by Macmillan on T. G. Masaryk (1850–
1937): Stanley B. Winters, ed., Vol. 1: Thinker and Politician (London, 1990); R. B.
Pynsent, ed., Vol. 2: T. G. Masaryk: Thinker and Critic (London, 1989); and Harry
Hanak, ed., Vol. 3: T. G. Masaryk: Statesman and Cultural Force, (London, 1989).
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jobs and technical fields in industry just as the absence of a Czech univer-
sity diminished opportunities for Moravian Czechs to pursue a liberal arts
or professional curriculum and hence may have retarded their entry into
the learned professions. The establishment of a Czech university in Moravia
became an important Czech political objective in all elections beginning
with the Reichsrat elections of 1891 in Bohemia, with Czech parties in
Bohemia endorsing it wholeheartedly but never giving it quite the high
priority assigned to it by Czech politicians in Moravia. Thus, the fact that
the post-turn-of-the-century Young Czech Party was twice persuaded by
imperial authorities to bargain away support for a Moravian university
may have contributed somewhat to the relative weakness of political liber-
alism among Moravian Czechs.

Primary and secondary schools did not differ markedly between the two
provinces. Czech success in virtually wiping out illiteracy by 1890 was
quite impressive, thanks in large part to the fact that Czechs controlled and
funded the local and provincial school boards that set most policies for
public schools in both crown lands.

The slower growth of large and influential Czech liberal and progressive
political parties in Moravia as opposed to Bohemia is also to some extent
explained by the fact that after 1864, Bohemia had self-governmental boards
at the district level to oversee communal representative bodies whereas Moravia
did not. These boards, elected by three-class voting, supervised all self-gov-
ernmental activities of communal bodies within each district, thereby giving
considerable political influence to Czechs of the upper middle class and intel-
ligentsia who controlled these boards from 1864 to 1914. After the turn of
the century, liberal and progressive Czech parties relinquished many of their
seats in the diets of Bohemia and Moravia and in the Reichsrat to representa-
tives of the Agrarians and Social Democrats and, to a lesser extent, the Na-
tional Socialists but retained their control over the district boards of Czech-
speaking Bohemia until 1913 when the Habsburgs suspended all representa-
tive government. Thus, the absence of district boards in Moravia along with
the presence of a smaller Czech upper middle class and intelligentsia best
accounts for the proportionally greater strength in Moravia of the Agrarian
and Social Democratic Parties as opposed to liberal parties and helps account
for the relatively greater strength of clerical parties in Moravia. There, the
large influence of the latter parties is due primarily to the fact that Czechs in
both urban and rural areas of that province supported the Catholic Church in
proportionally much larger numbers than did Czechs in Bohemia.

IV

The continuing importance of Moravia in Czech politics was also revealed
by the fact that some of the most prominent Czech political and intellec-
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tual leaders had come from Moravia, including the leading Czech historian
and “father of the nation” (otec národa), Franti¡ sek Palacký (1798–1876),
and the president-liberator Masaryk. Other Czech statesmen of national as
well as regional importance from Moravia included Alois Pra¡zák (1820–
1901), chairman of the Moravian Old Czechs during the seventies and
eighties and several times cabinet member in the Taaffe ministry (1879–
93), and Msgr. Jan ±Srámek (1870–1956), founder of the Czech Christian
Social movement and leader of the clerical People’s Party in the first Czecho-
slovak Republic, and Vlastimil Tusar (1880–1924), editor of the Social
Democratic Rovnost in Brno before 1914 and the second premier of Czecho-
slovakia.

The typically greater religiosity of Moravian as opposed to Bohemian
Czechs generally is evident in Palacký’s and Masaryk’s preoccupation with
ethical or moral questions—an outlook in part attributable to their Protes-
tant faith. Evident, too, in their publications is the Moravian Czech recog-
nition that Czech national interests are much more than the interests of
Bohemian Czechs writ large. Pra¡zák’s and Tusar’s careers illustrate the some-
what greater willingness of Moravian Czechs in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries to give some economic issues precedence over
nationality questions and to expect tangible gains from cooperation with
like-minded parties regardless of their national affiliation. ±Srámek’s career
attests to the fact that the Christian Social movement became popular among
a large percentage of Czechs only in Moravia and that Czech clerical poli-
tics could on occasion be strongly nationalistic as well as Catholic.

One of the main objectives of later nineteenth century Czech politics,
perhaps more keenly perceived in Moravia and in Bohemia, was the full
integration of Moravian Czechs into the Czech nation through education,
the raising of national consciousness, the encouragement of political activ-
ism, and the acquisition of civil liberties and equal opportunities for the use
of Czech language in public life. Czechs in all the Czech lands were heart-
ened that by the 1890s, Czech Moravia was assuming a position of full
equality with Czech Bohemia in national culture and politics.29 Bohemian
Czechs did so in part because they had long recognized that the Moravian
Czechs were their most direct link to the Slovaks and Poles as well as to the
eastern and southern Slavs.30 For example, in southeastern Moravia, Czechs
established many cultural as well as political ties with Slovaks just across
the border as in the Vesna, an academy dedicated to promoting the fine
and decorative arts, in which the Moravian artist, Jo¡za Uprka, was a prin-

29. See Antonín Hajn’s and Richard Fischer’s 1901 and 1902 recollections of
František Vahalík. Fischer, Pokroková Morava, Vol. I, 125.

30. This point is expressed by T. G. Masaryk among others in his “Moravo,
Moravièko milá! Otisk star¡sí práce profesora T.G. Masaryka z II. roèníku Èasu
(èíslo 2 ze dne 5. ledna 1888),” (Bøeclav, 1935), 10.
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cipal leader.31 Not coincidently, the principal advocate of Czech-Slovak soli-
darity and of Czechoslovak independence, Masaryk, had a Moravian mother
and Slovak father and grew up in Hodonín and Èejkovice near the Slovak
frontier.32 Furthermore, as the Moravian Czech progressive Franti ¡ sek
Vahalík contended in 1892, “for all Czechs, bringing Moravia permanently
into the Slavic sphere of influence is the greatest addition to the strength of
Czech collective endeavor and of greater importance to the Czech national
cause than any immediate favor or gift that can be obtained from the pow-
ers of the world.”33

The best indication of party strength in Moravia as opposed to Bohemia
are the voting returns from predominately Czech districts in elections to
the lower house of the Reichsrat held under universal manhood suffrage in
1907 and 1911. These reveal that the principal difference in party strength
between the two provinces was the far stronger Czech electoral support for
the clerical parties in Moravia—29.8 percent in 1907 and 36.6 percent in
1911—as opposed to Bohemia with 11.9 percent in both cases.34 The other
striking difference in voting behavior is the extraordinarily weak showing
of the Czech National Socialists in Moravia, where they obtained 1.1 per-
cent of the Czech vote in 1907 and 2.2 percent in 1911, compared to their
obtaining 10.3 percent and 9.7 percent respectively in Bohemia. Equally
notable was the absence of any support in Moravia for two progressive
parties of the intelligentsia—the Radical Progressives and State Rights Radi-
cals—which combined in 1908 to form the State Rights Progressive Party.
Taken together with the poor showing of the National Socialist candidates
in Moravia, this indicates that radical nationalism held little appeal for the
Moravian lower middle class and intelligentsia. Voters from these classes
in Moravia primarily backed the Moravian People’s and Progressive par-
ties, individually in 1907 and jointly in 1911. A comparison of the percent-
age of votes received by the Young Czechs and their non-agrarian progeny
in Bohemia with the percentage of votes obtained by the People’s party—
formerly a Young Czech affiliate—and its offspring, the Progressives, re-
veals the relative weakness of liberal and progressive Czech middle and
lower middle class voters in Moravia: 12.5 percent in 1907 and 10.7 per-
cent in 1911, as opposed to Bohemia, 22.7 percent in 1907 and 21.9 per-
cent in 1911.35

31. Sedlák, Brno v dobì secese, plates 6 through 9ff.
32. Polák, T. G. Masaryk, 15–58.
33. Pozor, April 9, 1892, cited by Fischer, Pokrová Morava, I:126.
34. See Tables 1 and 2 below. These tables appear in Garver, Young Czech Party,

357–58, and are based on information in Statistisches Handbuch des Königreiches
Böhmen, 2nd ed., 56; Miroslav Buchvaldek et al., Dìjiny Èeskoslovenska v datech
(Prague, 1968), 464–65; Oldøich Øíha and Július Mésáro ¡ s, eds., Pøehled
èeskoslovenských dejin (Prague, 1960), Vol. 2, part 1, 1000, 1012; and R. Fischer,
Pokroková Morava, 2:318.

35. See Tables 1 and 2 below.
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Table 1. Czech Party Representation in the Lower House of the Reichsrat
under Universal Suffrage in 1907.

Party No. of votes Total         Percentage of votes
received seats                and number of seats

Bohemia        Moravia    Silesia
% No. % No. % No.

Social Democrats 389,960 24 39.8 17 30.7 5 65.9 2
Agrarians 206,784 28 22.0 23 15.8 4 14.5 1
Clericals 182,500 17 11.9 7 29.8 10 –– –
Young Czechs 16,524 19 11.3 14 11.4 5 2.2 –

& Moravian People’s
Old Czechs 32,524 6 1.4 2 6.7 4 –– –
Natl. Socialists 75,101 9 10.3 9 1.1 – 17.4 –
Radical Progressives 9,899 – 0.6 – –– – –– –
State Rights Radicals 7,879 – 0.5 – –– – -– –
People’s Progressives 14,704 2 0.9 1 2.4 1 –– –
(“Realists”)

w/o party affiliation — 2 1.3 1 2.1 1 –– –

Table 2. Czech Party Representation in the Lower House of the Reichsrat
under Universal Suffrage in 1911.

Party No. of votes Total         Percentage of votes
received seats                and number of seats

Bohemia        Moravia    Silesia
% No. % No. % No.

Cz.Social Democrats 357,263 25 36.5 14 26.5 11 35.5 –
(a)

Centralist Soc. Dems. 19,367 1 0.2 – 2.5 – 33.8 1
Agrarians (a) 257,714 38 26.4 30 18.9 6 24.5 2
National Catholics (b) 127,992 7 11.9 – 36.6 7 –– –
Christian Socials 83,124
Young Czechs 56,573 14 9.8 14 –– – 2.2 –
Moravian People’s 34,443 4 –– – 8.5 4 –– –
Progressives
Old Czechs 9,872 1 0.4 1 2.1 – –– –
Natl. Socialists 95,906 14 9.7 13 2.2 1 –– –
State Rights 20,916 2 2.4 2 –– – –– –
Progressives
Progressives (“Realists”) 10,168 1 0.7 – 1.5 1 –– –

(a)
w/o party affiliation 10,802 1 2.0 1 1.2 1 6.2 –
Others (c) 14,931 1 1 –
TOTAL: 1,099,171 108 100.0 75 100.0 30 100.0 3

(a) In Moravia only, these parties formed “the Progressive Bloc.”

(b) The two clerical parties ran a joint slate of candidates.

(c) Includes the Tradesmen’s Party of Moravia with 3,199 votes, the Czech National Party in
Silesia with 1,893 votes, and Záhlkandidaten in three provinces with 8,839 feet.



20 Ideology, Politics and Diplomacy in East Central Europe

How did the growth of liberal middle class politics in Moravia differ
from that in Bohemia? The Old Czech Party, which was less overtly civil
libertarian, anticlerical, and nationalistic than its Young Czech rivals, re-
tained its preeminence in Moravia until the emergence of mass political
parties in the later 1890s, whereas in Bohemia it lost its majority of seats to
the Young Czechs in elections to the Reichsrat in 1891 and to the Bohe-
mian Diet in 1895.

The founding of the Czech People’s Party in Moravia, the first outspo-
kenly liberal middle class party in that province, occurred almost sixteen
years after the founding in Prague of its Bohemian counterpart and patron,
the Young Czech Party. Adolf Stránský, founder in November 1889 and
editor of the biweekly Moravské listy (The Moravian Newspaper) in Brno,
took the lead in organizing the Moravian People’s Party on June 22, 1890,
in order to support liberal candidates in that year’s election of delegates to
the Moravian Diet. He was inspired by the success of the Young Czechs in
sweeping almost all fourth and some third curial seats in elections to the
Bohemian Diet in 1889. In part because a ten-gulden direct tax require-
ment for voting still applied in Moravia as opposed to a five-gulden re-
quirement in Bohemia, only one candidate of the People’s Party as opposed
to six Old Czechs won election in the fourth, or rural, curia. In anticipation
of the Reichsrat elections of March 1891, the People’s Party reorganized
on February 15, 1891, with the help of Young Czech financial contribu-
tions. These subsidies continued after the March 1891 Reichsrat elections
in which Young Czechs defeated all Old Czech candidates in Bohemia and
in which the People’s Party for the first time challenged Old Czech preemi-
nence in Moravia.36 These Young Czech victories came after a majority of
Czech voters became persuaded that Czech efforts to advance civil liberties
and national autonomy would be jeopardized were the Bohemian Diet to
approve the agreement (punktace) for Bohemia concluded in 1890 between
Minister-President Eduard Taaffe (1833–95) and the Old Czechs, German
Liberals, and Conservative Great Landowners. Similarly, Taaffe’s forcing
the resignation in 1892 of the popular Old Czech Alois Pra¡zák as minister
without portfolio for Czech affairs in order to please the ministry’s Ger-
man Liberal partners helped discredit Taaffe’s Old Czech supporters and
increase the popularity of the People’s Party in Moravia. As a result of
Pra¡zák’s dismissal, and the earlier electoral defeat of the Old Czechs in
Bohemia, many disillusioned Moravian Old Czech deputies transferred their
allegiance to the Moravian People’s Party, thus increasing the size of its
delegation in the Moravian Diet and of the joint Young Czech and People’s
Party club of delegates in the Reichsrat. As a result, the Young Czechs
ceased subsidizing the People’s Party and appointed to their executive com-
mittee not only Stránský and his lieutenant, Josef Tuèek, but also Josef

36. The People’s Party won no seats in Moravia at these elections.
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Vychodil, head of the Peasant Union for Moravia. The latter organization
joined the People’s Party and the Political Association for Northern Moravia
to try to advance civil liberties, universal suffrage, urban and rural coop-
eratives, and tax relief for small farmers. The leading figure in this coali-
tion was the lawyer and editor Adolf Stránský, a Czech Jew who had con-
verted to Roman Catholicism but had remained liberal and anticlerical
nonetheless. To promote the growing People’s Party and increasingly popular
civil libertarian policies, Stránský began to publish the first liberal daily in
Moravia, the Lidové noviny (The People’s News) in December 1893 as the
successor to his biweekly Moravské listy. Under his direction, this new daily
eventually came to rival the Národní listy as an advocate of liberalism and
as a Czech paper of record.37

At Nymburk, Bohemia, in September 1894, the Young Czech Party’s
trustees confirmed the autonomous status of the Moravian People’s Party,
allowing it to continue to place three representatives on the Young Czech
executive committee and to maintain its independent organization. Fur-
thermore, every change in policy or tactics on the part of one party that
might affect the other still had to be approved by the executive committees
of both. The impressive Young Czech landslide in the November 1895 elec-
tions to the Bohemian Diet, followed by the People’s Party’s joint victory in
the October 1896 elections to the Moravian Diet, appeared to vindicate
the Young Czechs’ policy since Nymburk of encouraging alliances with
more conservative parties. The Bohemian Old Czechs ceased to be formi-
dable competitors of the Young Czechs, while the Moravian Old Czechs
had come to terms with the People’s Party.38 In the elections of March 1897
to the Reichsrat, the Young Czechs and the People’s Party together cap-
tured sixty of the seventy Czech seats from Bohemia and Moravia to be-
come the largest party delegation in the Reichsrat.39 Before these elections,
the Moravian People’s Party had even concluded an electoral agreement
with the Moravian Old Czechs in the spirit of the Nymburk Resolution
that authorized cooperation with the Conservative Great Landowners in
principle just as the Young Czech agreement to support the Badeni govern-
ment after 1896 did so in fact. The People’s Party continued to support the

37. Fischer, Pokrová Morava, I:15–19, II:349–67.
38. The October 1896 diet elections in Moravia also brought returns favorable

to Young Czech interests. Stránský’s People’s Party won a plurality of Czech seats
for the first time, taking seventeen seats in the third and fourth curias as opposed to
thirteen for the National, or Old Czech, Party and five for the clerical parties. An
electoral agreement between Stránský and the Old Czechs contributed to the vic-
tory. Two of the five clerical mandates went to the leaders of the newly founded
Czech Catholic National party (Katolická strana národní). See Garver, Young Czech
Party, 223–24; Fischer, Pokrová Morava, I: 49–61, 65–79.

39. Garver, Young Czech Party, 245–64.
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Young Czechs through the rest of the decade, despite occasional disagree-
ments on policies and tactics.

Leaders of the People’s Party were disheartened as were the agrarian,
progressive, and state rights radical allies of the Young Czech Party at the
Young Czech leadership’s inability to realize, in cooperation with the Badeni
and Thun ministries, the ambitious program of placing the Czech language
on an equal footing with German in the civil bureaucracy and in public life.
As a result, the People’s Party was not alone in declaring the “bankruptcy”
of the Young Czechs’ policy of cooperating with imperial ministries in ex-
change for promised concessions.40 Thus, the Moravian People’s Party went
its own way after 1902, much like the similarly disillusioned agrarian, radi-
cal, and progressive allies of the Young Czechs had done in 1898 and 1899
in Bohemia, by forming independent National Socialist and Agrarian Par-
ties and three progressive parties of the intelligentsia. To be sure, the breakup
of the Young Czech coalition had its roots in the growing social differentia-
tion among Czechs that, beginning in the 1870s, had encouraged political
organization according to economic or class interest. But, the failure of the
Young Czechs’ positive policies in 1898 and 1899 as well as imperial au-
thorization in 1896 of a fifth curia based on universal male suffrage in
elections to the lower house of the Reichsrat explain why a multiparty
system emerged in Czech politics at the end of the 1890s and not sooner.
The fifth curia encouraged the formation of mass parties that could now
expect for the first time to elect delegates to that relatively powerless forum
for public opinion, the Reichsrat, instead of having to rely upon a pre-
dominantly middle class liberal party of the notables—the Young Czechs—
to represent them there as it continued to do in the second and third curias
of the Bohemian Diet and on district and local self-governmental bodies
elected by highly unrepresentative class voting.41

Shortly after the Young Czechs of Bohemia and the Progressives of
Moravia began to go their separate ways, the autonomous Czech agrarian
movement in Moravia in May 1905 joined forces with the Czech Agrarian
Party of Bohemia, which had been independent of the Young Czechs since
January 1899. This development prompted the Young Czechs in Bohemia,
under the leadership of Kramáø, Pacák, and ±Skarda, to establish closer ties
to two parties of the right— the Old Czechs and Conservative Great Land-
owners. In Moravia, the People’s Party, by contrast, moved to the left to
establish a closer association with the Moravian Progressives, Agrarians,
and Social Democrats. Its first step was to merge in January 1909 with the

40. “Jinou cestou,” Selské listy, December 30, 1902, speech by Adolf Stránský,
reprinted in part by Fischer, Pokroková Morava, I: 142–43. In this speech, Stránský
critically evaluated Young Czech “positive politics” and described the more pro-
gressive course about to be taken by the Moravian People’s Party.

41. This process is described by Garver, Young Czech Party, 277–99.
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Progressive Party to form the Moravian People’s Progressive Party. In turn,
this new party in 1911 took the lead in creating an anticlerical Moravian
Progressive Bloc with the Agrarians and Social Democrats to turn the tide
against Czech clerical party candidates in the elections of 1911 to the
Reichsrat and 1913 to the Moravian Diet.42

The most striking difference between Czech politics in Bohemia and
Czech politics in Moravia was the presence of strong clerical parties in the
latter province. Like their counterparts in Bohemia, these parties did not
emerge until after the Old Czech Party had sustained defeat at the hands of
strongly liberal and anticlerical forces in both rural and urban areas.43 As
soon as the Old Czechs and Conservative Great Landowners appeared in-
capable of protecting clerical interests or of holding Young Czech and
People’s Party anticlericalism in check, the church hierarchy, with the sup-
port of most Czech priests and many laymen, and in the spirit of Leo XIII’s
1891 encyclical Rerum novarum, organized the Catholic National Party in
1896 and the Christian Social Party between 1894 and 1899.44

In elections to the Bohemian Diet in 1895 and 1901, all Czech Catholic
candidates suffered defeat. In Bohemia, the Christian Socialist Party reor-
ganized in 1904 and managed to elect one delegate to the diet in 1908 and
again in 1913. Thanks primarily to universal manhood suffrage, Czech
clerical candidates first won election to the Reichsrat from Bohemia in
1907, receiving 11.9 percent of Czech votes and seven seats. Four years
later, all seven delegates were defeated, given an agreement by Czech Social
Democrats and Agrarians to support the same anticlerical candidate in

42. See Tables 1 and 2 above.
43. A Czech Catholic political movement first formed in Bohemia after the Old

Czech defeat of 1891 as Czech Catholics’ evaluations of the electoral returns indi-
cated that the replacement of Old Czech cadres by an avowedly Catholic party
would increase popular acceptance for clerical and conservative policies and even-
tually diminish Young Czech support. See Garver, Young Czech Party, 285–86.

44. “In the spring of 1896, Moøic Hruban, formerly an Old Czech, and Antonin
Cyril Stojan, Th.D., in Moravia established the Catholic National Party (Katolická
strana národní), which in October acquired five mandates to the Moravian Diet
and in the following year sent Stojan to the Reichsrat. While the Catholic National
Party served wealthier and more conservative Czech Catholics, the Christian Social
Party for Moravia and Silesia (Køest’ansko-sociální strana), founded in 1894 and
reorganized on a popular basis in 1899, appealed to Catholic peasants, tradesmen,
and workers, seeking to combat liberalism and Social Democracy and to resolve the
social question in accordance with Rerum novarum. Under the able leadership of
Jan ±Srámek, a young parish priest, this party and its local affiliates for political
education and economic self-help enjoyed great success throughout rural Moravia.
In 1902, ±Srámek set up a Catholic trade union (V¡ seodborové sdru¡zení køest’ansko-
sociálního delnictva), which grew by 1914 to 410 branches and 32,000 members.”
See footnote 45 and Fischer, Pokrová Morava, I: 79–84.
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almost every strongly Catholic district. Thus weakened by repeated elec-
toral defeats, the already divided clerical movement in Bohemia fell apart
as its three constituent parties followed separate ways—the Catholic Na-
tional Party, the Conservative People’s Party, and the Christian Socialist
Party.45

In Moravia, the alliance of 1905 between the Catholic National and
Christian Socialist Parties preserved their preeminence among Moravian
parties until their close defeat by the Moravian Progressive Bloc of Czech
Social Democrats, People’s Progressives and Agrarians in elections to the
Reichsrat in 1911 and to the fourth and fifth curias of the Moravian Diet
in 1913. The decline of clerical influence in Moravia after 1908 may be
attributed primarily to the mobilization of anticlerical strength by the Pro-
gressive Bloc and to a lesser extent to the growing conservatism in both
Catholic parties. Pope Pius X’s condemnation of modernism in his 1907
encyclical Pascendi gregis increased the influence of conservative elements
within the allied clerical parties at the expense of priests and laymen who
endorsed Czech efforts to advance civil liberties, national autonomy, and
social reform. Within the limits prescribed by Catholic doctrine, both par-
ties declared their support for the Habsburgs while seeking to advance the
commonweal and obtain equal rights for all Cisleithanian nationalities.
Their efforts to suppress criticism of the church, as in the Juda case in
Moravia in 1905, and their efforts to establish, in the Orel, an attractive
Catholic alternative to the Sokol (Falcon) met with only limited success.46

With the establishment of universal suffrage in a fifth curia to the
Moravian Diet in 1905 and to the lower house of the Reichsrat in 1907,
closely contested electoral battles occurred in urban areas between Czech
Social Democratic and Czech clerical candidates and in the countryside
between Czech Agrarian and clerical candidates, with the People’s
Progressives in every instance opposing the latter. Neither the Czech Na-
tional Socialists nor two of the three Czech progressive parties of the intel-
ligentsia—the Radical Progressives and State Rights Radicals—ever acquired
much Moravian support. The third, Masaryk’s People’s—subsequently Pro-
gressive—Party, won one of its two Reichsrat mandates in 1907 and its
only mandate of 1911 in Moravia in the heavily Protestant Vala¡sské Meziøíèí

45. See J. Dole ¡zal, Politická cesta èeského katolicismu (Prague, 1928), 7ff.; Jan
Heidler, Èeské strany politické v Èechách, na Moravì a ve Slezsku (Prague, 1914),
47–50; Ivo Ducháèek, ed., Mandatáø národa: Studie a projevy k 75. narozeninám
Msgre. Dr. Jana ±Srámka (Prague, 1946); and Ludvík Nemec, Antonín Cyril Stojan
(New Rochelle, NY, 1983).

46. According to the Ottùvslovník nauèný, Vol. 23 (1905), 625–26, the Sokol in
1903 had 51,505 members and 467 lodges in Bohemia and 154 in Moravia and
Silesia. By contrast, Orel had over 12,000 members in 1914 in comparison to nearly
120,000 in the Sokol. Josef Rezníèek, “Vývoj èsl. Orla,” Zivot, Vol. 11(1929), 9.
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region, where, in order to defeat the clerical candidate, and impressed by
Masaryk’s civil libertarian and progressive politics, the Social Democrats,
the People’s Party, and the Progressives ran no one against him in 1907 or
in 1911.47

In 1905, Czech Social Democrats, Czech National Socialists, all Czech
progressives, and the Moravian People’s Party advocated the introduction
of universal manhood suffrage, not only for elections to the lower house of
the Reichsrat, but for the diets in the three Czech crown lands. Only in
Moravia in that year did a limited extension of the franchise occur. The
Moravian Agreement of November 27, 1905, supported by all German
and Great Landowners’ parties, the Old Czech Party, and both Czech cleri-
cal parties, added a fifth, or universal, curia to the Moravian Diet and
otherwise confirmed the long established balance of power in the diet be-
tween Czechs, Germans, and Conservative Great Landowners, leaving the
latter in control of the first curia, the Germans in control of the second and
predominant in the third, and the Czechs predominant in the fourth and
fifth.48

Czech trade unions developed in Moravia in close association with the
“Czechoslavonic Social Democratic Party” established in Prague in 1878
and associated from 1889 to 1911 with the All-Austrian Social Democratic
Party established at Hainfeld in December 1888. Because of curial voting,
Czech Social Democratic representation in the Moravian Diet under terms
of the agreement of 1905 was, in comparison to other parties, proportion-
ally the weakest in relation to total votes received as the party obtained
23.3 percent of all Czech votes in the elections of November and December
1906 but were awarded only 6.9 percent of all Czech delegates. By con-
trast, the Moravian People’s Party, with only three-fifths as many votes,
placed more than three times as many delegates—sixteen as opposed to
five. This was at least an improvement over conditions in Bohemia, where
in the absence of any fifth, or universal, curia in diet elections, working
class Czech voters were effectively disenfranchised. Moreover, the Czech
Social Democrats improved their representation in the Moravian Diet in
the elections of June 1913 by two seats, in large part because their candi-
dates in predominantly industrial districts of the fifth curia ran as the sole
candidates of the Progressive Bloc against the clerical opposition.49 From
1905 to 1913, Czech Social Democrats in Moravia established closer ties

47. On Masaryk’s two electoral victories in the Vala ¡ sské Meziøíèí area, see
Miloslav Trapl, Vedecké základy Masarykovy politiky (Brno, 1946), and Miloslav
Trapl, Masarykùv program: demokracie—socialismus—èeská otázka (Brno, 1948).

48. See Garver, Young Czech Party, 279ff. and 320 for a discussion of the agree-
ment.

49. “Representation in the Moravian Diet before and after 1905” may be seen
in Table 24, Garver, Young Czech Party, 360.
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to their counterparts in Bohemia after rejecting a small minority’s desire to
draw nearer instead to Austrian Social Democracy in Vienna. This trend is
best revealed by the overwhelming support of eleven to one that Moravian
working class voters gave to the autonomist, as opposed to the centralist,
slate of Czech Social Democratic candidates in the 1911 Reichsrat elec-
tions.50

Czech Social Democrats in Moravia more often made electoral agree-
ments with agrarian and middle class progressive parties than did their
comrades in Bohemia. Such cooperation was most effective in the Progres-
sive Bloc primarily because each party in the bloc considered the clerical
parties to be more dangerous foes than any bloc partners. The absence of
large numbers of Czech entrepreneurs in Moravia, in marked contrast to
Bohemia, may also have blunted differences of opinion between Czech Social
Democrats and Progressives in Moravia. Most importantly, because no
district boards existed in Moravia, the People’s Party had no bastion of
privilege comparable to that enjoyed by the Young Czechs in Bohemia.
This surely encouraged it to come to terms with the Czech Progressives and
Social Democrats in Moravia. Besides, the addition of a fifth curia to the
Moravian Diet gave Czech Social Democrats in Moravia an opportunity
denied to their comrades in Bohemia and Silesia to participate in provincial
politics and to do so under circumstances that required some agreement
between all anticlerical parties. Quite logically, therefore, in 1919, the
Czechoslovak Social Democratic Party chose as its candidate for premier,
Vlastimil Tusar, a long-time Moravian Czech Social Democratic advocate
of the Progressive Bloc which may be seen as a forerunner of the red-green
coalition government of Social Democrats and Agrarians that he helped
establish in 1920.

Czech Agrarians, like Czech Social Democrats, were proportionally not
quite as popular among Czech voters in Moravia as in Bohemia.51 Begin-
ning in the early 1880s, the Czech Agrarian movement in Moravia grew up
with, but independently of, the Czech Agrarians in Bohemia.52 The Agrar-

50. See Tables 1 and 2 above.
51. This is evident from a comparison of evidence from Tables 1 and 2 above.
52. The Moravian and Silesian party developed out of the Czecho-Moravian

Peasant Association for Moravia (Èeskomoravský spolek selský pro Moravu), es-
tablished in September 1883 in Olomouc by J.J. Tvrdik and Josef Vychodil, and its
successor after 1892, the Peasant Union for Moravia. The Bohemian Czech Agrar-
ian Party to the merger had earlier emerged from the Association of Czech Agricul-
turists and the Peasant Union for the Kingdom of Bohemia. See Garver, Young
Czech Party, 289–90. During the 1890s, the several Czech peasant associations had
dealt primarily with local issues and had depended upon the Young Czech Party in
Bohemia and the People’s Party in Moravia to advance agrarian interests in the
provincial diets and in the Reichsrat. Such policies had conformed to the tradition-
ally parochial peasant outlook but, more importantly, had been fostered by curial
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ian Party of Bohemia, established in January 1899, joined the Agrarian
movement of Moravia in May 1905 to form a single Agrarian Party for all
the Czech lands.53 The Czech Agrarians won a large following more rap-
idly in Bohemia than in Moravia where they faced far stronger clerical
opposition not only in rural districts but also from a minority in their own
ranks. In the Reichsrat elections of 1907, the Czech Agrarian Party won
twenty-four seats in Bohemia to only four in Moravia. The increase in the
Czech Agrarians’ representation, after the Reichsrat elections of 1911 and
after elections to the Moravian Diet in 1913, may be attributed primarily
to their participation in the Moravian Progressive Bloc, a participation ar-
ranged and encouraged by two of the leading Czech Agrarian leaders in
Moravia, Franti¡sek Stanìk and Kune¡s Sonntag. In contrast to their coun-
terparts in Bohemia, both Czech Agrarians and Czech Social Democrats in
Moravia more often made agreements with each other and with Czech
Progressives, all primarily with a view to taking seats away from the Czech
clerical parties who were so much more powerful in Moravia than in
Bohemia.

Conclusions

How do the similarities and differences between Czech politics and society
in Bohemia and Moravia help one understand the influence of social change,
political institutions, and religion upon the making of the modern Czech
nation?

Czechs in Bohemia and Moravia expressed virtually identical aims and
tried to achieve these aims through the same sorts of political, fraternal,
and economic organizations, indicating that Czechs increasingly realized

voting, which restricted peasant representation in the diets and the Reichsrat, and
by the newspaper tax stamp, which was abolished in December 1899 and had re-
tarded the growth of an agrarian press.

53. This unified party reflected an increasing desire among Czech farmers to
advance common political and economic interests through an organized political
party of their own. Stimulated by the anticipated introduction of election by univer-
sal suffrage to the lower house of the Reichsrat, the party contended that agrarian
interests could no longer be effectively served in Bohemia by peasant affiliation
with a Young Czech Party increasingly dominated by a privileged urban upper middle
class. A growing consciousness of distinctive occupational and economic interests
also encouraged Czech farmers to try to elect fellow agriculturalists to the diets and
Reichsrat as opposed to the lawyers or professional men who more often than not
had been the Young Czech candidates in rural electoral constituencies. On January
6, 1899, the Association of Czech Agriculturalists formed an independent Czech
Agrarian Party (Èeská agrární strana) for Bohemia which included the association
as an autonomous affiliate. See Garver, Young Czech Party, 290–91.
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their need to make common cause regardless of the province in which they
lived. All of this attests to the fact that Czech liberal and progressive as well
as agrarian and social democratic movements were powerful enough to
overcome local or provincial interests among Czechs in both lands. Like-
wise evident was the fragmentation of Czech political parties in both prov-
inces along class and occupational lines or in accordance with religious
affiliation. Fragmentation occurred less rapidly in Moravia because of that
province’s less rapid industrialization, the absence of a large Czech profes-
sional and managerial class, and the greater strength there of Catholicism
and clerical parties.

The political primacy of the Czech middle class and of national and
liberal political parties in Bohemia derived primarily from the large size
and wealth of this class and to a lesser extent from its ability to dominate
district and communal self-government through district boards. By con-
trast, the much weaker political and economic influence of the Czech middle
class and of liberalism in Moravia may be explained less by the absence of
district boards than by the fact that Germans owned most of Moravia’s
large banks and heavy industry and until 1919 controlled municipal gov-
ernment in two of its three largest cities.

In Moravia as well as in Bohemia, the emergence after 1898 of a multi-
party system increased popular political participation and the representation
of popular political aspirations at all levels of self-government. Because the
new mass parties advocated the economic advancement and education of the
common people as strongly if not more strongly than they did the extension
of civil liberties and suffrage, the Habsburgs and the privileged classes were
less able to buy off or restrain these parties than they had been able to accom-
modate the parties of the notables. This was evident in the success of the
coalition of popular parties in the Moravian Progressive Bloc in competing
with the powerful clerical movement that alone among mass Czech political
parties pledged itself to uphold the Habsburg Monarchy come what may.

The much stronger Czech support for clerical parties in Moravia than in
Bohemia can be attributed only in small part to the fact that the economic
development of Moravia generally proceeded less rapidly than that of
Bohemia. It cannot at all be explained by the only two ways in which
Moravia’s political institutions differed from those of Bohemia—the ab-
sence of district boards and the presence of a fifth curia in its diet. In both
provinces, anticlericalism prevailed in the agrarian as well as in Social Demo-
cratic and middle class political parties; and the most backward rural areas
of Bohemia tended to be strongly anticlerical, evident in the success of
Alfons ±St’astný and his Peasant Union in southern Bohemia. The greater
strength of religious belief, whether Catholic or Protestant, among Czechs
of Moravia as opposed to Bohemia can be explained only by the study of
historical developments preceding industrialization, a task beyond the scope
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of this chapter. Though industrialization appears to have strengthened Czech
national consciousness and to have weakened traditional religious faith,
the rebirth of the former was well underway just as challenges to the latter
had already emerged well before the advent of steam power and factory
production.

The fact that Czech liberal, progressive, and agrarian parties in Moravia
retained an electoral alliance after most of those in Bohemia had gone their
separate ways may be attributed primarily to the greater strength of Czech
clerical politics in Moravia. For the same reason cooperation between Czech
Social Democrats and Agrarians occurred more often in Moravia than in
Bohemia.

Though relations between Germans and Czechs were never cordial in
any of the Czech crown lands, the two nationalities did reach agreement
on several issues in Moravia—notably in November 1905—while remain-
ing at loggerheads in Bohemia from 1890 through 1918. Obviously, greater
wealth and political influence were at stake in Bohemia. There, the Ger-
man middle class turned more often to extremism, since it had competi-
tively fallen behind the Czech middle class in wealth and numbers and in
control of municipal government, the learned professions, and the new
electrical, automotive, machine tool, and mechanized food processing in-
dustries. In Moravia, on the other hand, the German middle class could
concede some political influence to Czechs in rural areas, secure in the
knowledge that German domination of heavy industry and some munici-
pal governments would likely prevail for at least another generation—given
the numerically weaker Czech upper middle class and intelligentsia.

The fact that Czech agrarian and workers’ organizations developed au-
tonomously in Moravia as well as in Bohemia beginning in the 1870s indi-
cates that political affiliation by social class or occupational group pre-
ceded by at least two decades the formation of a multiparty system during
the years 1898 to 1901. On the other hand, however much industrializa-
tion accelerated class and occupational differentiation and strengthened
Czech national as well as class consciousness, these developments cannot
adequately explain why a multiparty system emerged in the later 1890s
and not somewhat sooner. The timing of this emergence can best be ex-
plained by the simultaneous implementation of political reforms like the
extension of suffrage to a universal fifth curia and the abolition of newspa-
per tax stamps and by the inability of the Young Czech Party to realize its
ambitious liberal and national agenda in 1897 and 1898 in cooperation
with the Badeni and Thun governments. Ultimately, only the destruction of
the Habsburg Monarchy made possible the achievement of Czechoslovak
independence as well as the full flowering of a system of freely competing
political parties based on Czech and Slovak national identities as well as on
class and occupational interests.
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To understand Czech politics in Austria-Hungary one must therefore
consider the authoritarian constitutional political system within which Czech
parties and organizations had to operate as well as the transformation of
society through industrialization and the expansion of communications
that not only stimulated class and national consciousness but placed in-
creasingly heavy pressure upon an authoritarian political system designed
primarily to preserve the prerogatives and serve the interests of the
Habsburgs and the privileged classes who supported them. The fact that
these elements tried to retard or check popular political responses to eco-
nomic transformation and social change—whether liberal, nationalistic, or
social democratic—vastly increased the political instability of the monar-
chy. In July 1914, the Habsburgs, under German pressure, chose to resort
to war instead of accepting international arbitration of its quarrel with
Serbia. The result was the defeat of Germany and the Habsburg Monarchy
and the latter’s disintegration in the ensuing national and social revolu-
tions.

One important development of the period 1860 to 1914 that became
especially pronounced during the years 1898 to 1914 was the growing
cooperation between Czech political parties in Bohemia and their counter-
parts in Moravia. This indicates not only that most differences of opinion
between Bohemian Czechs and Moravian Czechs were subordinate to their
common national and civil libertarian objectives but also that class conflict
and differences of religious opinion divided Czechs one from another to a
much greater degree than did any sort of provincial or regional loyalties.

One measure of the strength of Czech national identity and interests as
well as Czech agrarian, working class, or Catholic solidarity is the fact that
liberal, agrarian, social democratic, and clerical parties were able to flour-
ish in the very different social and political circumstances of Bohemia and
Moravia. But, the survival through October 1918 of authoritarian consti-
tutional Habsburg rule and of unrepresentative self-governmental institu-
tions along with the enduring influence of religion in politics clearly indi-
cate that Czech politics of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
cannot be understood primarily as a pragmatic political response to exten-
sive economic transformation and social change. That era saw not only the
Czechs’ creation of their first market economy and first modern represen-
tative self-governmental institutions but also the advent of practical coop-
eration between Bohemian Czech and Moravian Czech political parties,
labor unions, and fraternal associations. Moreover, the achievements and
shortcomings of Czech politics in that era continue to be of more than
academic interest today as Czechs enter their fourteenth year of rebuilding
political democracy and a market economy and of defining anew the rela-
tionships between citizens of different ages, occupations, interests, religious
creeds, and regional affiliations.



Chapter 2

Strategy, Politics, and Suffering: The
Wartime Relief of Belgium, Serbia,

and Poland, 1914–1918

M. B. B. Biskupski

The history of the First World War presents a striking discrepancy between
the magnitude, degree, and duration of suffering of European populations
and the extent to which this suffering was addressed. Belgium, which sus-
tained relatively few casualties and whose civilian population knew only
brief privation, received enormous aid from both its allies and from such
neutrals as the United States. By comparison, both Serbia and Poland, which
endured years of the most abject misery and lost substantial portions of
their population to hunger, exposure, and disease, received scant outside
aid during the war. The relief of Belgium was not repeated in the east of
Europe. Why this was true is the subject of this essay.

Relief for large, destitute populations was principally a question of food
importation. Because European stocks were inadequate, and tended to fall
during the War, this meant transatlantic shipment. Food, in effect, became
a question of the Allied blockade.1 This, in turn, meant it was a problem
for British rather than French, Italian, or Russian policy. As Paul Vincent
has noted, London’s allies’ “collective effect upon the functioning of the
blockade was negligible. In general, one can assume that the blockade, as it
existed between 1914 and 1917, was a British apparatus.”2

1. Edward F. Willis expressed this succinctly: “The central feature of the block-
ade system was a rationing policy by which every country with uncontrolled access
to Germany was strictly rationed, and other countries were rationed as the Allies
deemed necessary”; vide his Herbert Hoover and the Russian Prisoners of World
War I: A Study in Diplomacy and Relief, 1918–1919 (Stanford, CA, 1951), 3.

2. C. Paul Vincent, The Politics of Hunger: The Allied Blockade of Germany,
1915–1919 (Athens, OH, 1985), 36.
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The importation of transoceanic food into Europe was a strategic ques-
tion of the greatest moment for the British, who were linked by what Avner
Offer has called the “agrarian bond” to food exporting nations.3 Control
of the channels of this food was perhaps London’s greatest strategic con-
cern during the war. As a result, relief issues raised fundamental questions
about national and imperial security.

Along with the blockade, the United States, although neutral until 1917,
was a factor of the greatest importance as regards international relief ques-
tions. The United States provided the majority of both the food and the
money that relieved Europe during the war.4 Such organizations as the
Rockefeller Foundation, the American Red Cross, and, of course, the Com-
mission for Relief in Belgium were the principal agents either providing, or
attempting to provide, wartime relief.5

By comparison, the Central Powers, which had great and rising difficul-
ties in feeding their own populations, were relatively passive agents in the
question of international relief. Their principal role was to provide a justi-
fication—by requisitioning imported foods—for the British to refuse relief
efforts.

The whole question of sustained and massive international relief for a
substantial population was without precedent before the First World War.
As John F. Hutchinson has shown, it was only in the last few years before
the war that the international Red Cross movement had become a major
institution, enjoying governmental and popular support and large funds.6

Such institutions as the Rockefeller Foundation, the Quakers, and the
American Relief Clearing House [ARCH] in the United States only involved
themselves in wartime relief in stages as they gradually expanded what
they regarded as their scope of action. The Jewish Joint Distribution Com-
mittee came into existence late in 1914 only as a result of amalgamating
several smaller organizations. The most famous wartime relief organiza-
tion of all, Herbert Hoover’s Commission for Relief in Belgium, had to
engage in almost perpetual struggle to maintain its activities, as both sides

3. Avner Offer, The First World War: An Agrarian Interpretation (Oxford, 1989),
3 et passim.

4. Vide Herbert Hoover, An American Epic. Volume III (Chicago, 1961), 1ff;
John Maurice Clark, The Costs of the World War to the American People (New
Haven, CT, 1931), 120.

5. Vide Frank M. Surface and Raymond L. Bland, American Food and the World
War and Reconstruction Period (Stanford, CA, 1931), 3ff.

6. John F. Hutchinson, Champions of Charity: War and the Rise of the Red
Cross (Boulder, CO, 1996), 189, 224ff. and passim; Dimitra Giannuli, “American
Philanthropy in Action: The American Red Cross in Greece, 1918–1923,” East
European Politics and Societies 10, no. 1 (Winter, 1996): 108–109.



The Wartime Relief of Belgium, Serbia and Poland 33

in the conflict resented Hoover. In other words, the very idea of the relief of
large civilian populations, in wartime, by neutral agencies was unprecedented
before 1914 and intruded itself only with difficulty into the military and
diplomatic realities of a major war. Why this development was more suc-
cessful in some places than in others raises many intriguing questions, which
we shall discuss in due course.

I. The Relief of Belgium

By October 10, 1914, virtually all of Belgium, save a small portion of west
Flanders, was under German occupation. From this tiny strip of the patri-
mony, King Albert and the remnants of the Belgian field army endured
until the end of the war. For the rest of the country, however, it meant an
occupation that was to last four years. The degree of social dislocation
quickly outstripped the abilities of the Belgians, and they appealed for in-
ternational assistance. By mid-October the rudiments of what was to be-
come Herbert Hoover’s Commission for Relief in Belgium were established.7

During the next four years the Belgian population, which Hoover esti-
mated at seven and one-half million,8 received just over three million met-
ric tons of supplies, and almost a million additional tons arrived in the
period between the Armistice and the end of August 1919. The total value
of this assistance, in 1919 dollars, was approximately $700 million.9 Not
surprisingly, therefore, the actual privation in Belgium was short-lived, re-
stricted in its scope, and resulted in few casualties. Material damage done
to Belgium was, however, very extensive.10

The CRB was able to organize a massive relief effort for Belgium and
overcome the diplomatic obstacle to the transportation of foodstuffs across
the British blockade, subsequently distributing them with the cooperation

7. George I. Gay and H. H. Fisher, Public Relations of the Commission for Relief
in Belgium: Documents, 2 vols. (Stanford, CA, 1929), I, iff..

8. Hoover to Eustace Percy, October 7, 1916, in Gay and Fisher, Public Rela-
tions, I, 165.

9. Vide Surface and Bland, American Food , 162–163, 278.
10. Sally Marks has calculated that the relatively advanced industrial infrastruc-

ture of Belgium was severely crippled by systematic German destruction, requisi-
tioning, and sabotage. By 1919 at least 85 percent of Belgian industry was still
“paralyzed.” Vide her Innocent Abroad: Belgium at the Paris Peace Conference of
1919 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1981), 173. A decade after the war per capita income in
Belgium was still markedly below 1913 levels, vide Rune Johansson, Small State in
Boundary Conflict: Belgium and the Belgian-German Border, 1914–1919 (Lund,
1988), 101.
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of the German occupation authorities. So successful were the commission’s
actions that famine was averted, the feeding of the entire population as-
sured, and reserve stocks created to preclude the possibility of shortfall or
untoward development. Perhaps more important, the CRB had achieved
international celebrity, gaining supporters and an organizational support
network around the world. In sum, within several months of the occupa-
tion of Belgium, the country was no longer in desperate straits, and indeed,
was rapidly becoming the object of international concern and affection.11

Belgian suffering had been both short-lived and not particularly intense. As
early as the autumn of 1915 it was concluded that in Belgium there was no
“distressing shortage, even of clothing”; the population was “comfortable
and free from hunger.”12

Despite the rapid recovery of Belgium to decent conditions, it retained
an enormous hold on the sympathies and charity of the world. In fact,
when it became obvious that other peoples were suffering more greatly
than the Belgians it was difficult to refocus popular or governmental atten-
tion away from Belgium, which tended to monopolize the world’s atten-
tion and money. This led to both frustration and bitterness among those
who tried to resist the enormous power of the informal Belgian relief men-
tality that had become demonstrably established in the West from the very
beginning of the war.

The explanation for this phenomenon begins with chronological prior-
ity. Belgium was the first innocent casualty of the war. Its willingness to
stand up to German threats was admired as heroic defiance of an infinitely
more powerful foe. The subsequent performance of its army, though stra-
tegically insignificant, won for the Belgians, and especially its attractive
monarch, Albert I, a hero’s mantle. The fact that the army was able to hold
on to a scrap of the national territory and fight on was still another page in
what was a chapter of admirable gallantry. In the words of Sally Marks:
“Anglo-Saxon publicists turned the war in part into a crusade for the rights
of small nations, the roi-chevalier in Flanders field became the shining symbol
of that crusade.” Belgium became “the little corner never conquered,” the
“reluctant and unofficial spokesman of the smaller nations.”13

11. A historian of the American press notes that the CRB had “great power” by
the fall of 1914, and was able to begin a “high pressure campaign in the United
States.” “Most of the New York papers gave publicity and editorial support to the
effort.” Vide Keven J. O’Keefe, A Thousand Deadlines: The New York City Press
and American Neutrality, 1914–1917 (The Hague, 1972), 64. Gay and Fisher, Pub-
lic Relations, I, 65–66; Proces-Verbal of CRB meeting of July 20, 1915, in ibid., I,
66–69.

12. Walcott to Rockefeller Foundation, December 23, 1915, Walcott Papers,
Sterling Memorial Library, Yale University [Hereafter, SMLY], Box 3, folder 25.

13. Marks, Innocent Abroad, 5, 17.
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In the words of Stuart Wallace, the invasion of Belgium “was a godsend
for the [Herbert Henry] Asquith government,” rallying liberal opinion, dis-
inclined to military action, behind the war. Intellectuals in Britain were
“swept off their feet by Belgium”14 which became a cause so pure that
“secular considerations–treaty commitments and strategic necessities—first
put forward . . . later became consecrated as moral imperatives, finally
being replaced altogether with religious arguments.” Belgium became the
theme of mountains of mawkish poetry, the motif of music hall perfor-
mances, and was endlessly in the press. Dignitaries of the Church of En-
gland spoke of “martyred Belgium” first by comparing it to the tribula-
tions of Israel, later it was elevated to a “Christ among nations”: “Belgium
became a personification of the Allied cause, God’s cause, because it was
there, in Flanders, that the new Nebuchadnezzar had set up not a golden
idol . . . but an idol of iron.”15

Western, particularly British, statesmen were quick to make bold, even
rash, statements of support to Belgium. Prime Minister Asquith promised
grandiloquently in November 1914: “We shall never sheath the sword . . .
until Belgium recovers in full measure all, and more than all, which she has
sacrificed.”16

In fact, as V. H. Rothwell has noted, “the restoration . . . of Belgium re-
mained for long the one essential and declared British war aim.”17 For the
French, similarly, only the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine rivaled Belgium as a
basic war aim. By February 1916, the Allies promised, i.a., that Belgium would
be “generously indemnified” for all damages. This became the basis for
Belgium’s claim for “special consideration.”18 Before the war the Foreign Of-
fice had concluded that war over Belgium would be popular within the coun-
try, whereas involvement in the Balkans would not be.19 This prediction was
borne out by the extraordinary reception given to Belgian refugees by the
British who took in more than 250,000 during the war.20

14. Stuart Wallace, War and the Image of Germany: British Academics, 1914–
1918 (Edinburgh, 1988), 61, 69, 129, 151.
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The British defense of Belgian interests was a compound of geopolitical
self-interest, and a dedication to moral purpose; the distinction between
the two being, in Lawrence Martin’s word, essentially “arbitrary.” Foreign
Secretary Sir Edward Grey, from the beginning of the war, was convinced
of the strategic importance of Belgium, linking the fall of that county,
domino-like, to the collapse of Holland and France and the concomitant
undermining of British security.21 Self-interest alone, however, would not
have galvanized public support sufficiently; hence, Belgium became trans-
muted into a moral cause:

It was therefore extremely convenient to use the Belgian cause as a symbol,
depicting the war as a struggle against exceptional iniquity, the removal of which
would produce the kind of world in which war would really be unnecessary.
Initially this process was at least partially conscious.22

As H. W. Koch has noted, Britain was not interested in the defense of
Belgium until the creation of the High Seas Fleet gave that cause strategic
consequence; the link between that self-interest and the celebration of Bel-
gian sacrifice was bridged by “propaganda.”23 Hence, Belgium linked lib-
eral opinion, motivated by an ethical disposition regarding international
affairs, and the realpolitik behind British strategic thinking and, as a conse-
quence, enjoyed unique status in London. In Michael Howard’s happy
phrase, the Belgian cause “harmonized British strategic interests on the
Continent with her claim to be the vindicator of international law.”24

Hence, quite apart from the strategic and political attachment to Bel-
gium, the plight of Belgium fit perfectly into the larger British effort to
portray the Germans as barbarians during the war. The plight of suffering
Belgium was a constant and eloquent reminder of the “furor Teutonicus”
the British did so much to propagate throughout the world as a justifica-
tion for their war effort:

The invasion of Belgium consolidated parliamentary and press support of
the war and . . . nullified the isolationist case overnight. British officials

21. Lawrence W. Martin, Peace without Victory: Woodrow Wilson and the Brit-
ish Liberals (Port Washington, NY, 1973 [1958]), 24–25.

22. Martin, Peace without Victory, 53.
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hoped that this diplomatic trump card would have a similar effect in secur-
ing the opinion of the rest of the world, and they dispersed the story of
Belgium around the globe.25

German actions at the first stage of the war were sufficiently brutal to
make verisimilar subsequent atrocity stories. As a result: “The Germans
seemed to Allied citizens to have discarded concern for humanity in Bel-
gium.”26 Any distraction from Belgium as an ideal of especial martyrdom
would weaken this first, and most convenient, demonstration of German
perfidy.

Third, we must note that the British attached enormous significance to
the Allied blockade during the war. Nonetheless, they were willing to allow
it to be transgressed by Belgian relief shipments, something they would not
later do to relieve the far larger and far more destitute populations of Serbia
and Poland. The Belgian exception as regards the blockade was due, doubt-
less, to the status enjoyed by the country, as we have already noted. How-
ever, there are other causes as well. The German occupation of Belgium
was of a piece with its occupation of a good part of northern France. The
CRB’s efforts toward the Belgians also included, it should not be forgotten,
the population of occupied northern France. It would have been enormously
difficult for the British to refuse cooperation in allowing relief supplies that
were destined, in part, for the population of its major ally.27 This was espe-
cially true because Paris never attached the same importance to the block-
ade, as did London.28

This had extraordinary consequences for other possible claimants for
relief shipments which would have to receive dispensation from the block-
ade. The exception of Belgium, in effect, made London far less willing to
entertain other exceptions. If the blockade were to work, it would have to
be stringent. Having violated that once, greater vigilance was required else-
where lest the entire strategic significance of the blockade be vitiated.
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II. The Decimation of Serbia

At the outbreak of the war, Serbia was “badly handicapped in British popular
esteem, for she had a rather sinister political record behind her.” The popu-
lar image of Serbia in the West was composed of barbarism and incompe-
tence in equal measure. The Sarajevo assassination, featuring at least a
degree of Serbian complicity, further damaged Serb standing in liberal opin-
ion. In late July, Prime Minister Asquith met with the Anglican primate and
concurred that the defense of Belgrade against Austrian threats was quite
impossible for Serbia was “a wild little state . . . for which nobody has a
good word, so badly has it behaved.”29

But the war soon changed all this.30 Serbia was invaded by the forces of the
Dual Monarchy at approximately the same time the Germans crossed the
Belgian frontier. The Serbs were able to repulse the Austrian thrust and a
series of bloody battles brought the year to end in stalemate.31 With initial
Serbian victories over the Austrians, “English enthusiasm for the Serbs knew
no bounds.” Paris and London quickly hailed Serbia as a second Belgium,
defying great odds, defeated but not destroyed. A Serbian Relief Fund was
established in London, and a similar body began functioning in New York City.32

Such aid was sorely needed by the Serbs. The country had been at war
almost continuously since 1912 in the First and Second Balkan Wars.33 The
new combat of 1914 had killed almost 200,000 from a prewar population
of 4.3 million. Widespread damage and social dislocation led to the break-
down of transportation and communication, financial chaos, hunger, even
isolated areas of famine. Epidemics began to appear, more fearsome be-
cause one-fourth of all physicians in Serbia had died by the end of 1914,
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and the country’s medical system had been primitive to begin with. Chol-
era, diphtheria, and dysentery spread rapidly, but the worst was typhus.
The taxed and hungry population was particularly susceptible and the
mortality rate quickly reached 60 percent; more than a half million were
ill, and the disease was spreading rapidly throughout the country. Corre-
spondent John Reed termed Serbia “the land of death.”34

Medical missions from Switzerland and Holland arrived late in the year,
and similar assistance from France, England, the United States, and other
neutrals quickly followed. Belgrade officially appealed to the United States
for major aid, a request whose merits were corroborated by American offi-
cials stationed in the Balkans.35 The State Department, the American Red
Cross, the Rockefeller Foundation, and other agencies began intense nego-
tiations involving London and Paris.36 In March 1915, the Red Cross sent
a medical commission of more than forty under Richard Strong. He was
able to equip the French and British teams already operating, and with
their cooperation establish the “International Sanitary Commission” to
combat typhus in Serbia. Under their direction Serbia was “drenched in
disinfectants and smoked in sulphur.”37
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Disease nonetheless raged through the spring of 1915, reaching nine
thousand new cases daily in April, leading the Red Cross to deem the ty-
phus epidemic in Serbia “the most severe one of this disease which has
occurred in modern times.” Beyond military deaths, there were already at
least 150,000 civilian casualties.38

Concerned by the military plight of the Serbs, the British contemplated
some major operation in the Balkans, to “show khaki at Belgrade.” Lloyd
George was a major proponent, and Prime Minister Asquith was “obsessed
with helping Serbia.” However, they were also desirous of encouraging
neutral Bulgaria and Romania as well as Italy to join the Allies. All de-
manded territory at Serbian expense as partial payment for belligerency.
The Serbs were bitter at being “disposed of” by their allies who were “par-
titioning her like an African colony.”39 None of this rather sordid business
aided the Serbs, and military efforts on her behalf foundered on the oppo-
sition of the French and powerful Cabinet figures like Lord Kitchener. The
alternative to a direct Balkan effort was the ill-fated Gallipoli campaign of
which the abandonment of Serbia was merely one result.40

While Serbia’s strategic fate was being decided elsewhere, the domestic
struggle against typhus made headway in 1915. By the summer the
Rockefeller Foundation reported the disease contained, moreover, the coun-
try was “not in any great distress for food.” Serbia was “very much in the
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minds of the great nations and was “receiving much assistance,” hence, no
further aid efforts were contemplated after the summer of 1915. Strong left
Serbia in the fall of 1915, after a month without a new case of typhus. He
pronounced the medical condition of the military and civilian population
alike as “excellent.”41

It had been a brief and rather inexpensive effort. In all of 1915, the
Rockefeller Foundation spent no more than $150,000 for medical aid, and
only $40,00 for food for the Serbs.42 Beyond medical supplies little else was
sent to the country: this despite indications that food and clothing were
necessary. The reason was that London and Paris would not cooperate
regarding the shipment of supplies from the United States across the block-
ade.43

Late 1915 brought disaster for the Serbs. Overwhelmed by a German-
Austrian offensive launched in October, the Serbs found their retreat cut
off by an attack from Bulgaria. Forced to retreat across the mountains of
Montenegro and Albania in winter, the Serbian army lost 50 percent casu-
alties to exposure and disease. The battered remainder of the army and
government were evacuated to Corfu by Allied shipping. Serbia and its tiny
ally Montenegro were completely occupied until November 1918.

The great retreat was ghastly for the Serbs; more than 150,000 died and
the living were exhausted and starving. The abandoned civilian population
was left without provisions, for the retreating army removed all the food
from the lands it traversed.44 Serbia became an occupied territory and, as a
consequence, relief to its population would require crossing the British block-
ade.

The result was paradoxical. Stunned by the horrors of the winter re-
treat, the world was convinced that Serbia was desperately in need of food.
However, Serbia, largely an agricultural country, was only in temporary
distress from hunger. As soon as the 1916 harvest came in—which was 40
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percent over normal yield—the food problem disappeared.45 The Rockefeller
Foundation concluded with perplexity that “there is so much sympathy for
Serbia in the outside world and such a widespread belief her population is
starving” that reality did not matter. Despite a public conviction that “The
whole race was likely to disappear,” in fact “there is no starving Serbia.”
There had been, but that had been due to the unique conditions occasioned
by the retreat to the Adriatic. In fact, by the summer of 1916, the Serbian
population was cared for “in an exceedingly generous manner, too gener-
ous perhaps.” So much food was locally available that imported charitable
supplies constituted an overabundance that was being re-exported by the
Austria occupation authorities.46

The British responded with a series of actions. They were so convinced
that the Austrians were plundering Serbia that they prevented food from
all other countries from being imported. Their principal focus was nearby
Romania.47 Reports from medical workers in Serbia, as well as the Ameri-
can minister in Bucharest, confirmed that London had joined the French in
systematically buying up Romanian stocks. If that proved impossible, the
British would pressure the Romanians not to honor deliveries to Serbia.48

London also insisted that all neutral relief workers leave Serbia.49 Hence-
forth, the British announced, the Central Powers would be exclusively re-
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30, 1918, USNA, RG 59, M357, roll 1.

49. Bicknell to Jerome Greene, July 15, 1916; Greene to Bicknell, July 18, 1916
(which encloses Edward Grey to Walter Hines Page, July 20, 1916), Penfield to
Secretary of State, October 11, 1916; Alvin Adee [State Department] to Rockefeller
Foundation, November 24, 1916, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 74, folder 706; Stuart to Red
Cross, November 24, 1916; Red Cross to Stuart and Ryan, November 29, 1916;
Red Cross to Stuart, December 5, 1916, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 74, folder 714. For an
official Austrian account of the occupation regime vide Hugo Kerchnawe, “Die
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sponsible for providing food to the population, a position identical to that
which they adopted regarding German-occupied Poland.50 Paris seconded
the British actions and informed American relief agencies that sending aid
to Serbia would only “encourage . . . organized pillage” by the occupiers.51

For their part, the Austrians admitted that international aid for Serbia was
unnecessary. However, the Allied charges of wholesale requisitioning were
adamantly denied by the Red Cross director for the Balkans who person-
ally vouched for the fact that “not an atom of the food brought in . . . [for
relief purposes] has gone to any but Servian mouths.”52

Having decided to restrict access to Serbia, the British subsequently would
not relent. After the summer of 1916, the importation of foodstuffs from
Romania became impossible because Bucharest joined the war, and the
British would not allow the blockade to be lowered for shipments from
abroad. London’s insistence that all food to Serbia went, ultimately, to
Austria was maintained for the rest of the war, despite efforts by neutrals
and appeals from the Serbian government-in-exile. After American bellig-
erency, in April 1917, the State Department used virtually identical words
to refuse the urgent appeals from the Serbian government for aid. It be-
came increasingly difficult to repeat the assertions because the Austrians
had furnished whatever guarantees against requisitioning the British—and
later the Americans—had insisted were crucial.53 Nonetheless, the policy
remained unaffected. In a particularly revealing “confidential” post scrip-
tum to an internal State Department memorandum, it was noted: “Neither
the Department nor the British Government are [sic] inclined to consider
this matter at all favorably and we are endeavoring to refuse the request
politely without antagonizing the Serbian Government.54

50. Edward Grey to Walter Hines Page, July 20, 1916, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 74,
folder 706.

51. Jules Cambon to Sharp, February 3, 1916; Sharp to Secretary of State, Feb-
ruary 6 and 7, 1916; Ryan to Red Cross, April 29, 1916, and Bicknell to Secretary
of State, April 24, 1916, USNA, RG 59, M. 357, roll 2. J. Grant Forbes to Warwick
Greene, July 4, 1916 (wherein it is reported that the Foreign Ministry in Paris in-
formed the Rockefeller Foundation that London would speak for France as regards
blockade matters affecting relief), RAC, RG 1.1, Box 74, folder 706.

52. NN to Warwick Greene, June 19, 1916, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 75, folder 714.
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State, September 12,1917; “Memorandum” by Spring Rice, December 1, 1917,
USNA, RG 59, M357, roll 2. Regarding the American reactions vide Lansing to
Hans Sulzer, December 6, 1917; Polk to R. C. Leffingwell, December 21, 1917;
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Remaining efforts to aid the Serbs were restricted to refugees at Salonika
and scattered other places. As a result, relief agencies spent very little for
Serbia after 1916. The Red Cross, for example, announced in early 1917
that it would suspend all relief operations directed at Serbia and Montenegro,
having spent all told perhaps $200,000 since the beginning of the war.55

This virtual termination of outside aid to Serbia, largely at British insis-
tence, was to be bitterly premature. Deprived of large-scale relief and vexed
by Austrian, and especially Bulgarian, exactions, the Serbs were much in
need during the last two years of the war.56 Recent Serbian studies have
concluded that by 1917 the number of seriously ill again reached well into
six figures and, because of food shortages, the fatality rate soared to one-
third of the population.57 The circumstances of the last year of the war are
described movingly in Milovan Djilas’ celebrated autobiography, Land
Without Justice:

In this very year [1917] there was a drought that can never be forgotten. A frost
and then a drought destroyed everything. Even had there not been a war, hunger
would have invaded us. People ate wild herbs and sawdust made from beechwood.
. . . It was then for the first time that we spoke of death.58

This explains why Serbia ended the war in so desperate a fashion in com-
parison with Belgium.

In sum, Western interest in the plight of the Serbs was considerable,
though belated and short-lived. An émigré Serbian historian has lamented
that “1915 was the most tragic year in Serbian history . . . and [with] no
real help from her allies.”59 This is certainly true in a military and political

55. “Information as to the work of the American Rd Cross for Relief in Serbia
and of Serb prisoners in the Hands of the Central Powers” [1917], “The Work of
the Commission to Serbia” [June, 1918]; USNA, RG 200: Records of the American
National Red Cross, 1917–1934 [Hereafter, RG 200: ANRC], Box 904; “Memo-
randum,” Legation of Serbia, March 28, 1917, Serbian Legation to Red Cross,
April 4, 1917; “Serbia” [Red Cross memorandum], October, 1917; Box 906; Red
Cross to L. R. Brisbee, January 8, 1917, Box 903. The Red Cross later aided the
scattered Serb refugees in Greece and elsewhere, spending, by war’s end, about
4600,000; vide Henry P. Davison, The American Red Cross in the Great War (New
York, 1920), 250–255.

56. Danitse Milich, “Stanie u privredi Srbiie pod Austro-ugarskom okupatsiyom
1917 godine,” in Slavenko Terzich, ed., Srbiia 1917 godine (Belgrade, 1988), 37–
44; cf. Kerchnawe, “Militärverwaltung in Serbien,” loc. cit.

57. Vladimir Stojanchevich, “Polozhai stanovnishtva u Srbii 1917 godine,” in
Terzich, Srbiia 1917 godine, 11–18.

58. Vide Milovan Djilas, Land Without Justice (New York, 1958). Djilas spent
his childhood in Austrian occupied Montenegro, 73ff.

59. Alex M. Dragnich, Serbia, Nikola Pasic, and Yugoslavia (New Brunswick,
NJ, 1974), 109.
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sense, but only partially so as concerns relief. The Allies were willing to
extend considerable medical aid to the Serbs, though they failed to prevent
catastrophic casualties. Later they—especially the British—seemed very
concerned about oversupplying the Serbs, a phenomenon not in evidence
as regards Belgium. Doubtless, the poor synchronization between need and
response was due in large part to the suddenness and immensity of the
Serbian difficulties: epidemics, and later military disaster, with the con-
comitant breakdown of the infrastructure of food and medicine. As a re-
sult, the magnitude of the Serbian plight was incomparably greater than
that suffered by the Belgians.

The decision not to aid Serbia militarily and the subsequent occupation
of the country by the Central Powers caused London to lose interest: Serbia
offered no more strategic possibilities. The result was continuing, if ill-
defined, sympathy for the population, yet these humanitarian concerns never
challenged the putative strategic demands of the blockade.60 This phenom-
enon was later duplicated in the United States which, while still neutral,
had acted to aid Serbia, and after belligerence both government and public
opinion adopted attitudes very similar to those demonstrated in Great Brit-
ain and France.61

We should, however, not exaggerate even the brief interval of Western
sympathy for the Serbs. Despite the efforts directed towards it in the early
years of the war, Serbia was never a real rival to the Belgian relief cause. By
1916, when the Rockefeller Foundation (which had been the principal fi-
nancial supporter of medical aid to Serbia) calculated that it had spent
perhaps $100,000 in Serbia and Montenegro, it was musing over a new
drive to garner forty times that for additional aid to Belgium. The founda-
tion concluded that “Belgium had a special claim upon the sympathy and
help of the rest of the world.”62 More important, the British and French
governments made it clear that Serbia was not to be equated with Belgium.
The British ambassador to Washington, Sir Arthur Spring Rice, told the
secretary of state in the spring of 1916 that London would object “most
strongly” were an analog to the CRB to be contemplated for Serbia. The
British insisted, despite assurances from relief personnel on the spot, that
the Austrians were “stripping” Serbia and that relief efforts would “merely
relieve the Austrian Government of their responsibility.” Because the guar-
anties in effect regarding Belgium were, according to Spring Rice, “unsatis-
factory,” a second relaxation of the blockade, this time for Serbia, was
absolutely out of the question.63 It is noteworthy that neither Spring Rice

60. Hanak, Great Britain and Austria-Hungary, 65–99.
61. Vide the recent study by Vojislav Pavlovich, “Shtampa u SAD o Srbii,” in

Slavenko Terzich, ed., Srbiia 1917 godine (Belgrade, 1988), 249–253.
62. Jerome Greene to Walcott, December 17, 1915, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 75, folder 713.
63. Spring Rice to Secretary of State, April 21, 1916, USNA, RG 59, M357, roll 2.
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nor his superior, Sir Edward Grey, made the argument that Serbia did not
need food, which was at least arguable at some occasions; rather, they
insisted that since it was an obligation of the Central Powers to feed the
Serbs, importation of foodstuffs would unquestionably be requisitioned.64
In fact, London complained that continuing efforts by American relief agen-
cies were playing into German and Austrian hands by allowing them a
propaganda weapon to use against the Allies; in reality, the Central Powers
disposed of “enormous stocks” of food, which they were legally required
to expend on the Serbs.65 Hence, the needs of the Serbs were not really
denied by the British; rather, they were rendered irrelevant by recasting the
issue into a debate concerning the legal obligations of occupation regimes.
Of course, the same arguments could have been adduced regarding Bel-
gium, but there the blockade was relaxed.

The adamant defense of a stringent blockade coincided, notably, with
the fact that by the late spring of 1916, it had finally become “water-tight.”66

Previously, London assumed considerable leakage resulted in importations
of food into Austria or Germany, even if indirectly. Within Britain there
took place a major reconceptualization of the blockade after mid-1915.
The so-called “ginger group” pressed the government for a far more effi-
cient prosecution of the war, especially through the use of sea power and
the blockade. This was matched by a press campaign denouncing the exist-
ing blockade efforts as ineffective.67 The ability of the cabinet, and particu-
larly Foreign Secretary Grey, to resist these growing demands for a more
stringent enforcement declined in the last half of 1915. The “ginger group”
announced by December that they would oppose “any relaxation” of the
blockade “on any ground.” The result was the creation of a new Ministry
of Blockade under an extreme devotee of a tight blockade, Lord Robert
Cecil, and his equally ardent subordinate, Eyre Crowe.68 The victory for
the extreme pro-blockade faction was complete by 1916, the very time
when Serbian—and Polish—relief efforts would be calling for its abridg-
ment. Hence, London was being asked to lower the blockade just when it
had become convinced that it was becoming effective.

64. Walcott to Rockefeller Foundation, December 20, 1915, RAC, RG 1.1, Box
75, folder 713.

65. Page to Secretary of State, July 16, 1916, USNA, RG 59, M357, roll 2.
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CA, 1951), 60, 77.
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in London, written from the perspective of the United States—which, be it noted,
was the putative choice of most relief supplies intended for Serbia (or Poland)—is
Ernest R. May, The World War and American Isolation, 1914–1917 (Chicago,
1966[1959]), 305–324.
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III. The Failure to Relieve Poland

Poland was by far the largest relief problem of the First World War.69 A
population of almost twenty-five million was rendered destitute by the shift-
ing tide of war and the purposeful efforts by the Russian government to
present the Central Powers with only “scorched earth” in the Polish terri-
tories over which they advanced.

Within weeks of the outbreak of the war, a team representing the
Rockefeller Foundation and the American Red Cross made a preliminary
investigation to establish the extent of need of the “suffering non-combat-
ants” throughout Europe. They did not intend to visit the east of the con-
tinent at all. Only the urging of the German government caused them to
include Poland in this survey. The Germans blamed the hardship of the
population in occupied Poland directly on the British blockade and were
understandably eager to have neutral relief representatives investigate the
situation on the spot. In the first months of 1915—approximately the same
time the first teams of physicians were arriving to combat the typhus epi-
demic in Serbia, and about the same time that the relief needs of Belgium
were already being stabilized—the American team toured Poland and were
horrified by what they saw, describing it as far worse than anything in
Belgium.70

The team tried to arrange for the purchase of grain in neighboring coun-
tries, but none was available. As a result “the only possible source of any
large quantity of supplies seemed to be America.” Such shipments, how-
ever, would require “concessions from the Allies”; i.e., the abridgment of
the blockade. This should have been possible, for as the Rockefeller Foun-
dation accurately concluded, “ the principles involved had already been
conceded in the case of Belgium.”71

Hence, in the spring of 1915, Hoover took the lead in attempting to
organize an “International Commission for Relief in Poland” and acquired
substantial financial support from the Rockefeller Foundation as well as a
considerable German contribution.72 However, neither the Russian nor the
British government would cooperate in allowing the importation of food-

69. Regarding the Polish relief issue vide M. B. Biskupski, “The Diplomacy of
Wartime Relief: The United States and Poland, 1914–1918,” Diplomatic History
19, no. 3 (1995): 431–451.

70. Rockefeller Foundation Annual Report, 1915 (New York, n.d), 285–286;
“Outline of a Plan for Relief of Poland,” Edward M. House Papers, SMLY, Box 61,
folder 1924.

71. Jerome Greene to Hugh S. Bird, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 73, folder 700.
72. Rose to Jerome Greene, February 24 and 25, 1915; Rose to Bicknell, April

14, 1915 in RAC, RG 1.1, Box 72, folder 689; “Outline,” House Papers, SMLY;
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stuffs across the blockade, and the whole effort proved abortive. Interna-
tional relations broke down in mutual recrimination. Berlin promised to
provide for the Poles from its own stocks, and the British responded that
this action justified their intransigence as it demonstrated that the Central
Powers had food in sufficiency and must have been guilty of requisitioning.
Thus, their obduracy regarding the blockade was, in London’s eyes, justi-
fied ex post facto.73

However, the situation did not end there. The summer of 1915 brought
the great eastern offensive by the Central Powers and the occupation of
virtually all of formerly Russian Poland. As the Russians retreated, they
wreaked havoc over Polish territory: “villages and cities were completely
destroyed; foodstuffs burned . . . the livestock killed”; children perished by
the tens of thousands from hunger and exposure. The advancing Germans
requisitioned wholesale and shipped what they seized back to the Reich.74

An American relief worker described the situation as follows:

One Million . . . were made homeless in about five or six weeks, and . . . approxi-
mately 400,000 of these perished. . . . I motored . . . for over 230 miles with
German officers . . . and devastation is almost complete everywhere. . . . the
country is a waste, and the people are flat on their backs.75

In October, the main Polish relief agency in Warsaw pleaded with Hoover
to try again to relieve Poland, now that the situation had both increased in
scope and expanded in magnitude. The Rockefeller Foundation informed
the State Department that the situation in Poland was “more desperate
than it has been at any time in Belgium.”76 The American press was filled
with ghastly reports from Poland. A special correspondent of the Chicago
Tribune reported: “These poor people must starve to death unless America

73. Edward Grey to Cecil Spring-Rice, August 31, 1916, in Correspondence
respecting the Relief of Allied Territories: Command 8348 (London, 1916); “Memo-
randum to Department of State, May 7, 1915 on behalf of the projected commis-
sion for relief in Poland,” RAC, RG 1.1, Box 71, folder 686; “Germany Relieves
Poland,” New York Times, 27 June 1915

74. Walcott to Vance McCormick, October 6, 1916, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 72,
folder 688; Jerzy Tomaszewski, “Bilans gospodarczych skutków pierwszej wojny
œwiatowej dla ziem polskiej” in ¯anna Kormanowa and Walentyna Najdus, eds.,
Historia Polski, Tom III 1850/64–1918. Czêœæ 3 1914–1918 (Warsaw, 1974),
441–514; Jan Molenda, “Królestwo Polskie, sierpieñ 1915” in ibid., 91–92.

75. Frederic C. Walcott to Vance McCormick, October 6, 1916, RAC, RG 1.1,
Box 72, folder 72.

76. “Memorandum Presented to the Department of State,” May 7, 1915, RAC,
RG 1.1, Box 71, folder 686.
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feeds them. . . . If something is not done to aid them at once there will be no
need to send provisions to them, because they will be dead.”77

Hoover began intensive negotiations for the importation of food. In gen-
eral, the Germans were cooperative; the British were not. The major stum-
bling block was the British insistence on the inviolability of the blockade.78

As far as London was concerned, the question of Polish relief was, ulti-
mately, a blockade question, which meant it was essentially a “military”
decision, and the military necessity of the blockade had already been ac-
cepted in London, and hence by the Allies.79 British public opinion, which
became so exercised over Belgium, could countenance a far worse situation
in Poland. Stuart Wallace has explained this seeming anomaly:

Starvation in Poland, as a result of the British blockade of the Central Powers,
was a part of the normal means of war’. ‘There was no choice’. It was not easy
‘to think of actions much more horrible’, but the alternative was ‘something
equivalent to helping the enemy’.80

Because of this, British approval of Polish relief was a quest doomed from
the start.81

Suffering in Poland became a major public issue in the United States,
immensely encouraged by the Polish American lobby under the direction
of the famous pianist-statesman Ignacy Jan Paderewski.82 The American
government was sympathetic to the Poles and began to press the British for
concessions. London, however, was adamant and blamed the whole prob-
lem on German requisitioning.83 The British increasingly viewed efforts to
arrange international relief for Poland as either part of, or at least facilitat-
ing some gargantuan German plot. Grey and his ambassador in Washing-

77. “From Warsaw with the Germans,” James O’Donnell Bennett of the Chi-
cago Tribune, New York Times, 13 October 1915, 3:3.
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Files, Hoover Institution, Box 5
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83. Biskupski, “Diplomacy of Wartime Relief” 444ff.



50 Ideology, Politics and Diplomacy in East Central Europe

ton, Spring Rice, saw organized Polish American agitation as evidence of
German machinations, and the sympathy of the Wilson administration for
Polish efforts was explained as crass ethnic politics in an election year.84

The solution was to appear to negotiate and consider the various propos-
als, yet insist on impossible conditions and thereby sabotage them.85

In the spring of 1916, pressure on London grew and efforts were launched
in the American Congress for federal financing of Polish relief. By April the
Russians formally endorsed the plan for an international effort to aid the
Poles because, as Foreign Minister Sergei Sazonov noted, “Poland’s name
is constantly put along with the names of Belgium and Serbia,” all three
enjoying “great popularity . . . among the Western allies.”86 Hence, pres-
sured on many sides, the British seemed to relent, and in May agreed to
allow the relief of Poland but only as part of a much larger project that
would organize relief for all German and Austrian-occupied territory, in-
cluding Serbia, Montenegro, and Albania.87

This was obviously an effort to sabotage Polish relief, masquerading as
assent, because the whole project would require enormous negotiation and
involve Berlin, Vienna, and probably Sofia, whereas a practical scheme for
Poland had already been worked out between Hoover and the Germans.88

Despite major efforts by both the State Department, and various relief agen-
cies, notably the Rockefeller Foundation,89 the whole issue descended into
a pointless squabble by the late summer of 1916.90 The American press
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reacted bitterly to the failure of the negotiations, and considerable blame
was attached to the British. Nonetheless, on the whole, the reaction of
both the American government and public opinion was one of disappoint-
ment rather than blame. In other words, the British did not suffer any
serious loss of public esteem as a result of their refusal to cooperate regard-
ing Polish relief.91

Whereas the British conditions—which virtually exploded the negotia-
tions—were obviously insincere, Paris and Petrograd both accepted
London’s lead in the matter, and the Allied Economic Conference, which
coincided with the announcement of the British conditions, specifically
endorsed a stringent blockade policy.92 Hence, Poland, like Serbia, received
very little aid despite its enormous wartime suffering.

IV. Conclusions

By the end of the First World War, Belgium had received hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in aid, a major international relief agency had prevented
starvation and privation, and the Belgian population was, by all accounts,
well fed, well clothed, and in good health. The total casualties suffered by
Belgium during the war had not exceeded 75,000.93 By comparison, Serbia
had lost at least one-fourth of its prewar population of four and one-half
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million.94 The country was, by war’s end, “destitute of supplies,” its com-
munications and transportation systems broken down. It had 500,000 or-
phans, most of them homeless, and a large part of the country was “suffer-
ing from semi-starvation,” the remainder exhausted and with few medical
supplies.95 Poland presented a similar picture of misery. Wartime deaths
were estimated at approximately one million with an equal number wounded
or crippled.96 By the armistice, the country was devastated: starvation threat-
ening at least five million of an estimated twenty-seven million, wreckage
everywhere, and the medical system in ruins.97 Why did the world react
with such alacrity and sustained concern for the needs of Belgium and yet
prove, relatively, so niggardly with aid to far more grievously beset Serbia
and Poland?98 The answer can be found under several broad headings.

Belgian suffering was chronologically the first and captured world at-
tention, whereas Polish and Serbian problems, however great, became nec-
essarily part of the welter of war news arriving after the public had become
gradually inured to reported horrors.99 Moreover, to Western public opin-
ion, Belgium was a familiar part of Europe, whereas Poland and Serbia
were strange and distant places, located, none too precisely, in the exotic
east. In practical terms, the Belgians were close to Atlantic-borne importa-
tion of food. Serbia and Poland, by comparison, were farther away and far
more difficult to access. Second, it cost a tremendous amount to supply
Belgium; adding Serbia, and especially large Poland, to relief efforts would
have presented the world with gargantuan bills. Third, whereas Belgium
was quite industrialized, Serbia and Poland were largely agricultural; they
should have been able to provide for their populations.100 If they did not,
requisitioning by the Central Powers seemed the inevitable explanation.
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101. As early as February 1915, Grey was being pressured to maintain a strict
blockade at any cost, for food was Germany’s “Achilles heel” and lowering the
blockade in the face of American wishes was “too high a price to pay” for “Ameri-
can friendliness”; vide Stephen Roskill, Hankey: Man of Secrets, Vol. I, 1877–1918
(New York, 1970), 157–158.

But these explanations are not sufficient. They explain why the Western
Allies may have been unable to relieve Serbia and Poland, but not why they
were unwilling to do so. That requires a consideration of larger factors. Here,
two are of equal weight and intimately intertwined. First, we must consider
the question of wartime strategy. For France, Belgium was inseparable from
the defense of France itself, and London, even before the war, came to regard
Belgium as vital to British strategic interests. Neither Serbia nor Poland en-
joyed such exalted status in the considerations of the Western Allies. Serbia
was significant only so long as it was able to maintain itself against the Cen-
tral Powers. When it was overrun in 1915, it lost this status. Indeed, because
Serbian territorial ambitions complicated British, French, and Russian abili-
ties to bargain at will with Balkan territories in an effort to win the support of
Bulgaria, Greece, or Italy, Serbia became a strategic impediment by late 1915.
As for Poland, it was until 1917 regarded by Paris and London as exclusively
within the penumbra of Russian strategic considerations. Hence, the Western
Allies avoided any actions involving Poland as long as Russia was able to
assert its preemptive authority over the region.

Of equal importance, both Serbian and Polish relief needs were contra-
dictory to the development of Allied grand strategy during the course of
the war. Specifically, the need for major relief to both countries was raised
only after the British became convinced that the blockade was vital to de-
feat the Germans, and that to be effective the blockade must be applied
with ever-increasing stringency. The arrangements that allowed the CRB to
support Belgium predated this revision of the blockade, whereas Serbian
and Polish needs became manifest after. The fact that the British were ada-
mant about the blockade despite very considerable American support for
lowering it to relieve Poland demonstrates dramatically how significant the
blockade had become in London’s eyes.101

Indeed, many of those involved in wartime relief feared that the British
might eventually impose restrictions even on Belgian relief. Requesting fur-
ther exceptions for Serbia or Poland, hence, was regardedto some degree as
endangering Belgium. Particularly noteworthy in this regard is a May 1915
letter to John D. Rockefeller from his foundation’s war relief director, Jerome
Greene. The State Department, Greene said, believed that “the continua-
tion of relief to Belgium was most precarious, making it seem very doubtful
whether the Allies would be in a state of mind that would lead them to
tolerate any further shipments of food” via Germany, regardless of the
guarantees as to its use and destination. Greene concluded that Belgian
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relief had been arranged only over “violent objections” in England and
further relief efforts faced enormous difficulties that were essentially “a
matter of psychology.”102

After the United States entry into the war, officials of the Rockefeller
Foundation and the Red Cross explained the failure to provide Poland or
Serbia with relief as being caused by the war, mutual suspicions, and bad
timing. However, documents contemporaneous to the events make it very
evident that it was the blockade, and particularly British intransigence—
what the Red Cross deemed “a rather petty and cruel policy”103—that was
the ultimate stumbling block.104

One does not need to be an adherent of Avner Offer’s thesis105 concern-
ing the fundamental nature of food importation to British strategy to agree
that the British ascribed enormous importance to restricting importations
to continental Europe as perhaps the major factor in winning the war.106

Serbia and Poland ran afoul of so profoundly held a conviction.
We must also consider the importance of propaganda and the manage-

ment of public opinion as an element in determining relief. Relieving Bel-
gium underscored German rapacity. The singularity of Belgium as victim
was useful because it fit the pattern that the Germans had blundered into
early in the war that allowed them, so easily, to be portrayed as “Huns.”
Serbian and Polish relief allowed no such public relations advantages to
the Allies. Much of Polish distress was, after all, the result of Russian strip-
ping of the country, and the Germans were insistent about aiding the beset
Poles. Indeed, Berlin could well look upon Poland as “their Belgium,” or
“Belgium in reverse”; i.e., a people suffering as a result of bestial conduct
of the war by a far larger power; but in this case, Russia, one of the Allies.
Relieving Serbia was the most complex problem of all. Germany might be
held to promises of no requisitioning in Belgium, perhaps in Poland, but in
the inaccessible reaches of the Balkans guaranteeing the inviolability of
imported foodstuffs from seizure by Germans, Austrians, and especially
Bulgarians, was virtually impossible.

Finally, we must consider the relative significance of the “cause” of Bel-
gian relief versus Serbian or Polish need. Belgium virtually preempted the
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charitable energies of the Western public. Among the British, Belgian relief
gained more financial contributions than any other wartime charity if we
exclude aid sent to British soldiers. In the United States, which provided by
far the greatest financial support for European relief, Belgium was a veri-
table colossus. By early 1915, the major Polish and Serbian relief funds had
each amassed $40,000 in public donations in the United States, but for
Belgium the amount was $1,000,000; indeed, Belgian relief had earned
almost $50,000 within the first fortnight of the war.107 This disparity con-
tinued throughout the conflict. President Wilson proclaimed January 1,
1916, “National Polish Relief Day” in the United States. The results were
pitiful: less than $5,000 was collected throughout the entire country. The
appalled administration decided not even to proclaim a similar “Day” for
the Serbians— or anybody else—because similarly poor results were antici-
pated.108 Secretary of State Lansing advised the president to proclaim no
other national relief days. There simply was not enough support from the
American public for any country other than Belgium.

 It is not that the plight of the east of Europe was not known; the Ameri-
can press regularly noted the problem: An article in the New York Times in
February 1915 proclaimed “Poles Chief Sufferers,”109 and in April a Times
editorial lamented that whereas Belgian relief efforts were “well known,”
i.e., supported, those for other lands were not. This was particularly unfor-
tunate because: “Worse than the plight of Belgium is that of Poland” and
“Serbia . . . in worse case than Poland.”110 A study of Midwestern Ameri-
can opinion concluded that Poland’s “suffering was enormous although
little recognized by an American public preoccupied with Belgian woes.”111

Such colossal sums were demanded for Belgium that a “high pressure
campaign was maintained on its behalf.”112 This was necessary for the CRB,
which raised during the war the staggering sum of nearly $1billion on be-
half of Belgium,113 and was also a convenient focus for public sympathies
from the point of view of the Allies.
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Despite the fact that Belgian suffering quickly ceased to be acute, even
serious, campaigns for continued, even increased, funds were incessant. In
mid-1915 the vice chairman of the CRB demanded that the American pub-
lic double its donation rate for Belgium (then running twenty-five to forty
times higher than the rates for Poland and Serbia).114 Indeed, the American
public never gave substantial amounts to either Poland or Serbia; much of
the money collected came from the relatively impoverished ethnic commu-
nities in the United States. (This would include the Polish Jews’ support for
their co-religionists in Europe.) Why the American public was so disposed
is an intriguing question, though impossible to answer with certainty. Or-
thodox Serbia may well have seemed alien to the public, and though Bel-
gium and Poland were both heavily Roman Catholic, the former was part
of the unfamiliar east of Europe, which had recently deposited so many not
particularly welcome immigrants in the United States. The American public’s
disdain for southern and eastern Europeans doubtless made their home-
lands’ distress less sympathetic.

Despite the minuscule financial support for relief to these eastern coun-
tries, devotees of Belgian relief resented their intrusion into the public con-
science and stressed the unique call Belgian had on the sympathies and
support of the public. Even the Rockefeller Foundation, which devoted
enormous attention, though little actual money, to Serbian and especially
Polish relief in 1915–1916, originally was not interested in the relief needs
of the east of Europe: “our resources may be preempted in Western Eu-
rope,” the foundation declared in November 1914.115 It was in many ways
a prophetic declaration.

A pattern of relative neglect for the suffering in Eastern Europe appears
when considering the various wartime charitable efforts. The American
Quakers, for example, began war relief work in 1917, focusing on France
where there was no pressing need. They continued to devote their exclusive
attention to that country until the summer of 1919 when “the disclosure of
the civil situation of the East” caused them to add “Serbia and Austria,”
but only after insuring that it could maintain its established level of activity
in France.116 The American Relief Clearing House, another of the major
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American charitable institutions, proudly noted its interest in the Serbian
typhus epidemic. Nonetheless, the ARCH claimed that Serbia’s need “was
too big to be accomplished by any individual association,” and hence spent
less than $100,000 there, while simultaneously spending fifteen times more
in France! The organization’s official history remarks that the “compara-
tively small amount” spent on Belgium was due to the existence of the
CRB, yet it spent one-third more on the Belgians than it did on the Poles
who, of course, had no CRB analog to help them.117

The Belgian cause is closely linked to the British propaganda effort in
the United States. Count Johann von Bernstorff, the German ambassador
in Washington, regarded Belgium as the principal British propaganda
weapon during the war.118 Reports of Belgian woe were vital to British
efforts to influence American public opinion. Hoover’s CRB was able to
profit from this climate of opinion,119 characterized by James Squires as
“an almost nationwide indignation at the German invasion of Belgium . . .
which did not grow less but waxed in intensity as the war progressed.”120

Finally, in a very real sense neither Serbia nor Poland really received
relief at all during the war. Only Belgium was the recipient of a steady
supply of food, clothing, and medicine that allowed its civilian population
to abide. Serbia received teams of physicians, medicines, and technical aid
in combating epidemics. This succor was very brief and cost very little.
However, when Serbia requested major outside support in food, clothing,
and other assistance, it received little or nothing. The Poles, by compari-
son, did not have the sudden dramatic epidemic that did much of the kill-
ing in Serbia. In Poland the population died due to malnutrition, exposure,
and exhaustion. No effort to alleviate this distress was consummated. In-
stead, a steady but pathetic stream of money and supplies flowed in, but it
was very little compared to the need. Certainly, this much is true: The only
factor that did not play a major role was the distress of the population.

117. Percy Mitchell, The American Relief Clearing House: Its Work in the Great
War (Paris, n.d.), 82, 85–86, 157

118. Count Bernstorff, My Three Years in America (New York, 1920), 38–39,
53.

119. Carl Wittke, German-Americans and the World War (Columbus, 1936),
14, 18, 46; H. C. Peterson, Propaganda for War: The Campaign Against American
Neutrality, 1914–1917 (Norman, OK, 1939), 64–69.

120. James Duane Squires, British Propaganda at Home and in the United States
1914 to 1917 (Cambridge, MA, 1935), 65.



Chapter 3

“This Troublesome Question”: The
United States and the “Polish

Pogroms” of 1918–1919

Neal Pease

On April 10 a news dispatch appeared that fifty Jews had been lined up
against a wall and executed by command of a Major in the Polish Army. A
great outcry broke out in the American press. Paderewski was in Paris and I
suggested that he should have an investigation made at once. In the meantime,
we sent one of our staff to investigate and found there was really not much
truth in the story. But it still raged in the American press and began to
threaten our relief work. On June 2nd I wrote President Wilson suggesting
that with Paderewski’s approval, an official American Mission be sent to look
into the matter. General Edgar Jadwin, Mr. Homer Johnson, and Mr. Henry
Morgenthau were appointed as the Commission. These gentlemen did a fine
service by exposing falsity and creating a generally more wholesome atmo-
sphere.

Herbert Hoover, The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover:
Years of Adventure, 1874–1920 (New York, 1951), 357–58.

In these eight laconic sentences, composed some thirty years after the fact,
Herbert Hoover summarized his part in an episode that involved him as
director of the American Relief Administration activities in Eastern Europe
after the First World War. However, Hoover’s memoirs had much ground
to cover regarding his busy career, and his account of this incident is con-
siderably condensed, to say the least. In fact, the so-called Piñsk massacre
of April 1919 was but one, albeit the most sensational, of numerous out-
rages reportedly inflicted upon Jews within Poland since the previous No-
vember, the month of the restoration of Polish statehood after more than a
century of foreign rule. The accumulated charges convinced much of the
world that the fledgling Polish government had encouraged or tolerated
the slaughter and persecution of not fifty, but thousands of Jews, and the
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resultant wave of indignation in the United States and abroad persuaded
the American authorities that they had no choice but to intervene in the
controversy. These efforts culminated, as Hoover stated, in the dispatch of
a board of inquiry led by Henry Morgenthau, but not all agreed that the
mission had performed a “fine service” or even that it had reached coher-
ent conclusions. Some denounced the Morgenthau report as a whitewash
concocted to hide the truth of a ghastly atrocity; many accepted its findings
as evidence that allegations of Polish anti-Semitism were wildly exagger-
ated, while others insisted that it proved precisely the contrary. This was
not the sole irony of the U.S. response to the reported “Polish pogroms” of
1918–19, and reexamination of this now obscure cause célèbre is useful in
several ways. The affair offers insight into American policies concerning
Poland and the protection of national minorities at that pivotal time, a
fleeting moment when Washington officialdom regarded the restored Pol-
ish state as a natural and necessary partner and so took vigorous measures
to preserve its good name in the face of unflattering and, they thought,
unfair publicity.

For decades, accusations that the Poles “celebrated” the birth of the
Second Republic with an orgy of pogroms contributed to a popular and
often repeated belief that interwar Poland was viciously anti-Semitic: the
violence was, in this view, “a gruesomely fitting inauguration of the kind of
treatment that Jews would receive in the independent Poland,” where “Jew-
ish life was the cheapest commodity.”1 Like all hardy legends, these ex-
travagant charges rested upon just enough fact to lend plausibility to the
elaborations. Over the centuries the Polish lands had become the largest
center of Jewish settlement in the world; Jews constituted roughly one-
tenth of the population of the Second Republic, and markedly more in the
kresy, or eastern borderlands of the state. Although scarcely as homoge-
neous as often portrayed, Polish Jewry at that time was a largely urban
group, predominantly Orthodox and culturally distinct from the Poles and
other peoples of the region. Despite an increasing diversification by liveli-
hood, the traditional identification of Jews with commerce and retail trade
remained strong; in many villages and cities of the kresy, the small mer-
chant or shopkeeper was nearly certain to be Jewish. The nineteenth cen-
tury had injected new strain into the historically intimate but wary rela-
tionship between Pole and Jew. In an era of rising Polish nationalism and,
with urbanization, the growing attractiveness of occupations once regarded
as Jewish preserves, Jews became targets of suspicion and resentment. Ro-
man Dmowski’s National Democracy, the most dynamic Polish political

1. The quotations are from Harry M. Rabinowicz, The Legacy of Polish Jewry:
A History of Polish Jews in the Inter-War Years, 1919–1939 (New York and Lon-
don, 1965), 31, 38; and Celia S. Heller, On the Edge of Destruction: Jews of Poland
Between the Two World Wars (New York, 1977), 47.
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movement at the turn of the century, openly called for the reduction of
Jewish influence in a free Poland. At the same time, a growing minority of
Polish Jewry was abandoning its customary civic passivity and adopting
Zionism or other creeds foreseeing a Jewish political destiny separate from
the Poles.

The events of the First World War itself had magnified these tensions
and led to a palpable increase of anti-Semitic sentiment among the Poles
and Ukrainians of the kresy. Allegations that Jews had cooperated too readily
with the German occupation and that Jewish tradesmen had profiteered
from the conflict circulated widely, and the conspicuous if often overstated
Jewish presence in radical and Bolshevist ranks aggravated Polish fears
that Jews were politically unreliable. In the later stages of the war Dmowski
won Allied recognition as the legitimate Polish spokesman, and the ex-
pected prominence in reborn Poland of this figure notorious for his slant
on the “Jewish Question” aroused unease among Jews worldwide.2

These developments partially accounted for the readiness of interna-
tional opinion to believe that the misfortunes of Polish Jewry in 1918–19
stemmed from deliberate pogroms, encouraged or winked at by the new
state authorities, rather than the chaos and warfare still prevalent in the
east of Europe. In a sense, the armistice had not ended the world war in the
eastern zone of the continent, where the violent and disorderly course of
the Russian revolution and civil war and the fixing of new frontiers raged
for two more years. In that stormy interlude, Poland battled a variety of
Bolshevist, Lithuanian, and Ukrainian forces for control of the kresy, which
became a no-man’s-land of warring factions patrolled by imperfectly disci-
plined troops and inexperienced officers. Swept up in the maelstrom, the
Jews of the region found themselves in harm’s way despite their efforts to
lie low during the fray. Blatant and brutal attacks against Jews emphati-
cally did occur, but opinions differed then, and continue to differ now,
about the applicability of the term “pogrom” to these incidents.3 Most of

2. Charles Reznikoff, ed., Louis Marshall, Champion of Liberty: Selected Papers
and Addresses (2 vols.; Philadelphia, 1957), v. 2, 585–593.

3. For example, Ezra Mendelsohn, The Jews of East Central Europe Between
the World Wars (Bloomington, IN, 1983), 40–42, describes these actions as po-
groms, while Norman Davies says flatly that they were no such thing, God’s Play-
ground: A History of Poland (2 vols.; New York, 1982), v. 2, 262–263, and Eu-
rope: A History (Oxford and New York, 1996), 844. Jerzy Tomaszewski, ed.,
Najnowsze dziejów ¯ydów w Polsce (Warsaw, 1993) labels the Lwów riots of No-
vember 1918 a pogrom, but not the Piñsk affair. The disagreement does not so
much concern the facts of what happened, but how to characterize them. For its
part, the Morgenthau report consciously strove to limit usage of the word “po-
grom” as an elastic and imprecise term applied indiscriminately to a broad range of
actions, from individual muggings to concerted mob attacks, instead employing the
more general, less emotive “excesses.”
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the Jewish casualties attributed to pogroms in fact took place within the
context of military encounters that afflicted Jewish and gentile civilians
alike, and killed more of the latter. Jews plainly suffered a disproportionate
share of injuries for many reasons—the concentration of their numbers in
the most hotly contested cities, their heightened vulnerability as shop own-
ers to looting and bread riots, bullyragging by licentious soldiers, mob thug-
gery in anarchic conditions, distrust of Jewish political allegiance—but these
were neither sponsored or condoned by the Polish government nor as nu-
merous as reported. In all, approximately three hundred Jews perished by
violence in Poland during these months, far fewer indeed than in other
troubled areas of East and Central Europe. Even so, the charges that Poles
were butchering thousands of Jews, inflated by hearsay and hyperbole,
captured the attention of the world.4

Accounts of pogroms in Poland first arose in November 1918 in the
wake of the Polish capture of Lwów after prolonged combat with adher-
ents of the West Ukrainian Republic. Within days, press dispatches, princi-
pally of German and Austrian origin, began to circulate contending that
Polish authorities had permitted, or even organized, the slaughter of as
many as three thousand Jews in that city. Initiating a pattern that would
recur in coming months, a second generation of articles presently disputed
the original reports as misrepresentations of a military operation, but the
journalistic maxim that accusations outweigh denials held true.5 The news
elicited expressions of shock and indignation, and the protests grew with
the appearance of similar tales of anti-Jewish excesses. From the beginning
the stories provoked the sharpest response in the English-speaking lands,
above all the United States, the country that had waged the war as a cru-
sade for liberal democracy and the liberation of East Central Europe. U.S.
public opinion invested much hope in resurrected Poland and reacted re-
proachfully to these rumored abuses, being untutored in the ethnic and
political complexities of the Polish lands and, according to many Poles,
conveniently inclined to forget the imperfections in America’s own record

4. See Norman Davies, “Great Britain and the Polish Jews, 1918–1920,” Jour-
nal of Contemporary History 8, no. 2 (1973): 119–142; Kay Lundgreen-Nielsen,
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and Poland (Cambridge, MA, and London, 1980), 157–168. The estimate of three
hundred Jews killed in the Polish lands in 1918–1919 represents a consensus of
contemporary accounts, following the initial inflated reports, and of subsequent
historical research. The Morgenthau report cited a figure of 280, Davies, “Great
Britain,” guesses four hundred, with most other counts falling within that range.

5. H. H. Fisher, America and the New Poland (New York, 1928), 156; New
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of treatment of minorities. The United States also was home to a large,
influential, and articulate Jewry, whose most visible leadership favored Polish
independence but placed little faith in the Poles’ intentions toward their
Jews. Already by early December Jewish spokesmen had appealed to Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson to protect Polish Jews, and a groundswell of public
censure of Poland had begun to surface.6

While not yet the torrent of disapproval it would become, the emerging
popular disenchantment with Poland over the Jewish question sparked
concern in the U.S. State Department. Not only did the Polish cause oc-
cupy a special place in the Wilsonian version of the postwar world, but
Washington also counted heavily on the new republic as a bastion of stabil-
ity and Allied loyalty standing between defeated Germany and revolution-
ary Russia, and the American authorities took for granted that they should
support and strengthen Poland.7 All the same, they also had long recog-
nized the problems posed by the existence of substantial minorities within
a Polish nation-state and now feared that the alleged pogroms might jeop-
ardize the American public enthusiasm for Poland with consequent harm
to U.S. policy in East Central Europe.8 On separate occasions in December
1918 and January 1919, American representatives approached Roman
Dmowski, then in Paris preparing to lead the Polish delegation to the com-
ing peace conference, to convey their worries and hear the Polish side of
the story. The National Democratic leader responded equably and, to the
Americans’ ears, plausibly enough. The incriminations against Poland, stated
Dmowski, were overstatements spread by enemies of the republic. Jews
had sustained isolated injuries, he admitted, but these must be attributed to
the anarchy of the kresy or to popular resentment of Jewish affronts to the
national cause, leading occasionally to disturbances which the army and
police were unable to prevent; in any event, he noted ironically, socialists
and not his National Democrats controlled the government, so there could
be no question of official Polish anti-Semitism. Dmowski frankly restated
his thesis regarding the Jewish question: Jews had been an essentially alien
and “parasitical” element in the Polish midst, devoted only to their own

6. Jacob Schiff to Israel Zangwill, December 13, 1918, in Cyrus Adler, Jacob H.
Schiff: His Life and Letters (2 vols.; Garden City, 1928), v. 2, 306; Congressional
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welfare, and they would gain acceptance by the majority only upon dem-
onstration of their resolve to become loyal citizens of Poland. These decla-
rations only partially satisfied American misgivings. Colonel Edward House,
Wilson’s intimate and a decided advocate of Poland, doggedly insisted that
the Poles would “try to do the fair thing” but concluded that Polish Jews
might require international protection until ethnic hostilities had been “re-
deemed” by the benefits of democracy and independence.9

Subtracting Dmowski’s programmatic anti-Semitism, his answers an-
ticipated the defensive tone of Polish official rebuttals to the pogrom re-
ports in coming months. Emphasizing the disordered and warlike condi-
tion of the eastern borderlands, the Poles claimed that the atrocity stories
were a caricature of the truth, largely propagated with malicious intent
both by hostile German sources and Jews seeking to discredit Poland for
political purposes.10 The Polish leadership also resented the suggestion that
the country should be subjected to international defamation and scrutiny—
groundless, they felt, in the first place—just as it was attempting to consoli-
date statehood and fix its frontiers. Ignacy Jan Paderewski, the celebrated
musician who doubled as premier and foreign minister in the first year of
independence, repeatedly assured the world of Warsaw’s innocence but grew
testy as the pogrom issue dragged on. Chief of State Józef Pi³sudski,
Dmowski’s longtime rival and the Polish luminary most identified with a
policy of liberality toward minorities, admitted to a Jewish interviewer that
Poles were certainly “not philosemites” but described this as an aberrant
condition of the war and its confused aftermath: once the tumult and pas-
sions of the moment had passed, Jews would find their existence secure in
a Poland that guaranteed them equality of right.11

In mid-January 1919, the Paris Peace Conference began, and quickly
became the principal forum for discussion of the status of Polish Jewry.
The cardinal tasks of the gathering were to conclude treaties and regulate
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the first semester of 1919.
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the new political order in Europe, but the war also had raised questions of
urgency to Jews, chiefly the prospect of a Jewish homeland in Palestine and
the wholesale creation of infant East European states that included sizable
numbers of Jews. Representatives from virtually all-Jewish colonies flocked
to the French capital espousing a variety of contradictory views. One of the
many disputes within Jewish ranks centered on the wisdom of advancing a
Zionist strategy in East Europe, meaning the demand that Jews in that
region be recognized as a distinct nationality endowed with autonomous
standing and corporate rights—an aim forcefully pursued by Polish Zion-
ists, but rejected by Warsaw as an unacceptable attempt to create a state
within the state. Other Jewish delegations, notably the British and French,
opposed the “national-rights” approach and argued that East European
Jews should remain content with more modest claims to civil equality.

On the whole, the American Jewish envoys at the conclave adopted the
Zionist program for East Europe. Many of the premier figures of U.S. Jewry
converged on Paris to uphold the nationalist cause: Supreme Court Justice
Louis D. Brandeis; his eventual successor, Felix Frankfurter; the educator
Cyrus Adler, and above all, Louis Marshall, the able representative of the
American Jewish Congress who quickly established himself as the most
tireless and effective Jewish advocate at the conference.12 By no means did
all American Jews support Zionism, however, and in March Henry
Morgenthau appeared at the peace parley as spokesman for the anti-na-
tionalist Union of American Hebrew Congregations. While widely disliked
within the U.S. Jewish elite both on personal and political grounds,
Morgenthau possessed access to the highest ranks of American decision
makers. A German-born immigrant who had amassed a fortune in New
York real estate, he became an early follower of Woodrow Wilson and
managed the finances of the successful presidential campaigns of 1912 and
1916. As a reward he became ambassador to Turkey and enjoyed the con-
fidence of Wilson and his inner circle. Morgenthau sternly opposed Zion-
ism, regarding it as ultimately incompatible with democracy and likely to
expose American Jews to the hoary charge of dual loyalty. He also en-
dorsed the Wilsonian view of Poland as a mainstay of U.S. values and
interests in the Old World and urged Polish Jews to rally to the state, repu-
diating autonomist notions.13

12. Oscar I. Janowsky, The Jews and Minority Rights (1878–1919) (New York,
1933), 263–272, 278.

13. Henry Morgenthau, All in a Life-Time (Garden City, 1922), 349–351. Felix
Frankfurter bore a special animus toward Morgenthau. Speaking of him in 1919,
Frankfurter insisted acidly that “the man is without character . . . Take base metal,
stamp on it the seal of government, call it an ambassador and you can never drive it
out of circulation,” quoted in Michael E. Parrish, Felix Frankfurter and His Times:
The Reform Years (New York, 1982), 142.
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If Jewish questions in general became a prominent topic of debate dur-
ing the early weeks of the peace conference, the matter of the “Polish po-
groms” had diminished in visibility through the first trimester of 1919,
kept alive by the intermittent press article or protest meeting but not com-
manding wide attention. The issue revived abruptly, however, with the an-
nouncement of the most credible allegation of outrage yet leveled against
Warsaw. Previous charges had rested on hearsay, but in this instance none
disputed what had happened: that on April 5 Polish soldiers came upon a
gathering of Jews in the tense, overwhelmingly Jewish city of Piñsk, only
recently secured by the Poles in their war against the Soviet armies. Inter-
preting the gathering as a subversive political meeting, the officer in com-
mand, Major Aleksander Norbut-£uczyñski, ordered the summary execu-
tion of at least thirty-five of the participants, who were shot against the
wall of the town cathedral. The subsequent revelation that the assembly
had been discussing the distribution of food relief in anticipation of Pass-
over lent a macabre touch to the incident, while the Polish imputation of
Bolshevist leanings to the victims—not impossible but never proved—seemed
callous and unconvincing. The “Piñsk massacre” caused a scandal and cata-
lyzed the topic of pogroms, transforming it into a front-page story that
gathered force with each new report of anti-Jewish outbreaks in Wilno and
other points in the borderlands, brandishing such headlines as “Jews Mas-
sacred, Robbed by Poles.”14 The renewed tales of horrors in eastern Poland
exerted a palpable influence on developments in Paris by pricking the con-
science of Wilson and fortifying the arguments of the Jewish lobbyists,
accelerating the process that would impose a series of minority-protection
treaties on Poland and the other newly independent East European states.15

14. New York Times, 26 May 1919. Related articles appeared almost daily in
the press in these weeks; see the Times of 23 May and 1 June 1919, for notable
examples. The pogrom allegations received much attention in organs of American
liberals and leftists, already inclined to distaste for Poland as a supposedly militaris-
tic and excessively nationalist beneficiary of the “punitive” Treaty of Versailles. H.
N. Brailsford likened the Poles to bloodthirsty oriental despots in New Republic,
August 20, 1919, 78–81, while the Nation noted that “Poland, our energetic young
protégé among the new and free nations . . . has already managed to make a notable
record in the matter of slaughtering quite a large number of innocent and defense-
less Jews,” May 31, 1919, 857. See Jerzy Tomaszewski, “Piñsk, Saturday 5 April
1919,” Polin 1 (1986): 227–251, for a dispassionate summary of the incident.
Tomaszewski ascribes the massacre to the Polish troops’ jumpiness and sense of
impunity in a war zone, abetted by anti-Jewish prejudice and the sheer incompe-
tence of Major Narbut-£uczyñski.

15. Cyrus Adler, I Have Considered the Days (Philadelphia, 1941), 312–316; Sir
James Headlam-Morley, A Memoir of the Paris Peace Conference, 1919 (London,
1972), 91; Janowsky, Jews and Minority Rights, 351.
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The Piñsk affair and its aftershocks also aroused American opinion and
touched off a controversy that raged through the spring of 1919. The ques-
tion not only generated frictions between Polish-Americans and Jews in
many localities, but fanned by the press and Jewish organizations, also
raised the simmering discontent of the public with Polish minority policies
to the boiling point. A bipartisan list of political eminences—William
Howard Taft, Charles Evans Hughes, Champ Clark, and Alfred E. Smith—
openly condemned Warsaw, and petitions and resolutions in a similar vein
poured into Washington. The agitation climaxed on May 21 with a gigan-
tic coordinated day of protest in New York City. Hundreds of thousands of
demonstrators marched in the streets, and thousands more jammed into
Madison Square Garden to hear Hughes, among other celebrated speak-
ers, denounce the “incredible atrocities” inflicted by Poland upon Jews and
call for official U.S. action to end them. These manifestations of public
anger impressed Congress. Within days of the New York rallies, the Senate
resolved to investigate the reports of pogroms in Poland and Romania, and
a bevy of legislators descended upon the State Department to vent indigna-
tion and demand explanations.16

The sudden furor against Poland alarmed American policymakers in
Paris and Washington, whose reflexive action was to seek to quell it by any
means. While Wilson saw no contradiction between support for Poland
and sympathy for the Jewish plight, many of his subordinates in the peace
delegation and the State Department approached the question in the tenor
of Colonel House’s private admission that “he thought more of the Poles
than he did of the Jews.” This sentiment embraced matters of policy—the
desire to protect the reputation of a country considered an important U.S.
interest against injurious and, they believed, overblown accusations—but
also a clear measure of pique: the overburdened diplomats at Paris came to
consider the Jewish activists as nuisances whose parochial agenda not only
conflicted with American aims in East Central Europe but also distracted
the peacemakers from weightier matters. In response, the State Depart-
ment tried to reassure Congress while thrusting the crisis upon the newly
ensconced American minister to Warsaw.17

16. New York Times, 21 May, 22 May, 27 May, 30 May, 8 June 1919; Congres-
sional Record, v. 58, May 26, 1919, 246, June 5, 1919, 669–670, June 10, 1919,
891, June 19, 1919, 1369.

17. David Hunter Miller, My Diary at the Conference of Paris (21 vols.; New
York, 1924), v. 1, 286. See as well James T. Shotwell, At the Paris Peace Conference
(New York, 1937), 322; R. H. Lord to Hugh Gibson, August 22, 1919, Hugh
Gibson Papers, Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, Stanford Univer-
sity; Frank Polk Diary, May 19, May 23, May 26, 1919, Frank Polk Papers, Ster-
ling Library, Yale University; Polk to Gibson, May 21 and May 23, 1919, FRUS
1919, v. 2, 749.
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The first chief of the U.S. legation in the Polish capital, Hugh S. Gibson,
was a rising star in the diplomatic service. A personable and widely admired
protégé of Herbert Hoover, Gibson welcomed his assignment to Warsaw—
“the most important legation we have”— and vigorously championed the
conception of a strong Poland to stand guard against German revisionism
and Soviet Bolshevism.18 He also stood out for his anti-Semitism even in an
era when genteel disdain for things Jewish pervaded the clublike atmosphere
of the Foreign Service. Upon their arrival in Warsaw, the Yankee diplomats
found their prejudices confirmed by an almost physical repugnance toward
the city’s exotic Orthodox Jewry and by the growing conviction that the ob-
jectives of Polish Zionists and Jewish autonomists endangered the state. To
Gibson and his colleagues, the Jews represented antagonists and also a source
of sport, and ridicule of Jewish traits, customs, and appearance became the
favorite expression of camaraderie within the legation.19

This combination of policy and inclination ensured that when the State
Department commanded Gibson to accord priority to the investigation of
the pogrom charges, superiors as well as envoy would emphasize the search
for evidence that would exonerate Poland—as indeed, they genuinely
trusted, any dispassionate inquiry would confirm.20 Pressures from the
aroused Congress forced Gibson’s probe to proceed at top speed. On June
2 the House Foreign Affairs committee began hearings that, given the mood
of the moment, seemed likely to produce a condemnation of Poland. Anx-
ious to avoid this outcome, the State Department sought to stall the legisla-
tors, imploring them to postpone action until Gibson had submitted his
report while simultaneously hounding him to register his findings before
the committee’s patience expired—preferably, if improbably, within a week.21

18. Gibson Diary, April 15, 1919, Gibson Papers. See also Gibson to Lansing,
January 22, 1920, State Department Decimal File, R.G. 59 [SDNA] 860.00/3, Na-
tional Archives, Washington, D.C. Andrzej Kapiszewski, ed., Hugh Gibson and a
Controversy over Polish-Jewish Relations after World War I (Kraków, 1991) is a
useful collection of relevant documents.

19. The culture of jocular anti-Semitism that reigned at the Warsaw legation
may be observed passim in the Gibson Papers and in the manuscript collections of
other mission staff, such as the Arthur Bliss Lane Papers, Sterling Library, Yale
University, and the Jay Pierrepont Moffat Papers, Houghton Library, Harvard Uni-
versity. In addition, Robert D. Schulzinger, The Making of the Diplomatic Mind:
The Training, Outlook and Style of United States Foreign Service Officers, 1908–
1931 (Middletown, CT, 1975), 131–132: and Martin Weil, A Pretty Good Club:
The Founding Fathers of the U.S. Foreign Service (New York, 1978), 34–41.

20. In FRUS 1919, v. 2, William Phillips to Gibson, April 25, 1919, 748; Polk to
Gibson, May 28, 1919, 750; Gibson to Polk, May 31, 1919, 752–753; Gibson to
Phillips, June 15, 1919, 764.

21. New York Times, 3 June, 11 June 1919; in FRUS 1919, v. 2, Phillips to
Gibson, June 3, 1919, 760, Polk to Gibson, June 20, 1919, 768.
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The harried minister to Warsaw complied dutifully if unwillingly, mount-
ing a hasty inquest in tandem with a Red Cross official and the agent for
American Jewish relief in Poland while inwardly seething at the monopoli-
zation of his time by the pogrom question. Gibson never completed a com-
prehensive report but issued a series of dispatches that consistently sounded
the themes that the atrocity stories were greatly distorted, that Polish-Jew-
ish hostility was complex and deep-rooted, and that the Jews bore their
own share of responsibility for their unpopularity in Poland.22 Except for
the vehemence of their expression, these contentions resembled those of
other foreign diplomats and correspondents in Warsaw who were also con-
cluding that the “pogroms” had been a case of much smoke and little fire,
but Gibson’s views soon became embarrassingly public. To keep the con-
gressional inquisitors at bay, the State Department had fed them copies of
the relevant cable traffic between Washington and Warsaw, a ploy that
backfired in early June when the House committee chairman leaked to the
press an excerpt of a Gibson telegram that largely exculpated Poland while
censuring as unwarranted and irresponsible the campaign of “violent agi-
tation” and “propaganda” undertaken by Jews throughout the world. When
a Christian Pole suffered harm, said Gibson, it was called a food riot, but if
a Jew was the victim in similar circumstances, it was called a pogrom.23

Gibson’s findings persuaded the congressmen to suspend their hearings,
but the publication of his confidential, hence impolitically worded, memo-
randum infuriated Jewish opinion and prompted accusations that Wash-
ington was trying to cover up a series of inconvenient enormities. “As-
tounding,” “whitewash,” “inexcusable,” and “ignorant” were but some
of the epithets Louis Marshall employed to describe the Gibson dispatch,

22. Gibson to Phillips, June 17, 1919, Gibson to Polk, June 20, 1919, FRUS
1919, v. 2, 765–769; Gibson to Mrs. Frank Gibson, June 1, 1919, Gibson Papers;
Weil, Pretty Good Club, 42–43. An account of the Gibson investigations by one of
its participants is found in Boris D. Bogen, Born a Jew (New York, 1930), 194–201.
The degree to which Gibson’s prejudice against Jews colored his conclusions is
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instance, he habitually indulged in scathing candid references to Poland and Poles
as well, but this did not get in the way of his warm advocacy of political and diplo-
matic support for the Polish state. For what it is worth, several Jews who observed
Gibson during his inquest expressed confidence in his fairness and conscientious-
ness; see Bogen’s relation in Born a Jew, as well as Cyrus Adler and Aaron M.
Margolith, With Firmness in the Right: American Diplomatic Action Affecting Jews,
1840–1945 (New York, 1946), 153.

23. Gibson to Phillips, June 2, 1919, FRUS 1919, v. 2, 756–760. Likewise see
Phillips to Commission to Negotiate Peace, June 17 and June 28, 1919, FRUS 1919,
v. 2, 764–765, 771–772; Lundgreen-Nielsen, Polish Problem, 347; New York Times,
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and Cyrus Adler castigated its revival of “old slanders” as an exercise in
blaming the victim.24 When Gibson arrived in Paris later that month to
consult with senior U.S. officials, Brandeis and Frankfurter confronted him
with threats that the American Jewish lobbies would work to block his
confirmation as minister to Warsaw. A man of thin skin and short fuse,
Gibson raged at his Jewish critics: if their vendetta provoked anti-Semitic
riots in Poland, the “blood guilt” would be theirs.25 Under fire, the envoy
to Warsaw understandably posed no objection when his chiefs decided to
transfer custody of the investigation to another, more formal panel.26

Even before the Gibson inquest collapsed in fiasco, the plan of con-
structing an official American commission to examine the alleged Polish
pogroms had seemed to many a logical step; indeed, the Polish government
and numerous Jewish groups already had accepted the idea in principle
when the rumors of atrocities first began to circulate in the last weeks of
1918.27 The project revived on June 2 when Herbert Hoover of the ARA,
following consultations with Prime Minister Paderewski, wrote to Presi-
dent Wilson to warn that the controversy, if left to burn, could do “a great
deal of harm”; exaggerated reports of anti-Semitic violence jeopardized
the repute of the Polish state, and “it must be a fundamental principle with
us that we must support the Polish Republic.” To allay the rumors and
prescribe any necessary correctives in Warsaw’s posture toward the Jewish
minority, Wilson should appoint a board of inquiry including American
Jews of “broad character’’—for example, Henry Morgenthau. The presi-
dent replied the next day that he favored the proposal both as a means of
aiding Poland and as a solution to “this troublesome question of the treat-
ment of the Jewish people.” On June 5 Hoover’s suggestion won the blessing
of the U.S. Commissioners Plenipotentiary, who endorsed the judgment that
Morgenthau would make “an excellent Jewish member” of the panel.28

24. New York Times, June 17, 1919; Marshall to Abram Elleus, August 19,
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Morgenthau attractiveness to the American decision makers in large
part derived from the very qualities that rendered him suspect to the U.S.
Jewish activists. When Hoover spoke of his “broad character,” he meant
precisely that Morgenthau differed fundamentally from the other Jewish
delegates at Paris: as a Jew who nonetheless opposed Zionism and warmly
backed Polish statehood, he could be trusted to lend credibility to the in-
vestigation while addressing a delicate issue in an impartial and respon-
sible fashion. However, the American Jews at the conference saw the ques-
tion in a much different light, and once word of Morgenthau’s impending
nomination as head of the inquiry started to circulate, to a man they pressed
him to step down. Marshall, Adler, and their colleagues argued that no Jew
should serve on the commission as a matter of propriety; privately they
objected to the selection of Morgenthau himself, doubting his commitment
to Jewish interests and worrying that he would merely lend legitimacy to a
prefabricated acquittal of Poland. Morgenthau bowed to their advice and
asked to be excused, agreeing that the task was best left to a gentile.29

All the same, the American officials refused to take Morgenthau’s no for
an answer. Convinced that he was their man, House and Gibson urged him
to reconsider.30 More importantly, Wilson made clear that he would have
Morgenthau or no one. The president met with his choice on June 26 to
win him over. Turning aside Morgenthau’s objections, Wilson emphasized
that he wanted a Jew to serve to guarantee a “sympathetic hearing” for his
Polish coreligionists and appealed to his longtime associate’s sense of duty
and personal loyalty. His arm twisted, and, one senses, pleased to hear of
his indispensability, Morgenthau saw little choice but to comply, and on
June 30 the United States announced that he would lead the board of in-
quiry to Poland accompanied by Gen. Edgar Jadwin and the lawyer Homer
Johnson.31

Considering the notoriety of the controversy the Morgenthau commis-
sion was designed to resolve, its formation caused surprisingly little stir,
relegated (in the instance of the New York Times) to a paragraph on an
inside page. The investigation, as it happened, took existence at the exact
moment that the issue of the “Polish pogroms” ceased to make headlines
after its stint in the spotlight. The abatement of military action in the kresy
during the summer of 1919 and the consolidation of Polish authority in the

29. Morgenthau, All in a Life-Time, 352–353; Adler, I Have Considered, 319;
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region established more orderly conditions in the areas of heavy Jewish
settlement. Furthermore, the conclusion of the Polish minority-protection
treaty in Paris on June 28, partially in response to the disquieting reports
from eastern Poland, considerably reduced the urgency of the pogrom ques-
tion in the eyes of Jewish leaders. Achievement of this compact had become
the centerpiece of the Jewish delegations’ East European agenda, and ulti-
mately the peacemakers exacted similar pledges from the other “successor
states.” While these governments resented the treaties as insults to their
sovereignty by great powers unwilling to apply the same standards to them-
selves, the Jewish spokesmen celebrated them as satisfactory charters of Jew-
ish citizenship in the emancipated countries. With this victory in hand, Marshall
and his colleagues called on Polish Jews to set aside the hostilities of the past
and offer allegiance to a Poland now obliged to uphold their rights.32

If already somewhat anticlimactic, the formation of the Morgenthau mis-
sion prompted spirited and varying reactions from the principals. On the
Polish side, Paderewski and his advisers thanked the fates that the inquest had
been entrusted to a “fair and honest man,” and the State Department officers
agreed that the Jews disliked the project only because Morgenthau was “too
liberal and fair-minded” for their tastes.33 In fact, the prospect of the investi-
gation appalled the Zionists in Paris, who considered it a patent fraud and
dispatched Frankfurter to Poland to keep a conspicuous eye on Morgenthau.
In the meantime, Poles, Zionists, and anti-Zionist Jews jostled one another
for the ears of the panel and its staff before they departed the French capital,
seeking to incline the examiners toward desired directions.34
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Morgenthau and his entourage arrived in Warsaw on July 13 and wasted
no time in assuring all that their goal was less to apportion blame than to
foster reconciliation. The board’s chairman proclaimed that global stabil-
ity required “a strong Poland which could keep Russia and Germany apart,”
but that Poles and Jews must patch up their “family feud” if the country
was to thrive and “do its part” for the Allied and democratic cause. Gen-
eral Jadwin also stressed the theme of mutual benefit, intoning that “what
is good for the Jews is good for Poland, and what is good for Poland is
good for the Jews,” although time would show that he accorded far greater
weight to the second half of the formula.35

Polish reaction to the American mission of inquiry ranged from tumul-
tuous to hostile. Thousands of Jews thronged to greet Morgenthau in War-
saw and other cities of call, but Polish Zionists gave him the cold shoulder
for his known opposition to their movement.36 For their part, the Polish
press and officialdom made little effort to disguise their distaste for the
examiners as an unwelcome affront to their sovereignty, at best tolerated.
Such complaints issued not only from the Dmowski camp, but also from
Chief of State Pi³sudski. Although Pi³sudski had admitted to Gibson that
he regarded the attacks on Jews as a disgrace and promised to quell them
as best his government could, he was as touchy about nosy outsiders pok-
ing into national concerns as he was broadminded toward minorities. In a
pair of stiff meetings, the chief of state insisted to Morgenthau that the
supposed pogroms had been deplorable but unavoidable “accidents” in no
way justifying foreign meddling in Polish affairs.37 An outbreak of race
riots in the United States permitted the critics of the Morgenthau mission
to raise questions of hypocrisy and double standards as well. Sarcastic Pol-
ish commentators deplored the “negro pogroms” across the Atlantic, and
Pi³sudski dryly offered Gibson the services of Polish investigators if de-
sired.38 Despite its resentment of the unwanted guests, however, the gov-
ernment allowed the panel a free hand and made no effort to hinder its
researches or restrict its access to Jewish opinion.39
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All the same, the commission encountered numerous problems during
its sojourn of two months, some inherent in the nature of the task. In the
first place, reconstruction of the causes and circumstances of Jewish inju-
ries in the Polish borderlands proved nearly impossible. The panel visited
the sites of most reported excesses and took evidence from witnesses of all
persuasions, but these efforts clarified the situation little. The accounts con-
flicted wildly, and the Americans discounted much testimony as unreliable
or tendentious.40 Other complications stemmed from the temperament of
the chairman himself. Exploiting the opportunity to continue his running
war against Jewish nationalism, Morgenthau hunted for polemical ammu-
nition, going so far, some later claimed, as to offer cash rewards for infor-
mation that would compromise the Zionists and their cause.41 Convinced
that economic privation fostered enmity between Poles and Jews, he ex-
pended much energy in attempts to convince Warsaw and Washington to
create an international corporation for Polish investment and development.
Whatever the merits of the proposal, all but Morgenthau found it irrel-
evant to his main purpose, and the suggestion fell on stony ground.42 More-
over, his ambassadorial service had not taught Morgenthau the virtue of
discretion, and he had the habit, as one of his colleagues noted, of doing “his
thinking aloud” and in public. This loquacity produced embarrassment in
July when newspaper stories claimed that he had dismissed the pogroms as a
hoax before the commission had begun its probe. Morgenthau heatedly pro-
tested that the journalists had misconstrued him, but the incident highlighted
his vulnerability to charges of unshakeable bias in favor of the Poles.43

In fact, Morgenthau strove mightily to be evenhanded. Acutely aware of
suspicions that he was merely the front for a cover-up, he affirmed that any
attempt to hide unpalatable truths would be both unconscionable and fu-
tile.44 This policy led him to chide the Poles somewhat more sharply than
expected. While remaining convinced of the basic decency and good inten-
tions of the Polish republic, Morgenthau saw enough evidence of avoid-
able Jewish hardship to stir unease; in particular, his scrutiny of the Piñsk
affair of April shook him profoundly. Gradually he concluded that although
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the Polish government had in no way sponsored or condoned outrages, it
deserved mild criticism for a complacent and insensitive approach toward
Jewish matters that approached culpable negligence. As he neared the end
of his probe, he warned his host government that he had no choice but to
“rap Poland’s knuckles” for these sins of omission.45

Morgenthau’s partial change of heart produced consternation among the
Poles and their staunchest State Department advocates and led him to break
ranks with Commissioners Jadwin and Johnson, who were prepared to ab-
solve Poland without reservations. The crucial difference between the chair-
man and his colleagues regarded definition of the proper scope of the investi-
gation. Morgenthau had served notice that he intended to examine the rel-
evance of the entire complex of Polish-Jewish relations; the others preferred
to restrict themselves to the narrower questions of the immediate cause and
extent of Jewish injuries by violence, and the responsibility of the Polish gov-
ernment, and on that count Jadwin asserted that “as good order is being
maintained in Poland at present as in the United States.” The trio consulted in
efforts to heal the rift and avoid a public admission of dissension, but in the
end the panel had no choice but to resort to separate sets of findings.46

Morgenthau issued his report—popularly regarded as the definitive state-
ment of the commission, but in effect a minority opinion—early in Octo-
ber, and its conclusions reflected the author’s ambivalence. Concerning the
burning question of the inquiry, he denied the authenticity of the alleged
pogroms and cleared Warsaw of direct responsibility for the isolated “ex-
cesses” that had occurred, attributing them above all to “the chaotic and
unnatural state of affairs” of the preceding year. This judgment validated
the central contention of Poland and its defenders, but the subsidiary points
of the report were more guarded. Morgenthau lamented the existence of
“a widespread antisemitic prejudice” in Poland produced by recent social
and political conflicts and devoted much of his text to description of sub-
stantiated instances of mistreatment of Jews by Polish civil or military au-
thorities, notably the Piñsk incident. He decried both Zionism and Polish
chauvinism of the National Democratic stripe as malignant influences on
Polish public life but offered the hopeful prediction that “relations between
the Jews and non-Jews will undoubtedly improve in a strong democratic
Poland.”47 The overall tone of the document was equivocal: the lot of Jews
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under Polish rule was in no way as harsh as widely believed but still not
satisfactory, and improvement required the cooperation of Poles and Jews
of good will against extremists of both camps.

The joint Jadwin-Johnson deposition, released a month later, repeated
Morgenthau’s determination that no pogroms had taken place but refused
to endorse the hedges and qualifications he had attached to the verdict.
The discords showed mainly in emphasis and shading rather than assess-
ment of fact. Jadwin and Johnson agreed with Morgenthau that approxi-
mately three hundred Polish Jews had died—mostly as civilian victims of
war, worsened, they quaintly added, by “the eastern low valuation of hu-
man life”—but placed greater stress on the innocence of the Polish govern-
ment. Indeed, they accepted the relatively low death toll as proof of Warsaw’s
diligence in shielding the Jewish population from the wrath of a Polish
nation provoked by “the attitude of the Jews” at a time of excitement and
tension. They highlighted the efforts of German propagandists to frame
the Poles as barbarous anti-Semites and expressed confidence in the cor-
rectness of Polish minority policies; the world should support the new re-
public and permit it to develop without undue interference. In short, the
Jadwin-Johnson paper replicated, in more measured language, the spirit
and substance of the ill-fated Gibson report of June and approximated the
stance that many had expected Morgenthau himself to assume.48

Couched in nuance, the discrepancies between the two reports were not
obvious but showed plainly to those familiar with the subtleties of the con-
troversy. Upon reading the Morgenthau declaration, Louis Marshall termed
it, with evident surprise, “quite a good document” and contrasted it favor-
ably to its counterpart. American Jews, he said, should “stand behind
Morgenthau” and withhold criticism.49 On the other hand, Gibson and his
fellows at the Warsaw legation objected that Morgenthau had been too
hard on the Poles and sought to gain wider publicity for the Jadwin-Johnson
statement.50

The studied ambiguity of the Morgenthau report, its careful allotment
of sympathy and reproach to all parties, permitted diverse interpretations
of its message. Lifted from context, isolated passages could offend or please
anti-Semites, Jewish activists, and champions or detractors of Poland alike.
Outraged Zionists condemned it as “Morgenthau’s whitewash,” the “de-
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50. Weil, Pretty Good Club, 42–43.



76 Ideology, Politics and Diplomacy in East Central Europe

liberate treachery” of a renegade Jew against his own, but Marshall also
could cite it as evidence that Poland needed to raise its standards of con-
duct toward the Jews.51 For their part, Polish officials elected to accentuate
the positive and focus on the American’s dismissal of the pogrom charges
and warm regard for Poland as a stronghold of democracy and Allied loy-
alties, and they greeted his ruling as essentially favorable.52

In the United States, the casual reader likewise tended to construe the
Morgenthau report as a vindication of Poland, and this opinion prevailed
in the press. To the New York Times, the “temperate and . . . impartial”
Morgenthau inquiry demonstrated that the uproar against Poland had been
much ado about little.53 This reading especially gratified those U.S. officials
who had conceived of the commission as a means to exonerate Warsaw
and discredit Jewish political leaders as irresponsible calumniators, and
their reactions were equal parts of satisfaction and vindictiveness. Hoover
claimed that Morgenthau had shown that Polish Jews had “infuriated [the]
Christian population” and brought misfortune on themselves. Within the
State Department, Undersecretary Frank Polk gloated that the report “will
rather jar the Jews,” and Assistant Secretary William Phillips forecast, in a
telling choice of words, that it would help the department “put the qui-
etus” to the tales of Jewish massacres in Poland.54

Phillips’s prediction that the pogrom question would fade from notice
proved correct, but the Morgenthau report merely confirmed rather than
prompted this outcome. Composed as an antidote to the clamor of the
American public against the grisly stories of Polish misdeeds, the inquiry
completed its work at a time when that public no longer cared. As Poland
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continued to establish order in the kresy, the rumors of atrocities disap-
peared correspondingly, and the issue lost currency as Americans turned
toward other matters. Lacking the prod of popular indignation that had
spurred legislative action the previous spring, Congress too allowed the
topic to drop. In many ways, these developments reflected the fundamental
change in American opinion and diplomacy, already well advanced before
the pivotal elections of 1920, that would lead the United States to renounce
Wilsonian notions of responsibility for European security and redefine East
Central Europe as a region of no compelling U.S. interest. Virtually upon
its release, then, Morgenthau’s earnest vision of a pluralist, democratic
Poland under Allied and American patronage became a relic of a discarded
policy of U.S. commitment to the independence and welfare of the Polish
republic. In this atmosphere of apathy, the Morgenthau report received
perfunctory attention and thereupon sank into oblivion, quickly forgotten
by all but a few.

To the extent that the truth of the matter can be determined, and despite
the inauspicious political origins of their mission, the American investiga-
tors appear to have concluded correctly that the ballyhooed “Polish po-
groms” of 1918–19, while not entirely groundless, were exaggerated and
not the product of a campaign of terror waged by Warsaw against Jews.
The record of the Polish authorities in Jewish questions was not perfect, as
they implicitly, though grudgingly, admitted themselves, but primary re-
sponsibility for the suffering of Jews in the turbulent first months of inde-
pendence could not be laid fairly at the door of a newborn government
preoccupied with the chores of state building and lacking the power to
impose order in all regions of the country. An argument can be made that
Poland should have assigned higher priority to the protection of Jews in a
volatile situation, or that its tendency to shift blame to German, Zionist, or
Bolshevist troublemakers was not the most constructive approach to the
issue. Even so, the facts remain that where Polish authority was estab-
lished, the physical safety of Jews became secure, and that the Poles sub-
mitted to foreign examination of a delicate internal matter and offered a
free hand to the investigators.

From the outset, official Washington had refused to regard the Poles as
the villains of the piece, instead directing its ire toward Jewish advocates,
and particularly the American Zionists who lobbied the peace conference,
as scandalmongers trading in anti-Polish hysteria. In the eyes of prominent
U.S. diplomats, American Jews, pursuing a narrow agenda beyond the
bounds of reason or propriety, raised the bogey of pogroms in a cynical
and misguided attempt to smear a strategic ally and promising democracy.
The Jewish spokesmen did, in fact, overstate Polish wrongdoings, but this
was an almost inevitable consequence of their commitment to the cause of
Jewish rights. From the perspective of the Western Jews, the common asso-
ciation of Poles with anti-Semitism, the noticeable rise in Polish-Jewish
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tensions during the war, and the high visibility of Dmowski and the Na-
tional Democrats added up to a damning consistency. When reports of
Polish atrocities against Jews began to proliferate, Louis Marshall and his
colleagues concluded that they could not give Poland the benefit of doubt.
Lacking other means to be heard, they resorted to publicity that was fre-
quently shrill and politicking that was sometimes heavy-handed, but they
could have done little else and remain credible champions of East Euro-
pean Jewry.

As for Henry Morgenthau, for years after 1919 many Jews scorned him
as a turncoat who had hidden the ugly truth of the Polish pogroms, a harsh
and one-sided characterization of his part in the controversy. In the first
place, the objections of Morgenthau’s Jewish detractors that he was the
wrong man to head an inquiry owing to his Polish sympathies and distaste
for Zionism lacked point. Once the decision to mount an investigation
under American auspices had been taken, perhaps the only politically pos-
sible candidate to head the mission was, as Wilson recognized, none other
than Morgenthau, a prominent Jew invulnerable to suspicions of hostility
toward Poland, trusted by Washington, and tolerable to Warsaw. The ob-
vious disadvantages to his selection were his lack of credibility with Poland’s
main accusers and his susceptibility to charges that he was merely acces-
sory to a cover-up. In spite of this handicap—indeed, possibly to compen-
sate for it—the Morgenthau report emerged as an impressively detached
and balanced summary of a tangled and supremely sensitive issue.
Morgenthau permitted his bias against Zionism to show, and several highly
placed American officials plainly would have lost no sleep had he white-
washed any crimes Poland might have committed, but he bent over back-
wards to be fair according to his lights and surprised partisans at both ends
of the polarized debate who assumed they could safely predict the outcome
of his researches.

Easily lost in the crossfire of words was the degree to which the entire
polemic had become a function of U.S. politics, propelled by the interac-
tion of American public opinion, pressure groups, and official foreign policy
objectives. Rarely before or since has a Polish issue gained such impor-
tance, even if fleeting, in American civic discourse, or stirred such passion
in a country that traditionally has manifested only intermittent interest in
Eastern Europe. The furor stirred by the “Polish pogroms” of 1918–19 is
rooted in the unusual circumstances of the time: Washington had defined
an independent and thriving Poland as an asset of American policy, a prin-
ciple that appeared to collide with a widespread belief that the Poles were
flagrantly violating standards of human rights held sacred by Americans,
and therefore undeserving of U.S. support.

In the long run, the Morgenthau commission failed to undo the damage
to Poland’s reputation wrought by the lurid charges of anti-Semitic out-
bursts. To the extent that the controversy of 1918–19 made any lasting
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impression on public memory, the sensational accounts of Jewish massa-
cres in Piñsk and elsewhere outweighed the drier rebuttals of the investiga-
tors and reinforced the popular equation of Poland with cruelty toward
Jews. John Maynard Keynes spoke for many when, in the course of his
celebrated diatribe against the peace treaties, he memorably dismissed Po-
land as “an economic impossibility with no industry but Jew-baiting.”55

Concerning American opinion, the Polish Foreign Ministry resignedly took
for granted that Warsaw would bear the stigma of anti-Semitism indefi-
nitely.56 The association of Poland with violent animus toward Jews lin-
gered in the U.S., dormant for the time being but easily revived.57 More-
over, the tales of Jewish bloodbaths in Poland at the end of the World War
refused to die, and, with repetition, crystallized into “common knowledge”:
the “Polish pogroms” had entered the realm of sturdy myth.
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Chapter 4

The Socialist Imprint on International
Relations in Interwar Europe

William L. Blackwood

In the middle of October 1925, the world’s attention abruptly turned to the
town of Locarno, a small resort off the beaten track in southeastern Swit-
zerland. The foreign ministers of the major states of Europe had selected
this unlikely spot to finalize an agreement on Germany’s borders. The fact
that it took place in an obscure venue with limited hotel space and inad-
equate telephone connections did not prevent the Locarno conference, and
the pact it produced, from becoming the media sensation of the year in
international affairs. Overnight, a glamorous political counterpart was born
to the notably less-hyped Dawes Plan of the previous April.

This American initiative had stabilized the Weimar Republic, Germany’s
first experiment in full-blown parliamentarianism, by opening the spigot
on short-term loans to the ailing German economy. The connection be-
tween Dawes and Locarno was an obvious one. Not unlike the Marshall
Plan twenty-three years later, Wall Street’s decision to take its investments
where the Senate had earlier refused to extend political guarantees pro-
vided much-needed liquidity. In part, Dawes was a way to dispose of ex-
cess capital, but the more profound motive was the American financial
community’s concern about the link between German reparations, French
payments on British loans, and British debts in the United States. Again,
similar to the Marshall Plan’s requirement that American aid be centrally
distributed, the Dawes Plan required an intra-European agreement to regu-
late and restructure the reparations payments that had been imposed upon
Germany at Versailles. With Dawes having thus laid the economic base,
Locarno constituted the next, more expansive step in Germany’s reintegra-
tion into the international system. Whereas Dawes has been posited on the
notion that German economic well-being was indispensable, Locarno was
rooted in the belief that long-term stability in Western Europe could and
should be purchased at the price of recognizing Germany’s right to redress
the allegedly unjust territorial losses it had suffered in the east and at the
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end of the war. Driving this one-two combination in what socialists liked
to call Europe’s “pacification” was a new type of international political
economy. Before 1918, it would have been unthinkable that German do-
mestic stability could depend directly on the American bond markets. Right
after 1918, it would have been perhaps more plausible, but nonetheless
difficult, to envision an attempt to treat defeated Germany as an equal at
the expense of the victorious and newly created states of Czechoslovakia
and Poland. Developments during the immediate postwar years had changed
all of this. One of the critical, though largely ignored, causal factors in this
change was European socialism, the same political force that had tradi-
tionally devoted the most time and energy to theorizing about the interre-
lationship between politics and economics.

The immediate background to the Dawes-Locarno package was the
unrest that had afflicted Germany ever since the November revolution of
1918. The German crisis had intensified in early 1923, when Belgian and
French troops marched across the Rhine into the Ruhr Valley in retaliation
for Berlin’s unilateral declaration of a reparations moratorium. Four years
and a few months after the armistice, militarized foreign control of many
of Germany’s most important mines and heavy industries exacerbated even
further the witch’s brew of political violence, social protest, and hyperin-
flation that inflamed left- and right-wing extremism and threatened to shatter
fragile German republicanism. Events such as the massacre of thirteen Krupp
workers by French troops played into the hands of radical nationalists and
communists alike. The communists’ so-called Schlageter line, named after
a right-wing German paramilitary executed by the French in the Ruhr, com-
pleted the circular connection between right- and left-wing extremism. In
the words of Karl Radek, the tireless, multilingual revolutionary journey-
man of the Communist International (Comintern), the Weimar Republic’s
confrontation with France in the Ruhr had transformed “nationalism, used
earlier to strengthen the bourgeois governments,” into “a means of intensi-
fying the existing capitalist collapse.”1 The communist embrace of nation-
alism went hand in hand with an appeal for a broad united front “from
below” of workers and the lower middle classes. With the specter of an
extremist dictatorship in Germany looming large, Europe’s socialists moved
into the vanguard of the movement to save Europe by rescuing Germany.
Discussions among the Belgian socialist leadership at the onset of the Ruhr
crisis illustrated how ideology and pragmatic concerns created a rationale
for sustaining and collaborating with German democracy. Belgium had a
direct stake in reparations, and the still-fresh memory of the German mili-
tary occupation stroked anti-Germany emotions. The Belgian socialists
deemed German payments indispensable, albeit in a reduced amount. At

1. Heinrich A. Winkler, Von der Revolution zur Stabilisierung. Arbeiter und
Arbeiterbewegung in der Weimarer Republik 1918 bis 1924 (Berlin, 1985), 581.
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the same time, they explicitly framed their discussion of how to go about
extracting money from Germany in terms of the need to strengthen Ger-
man socialism in the internationalist struggle against French “reaction,”
which, all European socialists argued, threatened to turn the Ruhr into a
communist bastion and, for good measure, to wreck definitively the Ger-
man economy. In Paris, the kind of reasoning gave rise to assertions that
socialism’s “subordination of national policies to the interests of the prole-
tarian class” sought to undermine the defense of French national interests.
Meanwhile, Belgian diplomatic traffic from Berlin made it clear that con-
cern about German stability extended beyond socialist circles. Radek’s ac-
tivities in Germany were tracked closely and portrayed as an attempt to
align Germany with Russia by harnessing German nationalism for
cummunism.2 Most socialists in Western Europe had looked askance at
Czechoslovakia and Poland’s acquisition of formerly Austrian and Ger-
man territories and the end of World War I. With the fate of the Weimar
Republic appearing to hang in the balance in early 1923, the pernicious
ideological current flowing from Russia into Germany further strength-
ened the socialist inclination to deal with Germany at the expense of it
immediate eastern neighbors.

By 1925, pro-German sentiments, justified and intensified by the desire
to stabilize Europe, made for peculiar bedfellows. Viscount D’Abernon,
the British ambassador to Berlin and one of Locarno’s key behind the scene
architects, explained why Locarno had been chosen over Geneva. As the
seat of the League of Nations, the latter, and certainly not an unknown
resort, was the most plausible site for grand, headline-capturing acts in the
service of peace and mutual understanding. But, in the British aristocrat’s
opinion, the atmosphere in Geneva contained “too much Polish and Czecho-
Slovakian perfume.”3 Distaste for the two successor states to Germany’s
east formed an important element of the vaunted Locarno spirit, though
little evidence to this effect could be gleaned from prominent public state-
ments. These were reflected by one of Locarno’s most ardent German par-
tisans and his invocation of “a new conception of the unity and friendship
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of mankind.”4 The foreign ministers who were the principal signatories of
the Locarno treaties—Aristide Briand of France, Austen Chamberlain of
Great Britain, and Gustav Stresemann of Germany—jointly received the
Noble Peace Prize in 1926, one year after Charles Dawes had gotten the
award. As the very first statesmen to be so recognized for a collective effort
to promote peace, this Franco-Anglo-German troika thus pioneered a tra-
dition that is now commonplace. Numerous statements echoed the previ-
ously cited German paean, and the small Swiss town emerged from out of
nowhere as the catchword for a new era in transnational cooperation.
Following the disillusionment of the early postwar years, rhetoric reminiscent
of Woodrow Wilson’s earlier talk of “a war to end all wars” once again began
to dominate public discussion about international relations in Europe. When
applied retrospectively, this same logic portrayed Locarno as the best chance
for avoiding what did indeed come to pass: a second world war.

One war and yet another division of Europe later, Locarno’s twenty-
fifth anniversary was a time for pondering what might have been. In 1950,
Joseph Paul-Boncour, an independent socialist who had represented France
at the League of Nations while working closely with Briand to promote
Franco-German understanding, christened Locarno “the first tangible mani-
festation of the spirit of European Union.” In an effort to link the past to
the present, he conditioned West Germany’s transformation into a respon-
sible member of the community of nations on European unification. A
further, if somewhat far-fetched contemporary twist on Locarno was to be
found in Paul-Boncour’s assertion that the principles driving European union
also drove the Western commitment to the U.S.-led United Nations’ de-
fense of South Korea against invasion from communist North Korea. For
his part, a German commemorator of Lorcarno’s silver anniversary postu-
lated that, had Stresemann been alive in 1950, “he and Winston Churchill
would have fought side by side for the same lofty cause at the Strasbourg
meeting of the Council of Europe.” Instead, it fell to Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer to make “the choice between East and West, between playing
ball with the Soviets or becoming an integral part of a united Europe.”5

West Germany’s quest for a usable history aside, Adenauer made for a
rather peculiar Stresemann successor. The Catholic politician and lord mayor
of Cologne who went on to become the founding father of the Federal
Republic had not liked Stresemann, and he had not shared the latter’s goals
during the crisis year 1923. Nor was it the Christian Democrat Adenauer,
but rather the leader of German socialism, Kurt Schumacher, who, after
the Second World War, advocated a third path for Germany as part of a
united Europe much closer in its underlying goals, if not its ideological
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packaging, to Churchillian conceptions than Adenauer’s own nose-to-the-
ground policies.

Back in the fall of 1925, the kind of unity for Western Europe supported
by the United States twenty years later was nowhere to be had. This made
the allusions swirling around the gathering in the remote corner of Switzer-
land that much more fantastic. The Times of London deemed Locarno, not
Versailles, the “genuine Treaty of Peace,” “a very great and liberating event”
destined to be “a landmark in European history.” In Paris, Le Temps paid
homage to “an outstanding act in the development of European politics”
that inspired joy “throughout the world, wherever people long for peace
and dignified labour.” In the bitterly divided journalistic landscape of Ber-
lin, the middle-of-the-road Vossische Zeitung predicted that Locarno would
enter the history books as the place “where nations … succeeded in finally
attaining real peace” by putting down a “milestone on the path to a closer
union of the European states. “Germany’s other major liberal daily, the
Frankfurter Zeitung, hopped on the same bandwagon. It praised “a great
historical fact” and “the ascendance of the European spirit.” On the other
side of the Atlantic, the Chicago Daily Tribune headline with the dramatic
announcement, “Powers Due to Sign War Death Knell.” Not to be out-
done by its Midwestern rival, the New York Times presented its readers
with an even more sensationalistic announcement: “France and Germany
Bar War Forever.” Manhattan’s largest religious venue, the Cathedral of St.
John the Divine, staged a “solemn service of thanksgiving for the signing of
the treaties of Locarno.” Among the assembled luminaries was Nicholas
Murray Butler, the president of Columbia University, who spoke passion-
ately in favor of greater American involvement in world affairs.6

In Moscow, Locarno sparked very different reactions. Pravda specu-
lated about secret anti-Soviet clauses and delivered appropriate caricatures.
One featured corpulent bourgeois statesmen leering and encircling a stal-
wart, lean, and determined German proletarian whose fists were clenched
to resist capitalist encirclement. The Russian Communist Party paper em-
bellished its thickly lettered announcement of “Germany’s Capitulation at
Locarno” with a cartoon featuring the predatory, beak-nosed, and self-
satisfied British foreign minister as a schoolmaster. His monocle in place
and dressed in a top hat and formal long coat with a whip at the ready
behind the back, Austen Chamberlain was shown offering a “treat” to his
“obedient boys.” Decked out in schoolboy shorts, knee socks and suspend-
ers, the quintessential Bürger-turned-national-leader Gustav Stresemann,
with the no less bourgeois chancellor, Hans Luther, at his side, made for a
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belittled adolescent pair. For Pravda, they were supplicants to the scion of
a British family whose path from provincial screw manufacturing into the
upper reaches of social political power provided a ready-made scenario for
communist scriptwriters, who no doubt understood that Locarno had dealt
a serious blow to Soviet-German cooperation. The aura of peace, stability,
and prosperity surrounding the Locarno spirit became that much more
luminescent thanks to the belief that Locarno marked the implicit renun-
ciation of the Rapallo Treaty, signed by Weimar Germany and Soviet Rus-
sia in 1922.When processed by The New York Times’ word mill, the anti-
Rapallo motif yielded a formulaic verdict: “Germany Turns From East to
West, Western Europe Consolidates and Russia Is Excluded.”7 The new
international political economy had given the paper of record in the rising
center of global capitalism a common analytical language with European
socialists.

Unlike the “profound joy,” “universal satisfaction,” and “feeling of re-
lief” it occasioned in France, Locarno was a particularly troublesome de-
velopment for the Second Polish Republic, whose appearance on the map
had triggered border conflict with every single neighbor, including Ger-
many and Russia. Having shed its status as a defeated outsider, Germany
was now beginning to reassert itself with the connivance of the same great
powers that had, with varying degrees of enthusiasm, been the patrons of
Poland’s rebirth. The ubiquitous praise lavished upon Locarno in the West
camouflaged, or, as skeptics suspected, purposely obfuscated a cold, hard
fact. Germany’s western borders may have been stabilized; however, in the
bargain, her eastern borders had been conspicuously demoted to a lesser
status. This disparity between East and West led one commentator in War-
saw to wonder whether “Europe, having erected a new altar of peace,”
would, down the road, require “live sacrifices by those who are weakest.”
Another admitted that, while Locarno did not raise the specter of a new
Polish partition right away, it did raise the threat of future German aggres-
sion against an isolated Poland. As a consequence, the seven-year-old state
was left to contemplate “a dangerous future” made all the more uncertain
by the realization that the vital Franco-Polish link had been attenuated.8

The other country potentially threatened by Locarno was Czechoslova-
kia. Like Poland, the First Czechoslovak Republic owed its existence to
Germany’s defeat and to the new state system sanctioned at the peace ne-
gotiations in the Parisian suburbs. The First Republic’s borders owed their

7. Pravda, 15 and 18 October 1925; New York Times, 18 October 1925. Thanks
to Ted R. Bromund for improving the characterization of Chamberlain.

8. 2 December 1925 Paris-Brussels “Le traité de Locarno et la France,” in
AdMdAEdB, Correspondance Politique Legations France. October 1925 Paris-
Prague summary report, in Archív Ministerva Zahranièních Vìcí (Prague), Politické
zprávy, Paøí¡z. 20 and 21 October 1925 Kurier Warszawski.
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rather haphazard shape to the arbitrary combination of historical, eco-
nomic, and strategic arguments. The new state they bounded provided the
most spectacular example of developments in a region where, to quote a
Czech socialist speaking in late 1918, “social demands” and “national
questions” had to be addressed parallel to one another.

Although Polish statehood had much deeper historical roots than in the
Czechoslovak case, this socialist assertion applied in equal measure to the
Second Polish Republic. Both of these states were on the eastern side of the
revolutionary fault line that ran through Europe at the onset of the inter-
war years. The widespread euphoria among all social classes unleashed by
the proclamation of independent statehood set them apart from other states,
such as France, Germany, Hungary, and Italy, where social radicalism fu-
eled bitter class conflict that made national solidarity a thing of the past,
and, in the eyes of many socialists whose heads were throbbing with the
hangover left by the Burgfriede and the Union sacrée, a course of action
best left in the past.9

Czechoslovakia and Poland both had ample reason to fear German ter-
ritorial revisionism. In the Czech lands, the western border belt contained
a compact German majority that, in 1918 and 1919, had made no bones
about its desire to join with Germany. The presence of socialist-controlled
cabinets in Berlin and Vienna had intensified this challenge to
Czechoslovakia’s integrity. Hope had been widespread among Czech-
oslovakia’s German citizens that a Great German Socialist Republic would
arise just as socialist support was surging in the territories which would
become notorious in the Nazi era as the Sudetenland. In Poland, German
irredentism did not pose a threat of the same magnitude. That being said,
German designs on the Polish portion of the industrial region of Upper
Silesia and the so-called corridor separating East Prussia from the Reich
proper were well known. Despite these social, political, and strategic simi-
larities, however, Prague and Warsaw’s reactions to Locarno differed mark-
edly.

Some red flags did go up in Czechoslovakia, which were similar in tone,
if not effect, to the universally negative reactions in Poland. The main daily
paper of the center-right Czechoslovak Agrarian Party, at the time a domi-
nant member of the governing coalition and one of the pillars of
“Czechoslovakism,” characterized the cooperation between Germany and
the West at Locarno as “a great danger” for “the eastern states” which, it

9. 19 February 1918 police report on meeting of Czechoslovak socialist leader-
ship in Prague, in Sborník dokumentù k vnitànímu vývoji v èeských zemích za 1.
svìtové války 1914–1918, v. 5 (Prague, 1997), 93–97. At the beginning of the First
Republic, even centrist and right-of-center parties went out of their way to avoid
the bürgerlich label. See Antonín Klimek, Boj o Hrad. Hrad a Pìtka /1918–1926/
(Prague, 1996), 26–27.
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was predicted, could find themselves at a distinct disadvantage in future
disputes with a strengthened and emboldened Germany. Yet the Czecho-
slovak envoy to the Polish capital had argued against cooperation between
Prague and Warsaw when, in early 1925, he reported on the Pole’s vehe-
ment rejection of the original German security proposals that set the Locarno
train in motion. The Czechoslovak diplomat presented the Poles’ reaction
as a symptom of their endemic insecurity and thus as evidence of their
inability to contribute to European understanding. This official interpre-
tive slant proved to be in accord with the main current of opinion in Prague,
where Locarno was seen as something that could be reconciled with the
basic tenets of the First Republic’s foreign policy. French diplomatic re-
porting from the Czechoslovak capital did take note of some criticism di-
rected against Locarno, but, on the whole, it chronicled public approval
that dovetailed neatly with official statements. The French legation in War-
saw, on the other hand, could hardly avoid the impression that the Poles
were putting the best possible face on the bad hand dealt to them by others,
a hand which, down the road, threatened to unmask the Franco-Polish
alliance as a bluff.10 Even though Czechoslovak diplomacy had strongly
supported the Geneva Protocols, a collective security proposal floated in
1924 that would have gone a long way towards permanently stabilizing all
of Europe’s borders, Locarno was nonetheless deemed palatable in Prague.
In Warsaw, Locarno, distasteful as it was, had to be digested regardless of
the consequences, because there were no alternative dishes on the plate.
Already viewed as obstreperous interlopers with a disturbing habit of bring-
ing unreasonable demands to the international political game, the Poles
simply could not afford to abandon the European kitchen on their own.

Taken together, the positive reactions throughout the West, the trucu-
lent response in Russia, the visceral rejection in Poland, and the instinctive
accommodation in Czechoslovakia were emblematic of Germany’s recov-
ery from the defeat it had suffered in 1918. Together with the Dawes Plan,
Locarno convinced many that Germany’s reincorporation into the interna-

10. 14 October 1925 Venkov. February 1925 Warsaw-Prague summary report,
in AMZV, Pz, Varšava. For a discussion of how Locarno fit into the overall con-
tours of Czechoslovak foreign policy in the 1920s, see Frank Hadler, “Locarno im
Blickwinkel tschechoslowakischer Aussenpolitik,” Ralph Schattkowsky, ed., Locarno
und Osteuropa. Fragen eines europäischen Sicherheitssystems in den 20er Jahren
(Marburg, 1994), 147–53. For a comparison of Czechoslovak and Polish reactions
to the genesis of a security arragement confined to the West, see Radko Bøach,
Èeskoslovensko a Evropa v polovinì dvacátých let (Prague, 1996), 106–17. 21
October 1925 Prague-Paris “Commentaires de la presse tchécoslovaque au sujet de
la Conférence de Locarno,” and 23 October 1925 Warsaw-Paris “A/s Retour de M.
Skrzynski Les Accords de Locarno et l’opinion polonaise,” In Archives Diplomatiques
du Ministère des Affaires Etrangères (Paris), Sous-série Grande Bretagne, vol. 85,
86.
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tional system marked the end of a dangerous interlude in European poli-
tics. Locarnites ruled the day with their argument that the moment had
come to end, once and for all, the Weimar Republic’s internal chaos and to
halt its vacillation between half-hearted reconciliation with the West and
full-fledged rapprochement with Soviet Russia, the other traditional great
power left outside by the Versailles system. Based as it was on Berlin’s
disavowal of an active eastern policy designed to deepen Russo-German
relations, Locarno logic necessitated a quid pro quo that would give Ger-
many something in exchange for concessions in the West on reparations
and security. Thanks to the graphical talents of its caricaturists and the
angular prose of its editorialists, Pravda did make for far livelier reading
than its Western counterparts. But the Russian paper’s talk of a German
defeat in October 1925 missed the mark entirely. Locarno did not subordi-
nate Germany to the West. It did create a new outlet for the projection of
German power. With Locarno, a calculus was born that would subsequently
define Germany’s place in international relations well beyond the 1920s.
Namely, how to use ties with the West, which ipso facto imposed certain
limitations on German actions, to create opportunities in the East? Whether
the issue at hand had to do with borders, as after 1918, or with the division
of Germany itself, as after 1945, the problematic interaction between the,
at least, superficially desirable “Europeanisation of the German question”
and the much less salutary “Germanisation of the European question” be-
came apparent for the first time at Locarno.11

Germany’s signal diplomatic victory at Locarno leveraged security in
the West into a sufficient down payment for the prospect of future territo-
rial changes in the east. In the dry language of diplomacy, this exchange
came in the form of a “Treaty of Mutual Guarantee” and “Arbitration
Treaties.” According to the former, all of the major Western powers—Ger-
many, Belgium, France, Great Britain, and Italy—endorsed “the territorial
status quo resulting from the frontiers between Germany and Belgium and
between Germany and France and the inviolability of said frontiers as fixed
by or in pursuance of the Treaty of peace signed at Versailles.” Great Britain’s
direct participation as a guarantor was crucial. Envisioned by its construc-
tors as the dam that would forever hold back the tides of the war in the
West, Locarno left the Rhineland demilitarized, kept Germany disarmed,
and forged the Anglo-French security link whose absence after 1918 had
so perturbed Paris. But Locarno also protected Germany against another
French invasion like the Ruhr occupation of 1923. The Anglo-French link,
in other words, hardly came free of charge, since it was anything but a
unilateral pledge by His Majesty’s government to defend France against

11. For a discussion of post-1945 German policy in this light, see Timothy Garton
Ash, In Europe’s Name. Germany and the Divided Continent (New York, 1994),
19–27
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future German aggression. The far-reaching implications of this fact all too
easily went unnoticed amid the emphatic and florid appeals to peace and
understanding. With the British guarantee applying equally to both sides
of the Franco-German border, Locarno hamstrung France’s ability to sup-
port Czechoslovakia and Poland, whether by direct action or through pres-
sure backed by the implied threat of force. Meanwhile, Germany’s eastern
borders received no such multilateral recognition. At Locarno, Czechoslo-
vakia and Poland had to make do with nonbinding, bilateral arbitration
agreements with Germany, which, in theory, established the League of
Nations as the default mechanism for the peaceful conclusion of territorial
disputes that could not be resolved bilaterally. Locarno, in short, created
“second-class borders,” to use an oft-cited phrase coined by an Italian par-
ticipant in the negotiations. Moreover, in no way did the “great and liber-
ating event” announced by the Times eliminate the possibility of a future
war between Germany and its eastern neighbors. Scenarios were thoroughly
imaginable in which the League would or could not involve itself it conflict
resolution. In fact, Europe would have come much closer to true socialist
pacification had the collective security arrangement foreseen by the Geneva
Protocols been enacted. Coming on top of the restriction imposed upon
France’s ability to project power eastward, and the nod given to German-
dominated collective decision-making, the supplementary Franco-Czecho-
slovak and Franco-Polish treaties initialed at Locarno merely codified the
creeping evisceration of the French eastern alliance system. No amount of
wordplay could undo the fact that Locarno eclipsed the original French
policy put in place after 1918. Hopes of containing Germany by binding
France to the two strongest states to Germany’s east began to dim in the
fall of 1925, and Czechoslovakia and Poland’s formal membership in the
victors’ camp of 1918 lost a great deal of its meaning.12

An imposing entourage of leading statesmen gathered in Locarno, where
the world’s press followed their every move as they strolled, hobnobbed,
dined, had coffee, took tea, lingered over aperitifs on sunny verandas, and
attended a party thrown on board a boat cruising scenic Lake Maggiore.
Lady Chamberlain, whose social graces earned her much praise, organized
the cruise to honor her husband, Austen’s, birthday, which, it so happened,
fell on the day that the accords were unveiled. Locarno was a fitting present

12. The Locarno Pact consisted of five separate documents: A “Treaty of Mu-
tual Guarantee Between Germany, Belgium, France, Great Britain, and Italy”; two
identical “Arbitration Conventions Between Germany and Belgium and Between
Germany and France”; and two identical “Arbitration Treaties Between Germany
and Poland and Between Germany and Czechoslovakia.” For the text of these docu-
ments as well as of the supplementary Franco-Polish and Franco-Czechoslovak trea-
ties, see William J. Newman, The Balance of Power in the Interwar Years, 1919–
1939 (New York, 1968), 205–27.
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for the foreign minister of the state whose long-standing wariness of a
continental commitment and deep suspicions of French hegemony had now
gained the upper hand. Born amid the seamless interweaving of personal
and official diplomacy in a sun-drenched setting full of good will, the
Locarno spirit was the polar opposite of the grim, conflict-laden bickering
and horse-trading in Paris in 1919. Only one socialist participated in this
noteworthy enterprise: Emil Vandervelde, the foreign minister of Belgium
and the leader of the Parti Ouvrier Belge (POB). In this respect, the carica-
turists and editorialists of Pravda had gotten it right. Superficially, Locarno
was indeed a bourgeois affair. But the socialist contribution to it was deci-
sive. The parliamentary support given to the treaties by the opposition
Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (SPD) guaranteed the Reichstag
majority without which the treaties would not have been ratified in Berlin
after the main right-wing party chose to bolt from the cabinet rather than
to endorse Locarno. True to Radek’s “Schlageter line,” the entire German
right, joined by the communists, condemned Locarno as a sellout, just as,
earlier, the Nazis and the communists had castigated Dawes as an act of
enslavement to foreign capital. A period of sustained cooperation between
the French and German socialists had prepared the way for German
socialism’s decisive parliamentary intervention on behalf of Locarno. The
SPD and the Section Française de l’Internationale ouvrière (SFIO) were the
first major forces to break the ice between the two states that had spilled so
much blood in the trenches of northern France. In the process, the specula-
tion in Paris about socialism’s intent to counter French nationalism with its
own class-based foreign policy proved to be prophetic.

The Franco-German socialist collaboration was a sign of just how seri-
ously socialists took developments like the Schlageter line. That being said,
another, much weightier and largely ignored historical factor was also at
work. In August 1914, the socialist International had collapsed ignomini-
ously, when workers and their leaders all over Europe abandoned the red
banner and embraced the national colors in an orgy of patriotism. While
the International never became the alternative working-class parliament
that many socialists had anticipated when surveying the effects of Europe’s
first protracted total war, the organization did provide an absolutely vital
framework for the formulation and implementation of a specifically social-
ist approach to international relations. It was through the International
that socialists first overcame the enmity induced by the war and then agreed
on a common set of economic and political policies that contained all of
the key elements subsequently brought to life by Dawes and Locarno. Be-
fore 1914, the best the International could hope to do was to act as a
pressure group capable of coordinating actions among its member parties.
After 1918, by way of contrast, the interparty contacts that the Interna-
tional promoted resonated in cabinets and foreign ministries. Total war
had democratized European politics and elevated socialist influenced to a
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qualitatively new level. To be sure, Karl Kautsky’s statement about “a revo-
lutionary party that does not make revolution” and Eduard Bernstein’s
riposte that the “goal, whatever it may be, is nothing me, the movement is
everything” continued to highlight the profound internal contradictions
that plagued Marxism in its symbiotic relationship with the capitalist state.
The most disastrous consequences of the chasm between theory and prac-
tice were to play themselves out in the domestic politics of Weimar Ger-
many in the late 1920s. In international affairs, however, socialists found
the going easier at a time when they were no longer merely the passive
observers and rhetorical critics of official policies that they had been ear-
lier. In 1919, a Czech socialist marveled at the convocation of an interna-
tional socialist conference on postwar reconstruction in a Swiss spa, this
time Lucerne, where, across a lake, he could gaze at dwellings now occu-
pied by exiled members of the former Habsburg ruling class. In 1923, Ger-
man communists, hardly satisfied with seeing socialists supplant aristo-
crats, sought to discredit the socialist International by branding it an “In-
ternational of ministers” and adorning factory walls with posters that listed
the ministerial positions held by leading socialists from most of the major
states of Europe. A prominent left-wing French professor and pundit scoffed
“at the executive of the Second International, calling it the International
Socialist Cabinet,” since “all of its members were ministers, ex-ministers,
or prospective ministers of State.”13 This is not to suggest that socialism
dictated the course of European international relations. It is fair to say,
however, that socialism played a decisive role in the selection of options.
Without socialist support, there would have been no Locarno. With social-
ist support, a bona fide collective security arrangement would have stood a
better chance of implementation. When what may aptly be deemed “the
social democratic moment” dawned in Europe, socialism was ready to play
a critical role in the selection of the former over the latter in a way that
generated such great expectations and claims that then gave way to bitter-
sweet speculation about lost opportunities.14

Franco-German socialist rapprochement within the International became
the sine qua non of the change of course in official French policy towards
Germany initiated by the Cartel des gauches in 1924. Although this salient

13. František Soukup, Revoluce práce, vol. 2 (Prague, 1938), 1363. Propaganda
flier “to be posted in factories” entitled “Die Internationale der Minister” and list-
ing forty-one prominent socialist politicians and the national offices held by them
in Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, Poland, France, Sweden, and Den-
mark, in 19 May 1923 Die Rote Fahne. Henry De Man, The Psychology of Marx-
ian Socialism (New Brunswick, 1985), 312.

14. For a fresh discussion of socialism’s place in interwar Europe, see Sheri Berman,
The Social Democratic Moment. Ideas and Politics in the Making of Interwar Eu-
rope (Cambridge, 1998), which focuses on the German and Swedish cases.
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fact went missing in the hagiographization of Locarno, and, later, in the
historiography, a strong wind blowing from the left powered the sails that
propelled the European states towards reconciliation in the West. The shift
in course began in late 1923, when British elections paved the way for the
first Labour cabinet. The British Labour Party’s emphasis on collective se-
curity, combined with it’s well-known abhorrence of French imperialism
and its oftstated belief that Versailles required revision, favored Germany
and put the nationalist government then running France on warning. The
Czechoslovak ambassador to London believed that the Labour cabinet could
count on the SFIO to apply pressure in Paris, and British Labour did put
out the word that it intended to use the International to make headway,
with a socialist response, to European instability. Joined by its French com-
rades, British Labour then pushed Dawes forward and seriously broached
the collective security question.15 Labour’s brief rule overlapped with the
left-wing triumph in French parliamentary elections in May 1924. For Adolf
Müller, the SPD member who served as Berlin’s ambassador to Switzerland
and the League of Nations, the Cartel’s triumph was a turning point in
“the recovery of European politics,” because of the “unmistakable shift to
the left” that it denoted. Müller’s Belgian counterpart in Paris predicted
that the Cartel and the Labour government would create an “entente
cordiale” with a dual aim: to resolve the reparations problem and to strike
a political deal with Germany. After the Cartel’s electoral victory, German
diplomatic traffic from Brussels and London also saw a new phase in the
offing in Franco-German relations, while the German embassy in the French
capital produced a steady stream of reports anticipating the appearance of
new methods in French foreign policy. The intersection between socialist
postulates and state policies was evident in the Paris embassy’s suggestion
that Berlin should respond to the Cartel not by ratcheting up the anti-
Versailles rhetoric, but rather by underscoring Germany’s willingness to
meet reformulated reparations demands as a prelude to addressing the real
issue: security and borders.16

Following the left-wing victories in France and Great Britain, socialism’s
mantra-like goal of using international political and economic reconcilia-
tion to strengthen German democracy received a powerful boost in the

15. 10 December 1923 London-Prague report, in AMZV, Pz, Londýn. 19 De-
cember 1923 London-Brussels “Politique Anglaise-Elections,” in AdMdAEdB,
Correspondance Politique Legations Grande Bretagne.

16. 12 May 1924 Bern-Berlin telegram, in Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen
Amtes (Bonn), Politische Abteilung II, Frankreich, Po 5, vol. 8. 13 May 1924 Paris-
Brussels “Les elections du 11 mai,” in AdMdAEdB, Correspondance Politique Le-
gations France. 13 May 1924 Brussels-Berlin telegram, 14 May 1924 London-Ber-
lin telegram, and 14, 15, and 22 May 1924 Paris-Berlin reports, in PadAA. PA II,
Frankreich, Po 5, vol. 8.
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German parliamentary elections of December 1924. At this juncture, Ger-
man radicals of all stripes lost votes to the SPD and other parties commit-
ted to the “execution of the peace treaty and the Dawes plan.” These elec-
tions swung the German political spectrum back from the turn it had taken
the previous May, when the strong showing of nationalists, “super-
nationalists,” and communists had produced a “debacle” for the SPD and
an “incontestable success” for right-wing revanchism. The road to Locarno
was marked with significant, interconnected shifts to the left in the politics
and societies of the three major state actors. Socialism was now directly
linked to official policies in a way that did not jibe well with orthodox
Marxists precepts and which also could be exploited in the confrontation
between the nationalist right and the internationalist left. Communists
throughout Europe regularly accused socialism of having sold out to bour-
geois politics. On the other hand, the German ambassador to London cau-
tioned against excessive public support for the Labour government, lest
British conservatives accuse the latter of “receiving instructions not only
from Moscow, but also from Hamburg,” the site of the interwar socialist
International’s rebirth.17 Of all the major political actors in Europe, social-
ists worked the hardest to mold domestic and international politics into a
cogent whole between the wars. In the mid-1920s, they could point to
abundant evidence of success, as the parallel political developments in
France, Germany, and Great Britain appeared to confirm the democratic
left’s indispensable role in creating a viable, self-reinforcing foundation for
reconciliation rooted in the linkage between domestic and international
politics.18 All of the basic tenets underpinning Locarno politics were part of
the socialist foreign policy consensus. The intent first put on prominent
display at Locarno to bind Germany to European decision-making struc-
tures; the related talk of future European unification in conjunction with
Locarno; the perceived severing of the Soviet-German link through Locarno;

17. 6 May and 11 December 1924 Berlin-Brussels “Elections allemandes,” and
6 May 1924 Paris-Brussels “Les élections allemandes,” in AdMdAEdB,
Correspondance Politique Legations Allemagne, France. 20 December 1923 Lon-
don-Berlin report, in PadAA, PA III, England, Po 5, vol. 3. The Labour government
was forced to defend itself against accusations from the conservatives that member-
ship in the Labour and Socialist International would infringe upon national sover-
eignty. See 8 February 1924 position paper from the Labour Party’s Joint Interna-
tional Department, in Public Records Office (London) 30/69 (MacDonald Papers)/
226. Similar concerns generated a much sharper rhetoric in Poland, where the right
regularly condemned socialism as a tool of German imperialism. See the very vi-
cious presentation of “facts and documents” by a right-wing politician, Stanis³aw
Lañcucki, PPS w s³u¿bie imperjalizmu Niemiec i Austrii (Warsaw, 1922).

18. A very cursory indication of socialism’s role in this regard can be taken from
R. Bøach, Èeskoslovensko v polovinì dvacátých let. 11, and Peter Krüger, Die
Außenpolitik der Republik von Weimar (Darmstadt, 1985), 239–40.
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the implicit rejection of French imperialism at Locarno; the ambivalence
towards Czechoslovakia and Poland officially sanctioned by Locarno; and,
finally, the attendant differences between the two successor states’ reac-
tions to Locarno—all of these key features of Locarno politics were staple
elements of the socialist International’s approach to European affairs after
1918. It was precisely in the socialist milieu that they were first molded
into a coherent policy that found expression at the state level only after
socialists had put them into practice among themselves. It is not an exag-
geration to say that German socialism’s rapid rehabilitation within the In-
ternational set the stage for Germany’s rehabilitation as a great power.

Socialism’s pro-German orientation extended back to the immediate
postwar period and, indeed, back to the war itself. Already in February
1919, in Bern, Switzerland, the Second International had moved to put a
working-class imprint on the pending peace negotiations that were about
to ratify the territorial restructuring already under way in the region be-
tween Germany and Russia. Already before the West European socialists
had buried their war hatchets, the International rejected Czechoslovakia’s
acquisition of the German-inhabited border areas of Bohemia and Moravia;
the prohibition of an Austro-German union; and Poland’s acquisition of an
outlet to the Baltic. The International also questioned the incorporation of
the entire Prussian partition the Polish state as well as the proposed divi-
sion of the industrially developed region of Upper Silesia between Ger-
many and Poland.19 In Czechoslovakia and Poland, these territorial changes
were widely viewed as a logical consequence of the collapse of multina-
tional rule and as a historical necessity after Germany’s blatant bid for
imperial domination over Eastern Europe during the war. Doubly disturb-
ing from the Czechoslovak and Polish socialist standpoint was the fact that
the International’s pro-German territorial postulates of 1919 glibly passed
over the wartime record of the majority of Austrian and German socialists,
who had embraced Mitteleuropa schemes and their goal of a large, autar-
chic economic entity that would be forever secure against British-led en-
circlement.20 Making matters even worse was the awareness that Germany’s

19. For the text of the International’s territorial resolution adopted at Bern, see
“Allgemeine Resolution die territorialen Fragen betreffend, “in Gerhard Ritter, ed.,
Die II. Internationale 1918/1919. Protokolle, Berichte und Korrespondenzen (Ber-
lin, 1980), vol. 1, 343–48. The International did not specify its territorial program
in more detail until April 1919, when its Permanent Commission convened in
Amsterdam to offer formal socialist counterproposals to the peace treaties. See
“Resolution über die Österreichischen Länder” and “Resolution über die
deutschpolnischen Grenzfragen,” both of which drew heavily on proposals submit-
ted by the Austrian and German socialists, in ibid., vol. 1, 600–601.

20. For a recent study of a well-examined topic which emphasizes that the SPD’s
war-time thinking about the east began and stopped with its deeply rooted hostility
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military control over the “lands in between” had actually peaked just months
before the armistice. At this juncture, with German war aims in the east
sewed up, the imperial German government had seized on an attempt to
rejuvenate the International at Stockholm in 1917 as an opportunity to
weaken the Allied war effort. The Czech and Polish socialists had, for their
part, sought to use Stockholm as a forum for advancing their own national
aims, which received very short shrift among their European comrades,
who were fixated on halting the war in the West. Raising certain parallels
to Lenin’s trip in the opposite direction in a sealed train provided by the
German government, after the armistice, European socialism’s pro-Ger-
man proclivities made an effortless journey from Sweden to Switzerland
thanks to the deeply ingrained inability to come to terms with the very un-
Marxist confluence of national and social revolution among previously
stateless nations.

An official British report on the Bern conference recorded that the Labour
Party worked hard to build a “golden bridge for the Germans and played
into their hands.” Moreover, the “majority of delegates listened to speeches
of representatives from Poland, etc. with obvious impatience, thereby show-
ing that in their view the question of nationalities is inconvenient as tend-
ing to hamper reconstitution of the Internationale.”21 The bridge put up in
early 1919 was far from complete. Nor did it lead to an immediately dis-
cernible goal. It did, however, point in a direction that, once Franco-Ger-
man cooperation had created a stable foundation, would have both Dawes
and Locarno as way stations. Right after the war, animosities between French
and Belgian socialists and their German comrades were too great to permit
reconciliation in the West. The right wing of the already seriously divided
SFIO was bent on indicting German socialism for its wartime policies and
sought to wrest an open admission of war guilt from its German comrades.
For its part, the POB did not go to Bern when it became apparent that its
members could not stomach the prospect of a reconstructed International
that would include the German socialists.22 The tactlessness and intransi-
gence displayed at Bern by the majority of German socialists proved that

towards Russia, see Jürgen Zarusky, Die deutsche Sozialdwmokratie und das
sowjetische Modell (Munich, 1992), 25. The point to be made here is that the SPD
did formulate and pursue a clear conception of foreign affairs in the 1920s.

21. 8 February 1919 Bern-London report, PRO, Foreign Office 371/4309.
22. For reports on the Belgium party’s decision to abstain from the Bern confer-

ence which emphasize Belgian workers’ anti-German attitudes, see 5 February 1919
Brussels-Paris “Conference Internationale de Berne. Abstention Belge,” in AddMdAE,
Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série Internationale, v. 395, and the 4 February 1919
Bern-London report, in PRO, FO 371/4309. As these reports make clear, party
elites invariably attached more significance to the International than did the rank-
and-file. The Belgian leadership supported the attempt to revive the International
with the Germans from the beginning.
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they were unable at this point to draw the requisite conclusions from their
state’s weakened position. Despite these conflicts, however, both Belgian
and French diplomatic reporting spoke of a prevailing “German atmo-
sphere” at Bern. This recognition of socialism’s commitment to reconcilia-
tion was qualified by the observation that, on the whole, the International
was “ententophile” and “sympathetic to the entente.” These official as-
sessments from the two states with the greatest interest in seeing Germany
weakened and forced to pay for wartime ravages reflected the Western
socialists’ unwillingness to make concessions on the war-guilt determina-
tion and the reparations’ demands that went with it, as well as their uncon-
ditional support for French sovereignty over Alsace and Lorraine.23 The
real territorial decisions taken at Bern indicated, however, that the eastern
questions belonged to a different category, and it was here that Bern’s “Ger-
man atmosphere” made itself felt in a tangible way. As far as the East was
concerned, there could be little question that socialism provided a much
more favorable audience for German grievances than any other forum avail-
able at the time. In his analysis of Bern, the Austrian ambassador to Swit-
zerland opined that Europe’s socialists treated their counterparts “from the
defeated countries as domestic political victors” and regarded “the social-
ists from the Entente states as fallen giants.” In the immediate aftermath of
the war, German socialism’s reputation was tarnished even among those
parties that shared the SPD’s aversion to communism and saw a strong
German socialist movement as a necessary ally in the struggle against the
further spread of the radical virus. The SPD’s standing was certainly at a
nadir among those socialists who cited the German party’s recent history
as justification for a left-wing brand of socialism, if not communism. How-
ever, because of its assumption of state power, the SPD’s prestige was intact
and even enhanced where it mattered most, among European socialist leaders
deeply concerned about the consequences of national and social protest
and economic implosion in Germany.24 German diplomats recognized the

23. 27 January 1919 Bern-Paris “La Conference socialiste internationale de
Berne,” and 14 February 1919 “Le Congres de Berne (Remarques et impressions),”
in AddMdAE, Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série: Internationale, v. 395. 21 February
1919 Bern Brussels “Conférence Internationale ouvière et socialiste de Berne, “and
February 1919 “Le Congrès International socialiste de Berne (Remarques et im-
pressions),” in AdMdAEdB, file 10.813.

24. 20 February 1919 Bern-Vienna “Die politischen Konsequenzen der Intern.
Sozialistenkonferenz in Bern,” in Archiv der Republik (Vienna), Neues Politisches
Archiv, box 686. Correspondence between Friedrich Ebert, the trained harness-
maker elected Weimar’s first president in 1919, and Scandinavian socialists illus-
trates the advantages to be had from the advent of republicanism in Germany and
the deep fear of German extremism. The SPD was encouraged to act decisively
against all forces “whose activity is a crime against the working class and the revo-
lution.” The intensity of the SPD’s rejection of Versailles gave rise to concerns that
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opportunities for pro-German propaganda in the socialist milieu, and dur-
ing the Paris peace negotiations they expressed displeasure with what they
saw as the German socialists’ inability to exploit successfully the
International’s criticism of the peace treaties. As had become apparent at
Bern, this criticism had one overpowering focus: Germany’s territorial losses
in the east.25

Notwithstanding such negative assessments of German socialism’s in-
ternational activities, the first major breakthrough for the German cause
within the International was not long in coming, and it preceded by several
years any comparable breakthrough for German diplomacy. In late July
1920, the International convened a meeting in Geneva. This second signifi-
cant socialist gathering in Switzerland took place a little more than one
year after Versailles and with the acrid smoke from the France-Belgo-Ger-
man fireworks at Bern still lingering in the air. Blazing a trail that states
would later follow, the Geneva conference rehabilitated the SPD. With the
Belgians in attendance, but with the SFIO absent because of its drift to the
left, the Germans deployed a notable set of interconnected arguments to
dispose of the thorny war-guilt matter once and for all. Failure in the struggle
against German “militarism” and “imperialism” was openly recognized.
This, however, was anything but an unconditional, no-strings-attached
admission of guilt on the SPD’s part, since it was simultaneously estab-
lished that the German revolution had taken place “five years too late.” By

a continued Allied blockade and possible military occupation would further inten-
sify extremism in Germany. Instead of rejecting the peace settlement, the SPD was
advised to accept it, with the understanding that “the peace treaty does not need to
be viewed as something permanent.” In response, Ebert established that “the
Versailles conditions with their economic and political impossibilities are the great-
est enemy of German democracy and the strongest impetus for communism and
nationalism.” See 27 December 1918, 23 May 1919 Stauning-Ebert letters, and 16
April 1920 Ebert-Branting letter, in Agnes Blänsdorf, “Friedrich Ebert und die
Internationale,” in Archiv für Sozialgeschichte 9 (1969), 420–26.

25. 2 May 1919 The Hague-Berlin “Schulßbericht” and the attached internal
memo, in PadAA, Europa Generalia, Arbeiter- und Sozialistenkongresse, vol. 12.
Several records in this file document German diplomats’ desire to use the Interna-
tional to influence the peace negotiations as well as frustration with the SPD and
USPD, both of which were quite busy at the time trying to govern the state and
quell internal unrest. See also the 19 April and 23 July 1919 The Hague-Berlin
reports, in Bundesarchiv (Koblenz), Akten Alte Reichskanzlei, R43I/2677. The lat-
ter, especially “Ausführungen Huysmans über die Stellungnahme der Internationale
zu Deutschland,” show German diplomats serving as intermediaries between the
International and the German socialists, whom the International’s secretariat im-
plored to become more active in the organization in order to counteract anti-Ger-
man sentiments by driving home to the Western comrades the magnitude of
Germany’s “republican” transformation.
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implication, therefore, the creation of a “republican Germany” had elimi-
nated the root cause of German aggression. In a reversal from the stance
taken at Bern, the SPD now went out of its way to establish that the “Alsace-
Lorraine question no longer exists for Germany.” As further evidence of
the changes in Germany, the SPD offered a denunciation of the imperial
government’s violation of Belgian neutrality and the German occupation in
that country. Finally, the German party recognized the validity of repara-
tions designed to “make good the consequences of the attack that Imperial
Germany had undertaken” on Belgium and France. Once German social-
ism had established the necessary parameters, the International endorsed
the outlines of a territorial and economic understanding confined to the
west and predicated on the belief that republicanism had erected a firewall
against future German revanchism, with the SPD functioning as the neces-
sary brick in the wall. Reconciliation and stabilization thus necessitated
the strongest possible position for socialism within Germany. From here, it
was not far to the supposition that concessions to Germany in the east
could help defang German nationalism and, in the process, strengthen Ger-
man socialism and, hence, German republicanism. True to this
conceptualization of European reconstruction, the International responded
to the SPD’s Geneva pronouncements by passing a resolution against the
“one-sided” aspects of Versailles that posed “a hindrance to the creation of
a lasting, final peace.”26

Official Belgian and French reporting on the Geneva conference focused
inordinately on the SPD’s acceptance of reparations and its renunciation of
Germany’s claim to Alsace-Lorraine. The German party’s favorable response
to the political and economic questions that directly affected the West over-
shadowed the International’s endorsement of a far-reaching political revi-
sion of Versailles in Germany’s favor. The representatives of the tiny, right-
wing Parti Socialiste Française who attended the Geneva conference were
credited with a “patriotic” stance that “always sought to defend the
country’s interests.” Almost identical comments were made about the POB’s
role at Geneva, as the Belgian socialists’ earlier anti-German line passed
into oblivion.27 Seen through theoretical lenses, the most notable feature of
the Geneva conference was the formal division between right- and left-

26. For the text of the resolution on the war guilt question and the text of the
accompanying resolution on the peace treaty and the League of Nations, see Bericht
vom zehnten Internationalen Sozialistenkongress in Genƒ 31. Juli bis 5. August
1920 (Berlin, 1979), 10–11, 19–22.

27. 3 August 1920 Geneva-Paris “A.s. Congrès de la IIe. Internationale,” and 7
August 1920 Sûreté (renseignement de Suisse) “A.s. les délégués francais au Congrès
de la IIème Internationale qui tenir à Geneve,” in AddMdAE, Europe 1918–1940,
Sous-série: Internationale, vol. 379. 3 August 1920 Bern-Brussels “Le Congrès
socialiste de la 2e Internationale à Genève, “AdMdAEdB, file 10.813.
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wing socialist parties that took place when the latter refused to attend. But
the real division at Geneva had to do with national, not theoretical issues.
If anything, a meeting dominated by British Labour and the SPD facilitated
far-reaching political decisions to Germany’s advantage. When the Inter-
national renewed its condemnation of Versailles’ eastern clauses in the sum-
mer of 1920, it reiterated the earlier Bern resolutions in a setting free of
divisive discussions about bolshevism that made it that much easier to take
a practical, international political issues. The Belgians’ active participation
in the Geneva conference provided further evidence of this shift away from
theoretical hairsplitting and towards ideology as a framework for interna-
tional agreements. Coming so soon after the POB’s refusal to meet with the
SPD and deemed a positive step in the official sources that stressed the
pursuit of state interests, the Belgian presence at Geneva was a harbinger
of further developments to come.

The hapless position of the Polish Socialist Party (PPS) at the Geneva
conference illustrated the hierarchy of national interests that grew out of
the socialist commitment to stabilize Western Europe. While socialists de-
liberated in Geneva, the newborn Polish state confronted a Russian inva-
sion that brought Tukhachevsky’s troops to the gates of Warsaw in a bid to
put Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution into practice. All the while,
socialists and their affiliated trade unions throughout Europe were active
in efforts to block the shipment of arms and ammunition to Poland, which
they invariably portrayed as a lackey of France. Class-based opposition to
international reaction mixed with sympathy for bolshevism, which many
workers in the West viewed as a genuine revolutionary force. Instead of an
ideological struggle, the Russo-Polish war was, in the first instance, a na-
tional conflict that illustrated how working-class ideology could forge a
hierarchy of national, state-based interests. Meeting for the first time since
the creation of Czechoslovakia, Czech and Sudeten-German socialists re-
solved to put aside their nationalist bickering for the sake of the proletar-
ian “struggle against the enemies of Soviet Russia,” meaning, first and fore-
most, France and Poland. The British legation in Warsaw forwarded to
London a copy of the PPS’s July 1920 appeal for aid, “To All the Socialist
and Labour Organizations in the World.” The document was annotated
with the comment, “I can’t imagine it could produce much impression.”
With his state perilously close to extinction, a Polish socialist stood before
the Geneva Conference and made a scathing reference to the International’s
condemnation of the “one-sided” Versailles system by accusing the organi-
zation “of being just as one-sided as the communist Third International.”
Upon returning to Warsaw, the second Polish delegate to Geneva,
Mieczys³aw Niedzia³kowskie, the PPS’s foreign policy expert who would
later perish in a forest outside of Warsaw with a German bullet in his brain,
published a critical appraisal of the International entitled “Under Western
Eyes—the Polish Question at the Geneva Congress of the International.”
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The first part of the title came from a Joseph Conrad novel about alienated
and isolated members of the Russian revolutionary intelligentsia leading
hopeless, abject lives in turn-of-the-century Geneva. Having emerged as
the party with the most at stake in the International’s differentiation be-
tween Western and Eastern Europe, the PPS was giving expression to its
own alienation. A Polish socialist dispatched to Rome filed a series of re-
ports in which she emphasized time and again how low Poland’s reputa-
tion in working-class circles had plummeted because of its armed conflicts
with Germany and Russia. PPS envoys sent to London during the same
period encountered a torrent of negative assertions from their British com-
rades, who associated Poland with Western imperialism and anti-Semitism.
By succumbing to nationalism, the British Labourites suggested, the PPS
had sacrificed its socialist identity. The British audiences had a poor under-
standing of the nationality of the nationality and political problems in such
regions as the vast Russo-Polish borderlands and Upper Silesia. Similarly, a
Polish socialist sent to Paris as part of the same outreach effort to the West
bemoaned the SFIO’s lack of “knowledge about Poland’s internal condi-
tions and its international aims.”28

The clouds casting a shadow over socialist understanding in the West
dissipated at Geneva. Shortly thereafter, they broke entirely with the un-
folding of a chain of events that culminated in German dominance over
European socialism where it mattered most: international relations. In the
fall of 1921, the International denounced the division of Upper Silesia’s
industrial core between Germany and Poland. “Both from the point of
view of the political settlement of Europe and of the present industrial
distress,” the region’s partition was deemed “ill-advised.” This typically
pro-German interpretation of the relationship between economics and poli-
tics was given the appropriate ideological spin in the form of a protest
against “such problems as this being settled in the interests of capitalist
exploitation and in exactly the same frame of mind as the one that ani-
mated diplomatists before the war, a frame of mind which regards people
as being pawns in imperialist games and produces profit on great financial

28. Updated transcript from a summer 1920meeting in the editorial offices of
the Czechoslovak party paper, Právo lido, in Archív Èeskoslovenské Sociální
Demokracie (Prague), fond 70/186. 16 July 1920 Warsaw-London report, in PRO,
FO 371/3915. Kazimierz Czapiñski’s statement in Bericht vom zehnten
Internationalen Sozialistenkongreß, p. 16. Mieczys³aw Niedzia³kowski, “Woczach
zachodu- sprawa polska na kongresie genewskim,” in 20 August 1920 Robotnik.
For reports on the PPS delegation in London, see Hoover Institution (Stanford),
Poland, Ambasada Great Britain, box 106/3. PPS reports from Italy and several
Polish articles submitted to Avanti are contained in Archiwum Akt Nowych (War-
saw), Archiwum Polskiej Partii Socjalistycznej 305/VI/41, 42. The attitudes in the
SFIO are described in Herman Lieberman, Pamiêtniki (Warsaw, 1996), 160.
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interests.” After the Ruhr, Upper Silesia was Germany’s second-most im-
portant coal and steel reservoir. The International’s demand that the entire
region remain with Germany reflected the SPD’s contention that German
industrial capacity had to be preserved, if the Weimar Republic was to
meet the reparation demands whose legitimacy the German socialists had
just recognized at Geneva.29 Keeping all of Upper Silesia within Germany
was tantamount to ignoring the Polish national awakening that had taken
place in the region during the latter part of the nineteenth century. This had
been a strongly working-class national awakening that demonstrated be-
yond a shadow of a doubt how the social conflicts produced by capitalist
change actually enhanced, not diminished, nationalism. As a political and
economic question directly related to postwar reconstruction, Upper Silesia
also offered the SPD its first opportunity to advance the amorphous pro-
gram of a “United States of Europe” as the purported solution to Europe’s
ills. Acting as reporteur at the launching of a new body, the socialist
interparliamentary committee, the SPD leader Otto Wels asserted that “the
great European questions like the great socialist questions can to-day solved
on an international basis only. To the questions of nationalities, the ques-
tion of Austria, Upper Silesia . . . to the question of disarmament, of fi-
nance, of economic reconstruction there is but one answer. That answer is:
the United States of Europe.” The SPD’s appeal for a united Europe went
hand in hand with a proposed redefinition of working-class international-
ism. German concerns and German policies dictated that, in lieu of “theo-
retical combinations,” the International’s activities should reflect “a calcu-
lation of the actual factors of power.” Otherwise, Wels ventured, the Inter-
national would find itself “all too soon ship-wrecked on the rock of fact.”30

Like the earlier dismissal at Geneva of the war guilt issue in the push to
achieve reconciliation in the West, the interparliamentary committee was

29. 24 October 1921 declaration by executive of the Second International, in
International Institute for Social History (Amsterdam), Labour and Socialist Inter-
national, file 85. For a representative argument about the significance of German
control over all of Upper Silesia for “Europe’s reconstruction” containing a strong
dose of German cultural chauvinism, see the 1921 statement “Die Unteilbarkeit
Obserschslesiens,” in Historische Kommission zu Berlin, Allgemeiner Deutscher
Gewerkschaftsbund Rest-Akten, NB 146. For a direct argument about Upper Silesia’s
vital place in German industrial production and thus its importance for German
reparation payments to France, see Carl Legien’s 27 November 1921 presentation
to the extraordinary trade union congress in London, in ibid., NB 175. This presen-
tation contains numerous statements about the “psychological” impact of the dra-
conian peace on a German working class committed to friendship with France but
increasingly desensitized to “bolshevism, imperialism, or other isms” because of the
precipitous drop in living standards.

30. 27 June 1921 executive meeting, in IISH, LSI, file 3.
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created at German initiative (with British support). It was tasked with ham-
mering out pragmatic positions around which the considerable number of
votes that socialists wielded in Europe’s legislatures could be mobilized.
This novel form of socialist cooperation had one overriding purpose: to
influence international relations. Just as the SPD was molding the Interna-
tional into an effective foreign-policy instrument, the Polish Socialist Party
took the unprecedented step of abandoning the organization, thereby em-
barking on a two-year journey through internationalist limbo. The Polish
party’s leadership was forced into this dramatic step by a rank and file
incensed over what it saw as the International’s uncritical embrace of Ger-
man socialism. Conditioned by the growing East-West divide within Euro-
pean socialism, the Polish revolt against the International had an entirely
different outcome than the Belgian workers’ rejection of cooperation with
the SPD back in early 1919. Projected onto a Marxist mirror, the Poles’
utter isolation within the European socialist community was the invented
and distorted opposite of the Belgians’ pragmatically driven return to the
International at Geneva.31 The Comintern’s pithy political intelligence ser-
vice recorded that “the ‘so-called’ socialist Party” of Poland had been ex-
iled from a working-class movement that brought together “even the Ger-
man social patriots with the English, French and Belgian warmongers.”
The Polish socialists’ predicament was not ideological, let alone theoretical
in nature. Instead, it was the product of national differences. While ideol-
ogy and theory dictated that these differences be expressed in such stock
phrases as “social imperialism,” it was the International’s role as a medium
for state conflict that gave them their real meaning.32

31. Adam Pragier offers a description of the revolt in his memoirs. Like many
Polish socialists who knew Germany much better than most of their Western com-
rades, Pragier was skeptical of the SPD’s commitment to revolutionary transforma-
tion in 1918/19. He had sat at the table in the Reichstag that Philipp Scheidemann
had used to stand on when addressing the masses to whom he spontaneously an-
nounced the Republic’s creation. Shortly after the Reich government’s illegal coup
against the SPD-dominated Prussian government in the summer of 1932, a critical
step on the way to the Nazi dictatorship, Pragier traveled to Berlin. Friedrich Stampfer,
the editor of Vorwärts, explained away the SPD’s passivity towards the coup with
references to the need to preserve the imposing socialist infrastructure. One sus-
pects that the implications of German socialism’s “Verbonzung, Verkalkung, and
Verbürgerlichung” for the Polish state, combined with their unusually extensive
experience in Germany, made the International’s uncritical embrace of German re-
publicanism that much more difficult for Polish socialists to swallow. See A. Pragier,
Czas prezesz³y dokonany (London, 1966), 214–17, 452–73.

32. 31 December 1921 Berlin-Moscow “Bericht über die Internationale 2 u. 2 1/
2 ,” in Rossiiski Tsentr Khranenia I Izuchenia Dokumentov Noveishei Istorii
(Moshow), fond 495 (Comintern Archives), op. 1, d. 10.



The Socialist Imprint on Interwar Europe 103

Not that theory was irrelevant. In the case of Upper Silesia, Marxism’s
systemic disregard for nationalism and its related subordination of national
interests to the greater, “revolutionary” good contributed directly to the
International’s embrace of German postulates. But, especially as it applied
to the German question after 1918, socialist theory was anything but a
rigid construct.33 The malleability of theory had been demonstrated by the
SPD’s ability to reap the benefits of internationalist inhibitions about di-
viding Upper Silesia while, at the same time, advancing its own recalibration
of internationalism that downplayed abstractions and emphasized practi-
cality. The Germans did play a leading role in the theoretical debates that
swept through European socialism as it grappled with the swelling wave of
postwar radicalization. The most significant impact of these debates, how-
ever, occurred outside the realm of pure theory, because, more than any-
thing else, the brief rise of left-wing socialism facilitated further the
International’s adoption of a pro-German course in international relations.
Between 1921 and 1923, controversies over revolution, state power, class
conflict, and socialist wartime policies divided Europe’s socialists between
the Second International and a rival organization known as the Vienna
Union, sarcastically labeled the Second-and-a-Half International by the ever
sharp-tongued Karl Radek. On the surface, this intrasocialist split repre-
sented a direct continuation of the wartime fracturing and thus functioned
as a further symptom of mainstream socialism’s inability to staunch the
flow of workers to the left. The Vienna Union attempted to tread the ideo-
logical middle ground between communism and socialism. As its official
English designation indicated, the organization was Austro-Marxist in ori-
entation. During the flux and instability of the immediate postwar years,
left-wing socialism was especially attractive to those parties which, like the
SFIO and Italians, confronted substantial radicalization in their mass base,
or which, like the German socialists in Czechoslovakia, latched onto Austro-
Marxism as a vehicle for promoting national autonomy. Yet as a source of
practical prescriptions for Europe’s postwar problems, the Vienna Union
proved to be a complete bust. Stated differently, it had little relevance for a

33. One of the best, and only, studies of Marxist theory and its impact on Ger-
man foreign policy in the Weimar period is Hans Rothfels, “Marxismus und
auswärtige Politik,” in Paul Wentzcke, ed., Deutscher Staat und deutsche Parteien.
Beiträge zur deutschen Partei- und Ideengeschichte (Munich, 1922), 308–41. Rothfels
emphasizes several things worth noting. He argues that working-class internation-
alism provide “horizontal” linkages useful to the German state at a time when its
power in the “vertically” ordered world of international relations has been reduced.
He contends that the revolutionary changes of 1918 transformed foreign policy
from a secondary field of socialist activity into one of its main focal points. And,
finally, he takes not of “new and multifaceted connections between Marxist and
national foreign policy.”
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policy aimed at securing “a revision of the peace treaties and the realiza-
tion of the German point of view about reparations.”34 The Vienna Union’s
two-year existence did, however, overlap exactly with the period when
French socialism grappled with two major internal problems: resistance to
collaboration with the “social patriotic” SPD and the rise of a Communist
Party that, initially, siphoned off the majority of the SFIO’s following. In
addition to bearing the jackal’s mark of German nationalism, the SPD was
widely viewed as the standard bearer of right-wing Marxist socialism (the
British Labour party did not even pretend to be a Marxist formation). At a
time when it was difficult, if not impossible, for the SFIO to openly advo-
cate cooperation with the SPD, the Vienna Union provided a means of
maintaining contact between French and German socialism. The latter was
represented by the left-wing Unabhängige Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands (USPD), which fulfilled an important, though largely unrec-
ognized, external role. Much more than the SPD, which was stained by its
vote for war credits and its sustained support for the German war effort,
the independents, which had adopted their name when they had split off
from the majority socialists over the war, were seen as legitimate and sin-
cere advocates of reconciliation.35 While using left-wing ideology to pro-

34. 28 February 1921 Vienna-Berlin “Stellungnahme zur Revision der
Friendensverträge und zur Wiedergutmachungsfrage,” in PadAA, PA II, Po 19, vol.
1. Reflecting the concern about radicalization among state-oriented socialists, the
long-winded attempts to navigate between bolshevism and “social patriotism” left
a broad paper trail in foreign ministries from Warsaw, Vienna, Berlin, Prague, Brus-
sels, Paris, and on to London. The Austro-Marxist connection was not highlighted
in the Vienna Union’s German designation, Internationale Arbeitsgemeinschaft
Sozialistischer Parteien.

35. The SFIO-USPD contacts received favorable coverage at the Quai d’Orsay.
See 15 June 1920 Berlin-Paris “Les socialistes allemands et les négociations
économiques franco allemandes,” and 26 October 1920 Berlin-Paris “Socialistes
francaise et socialistes allemands,” in AddMdAE, Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série:
Internationale, vol. 318. French diplomatic reporting portrayed the USPD as the
most promising socialist option in Germany, free of excessive nationalism, led by
the most intellectually sophisticated politicians, and willing to draw the necessary
conclusions from the imperial regime’s militaristic excesses and their consequences.
Once the SPD and USPD reunited in 1922, French diplomats could only hope that
the USPD leadership, which had lost its mass base to the communists, would play a
disproportionate role in the new party. See 17 January 1920 Berlin-Paris “Efforts
pour la formation d’un nouveau parti socialiste,” 25 March 1920 Berlin-Paris “No-
tice sur les parties de gauche,” 27 September 1921 Berlin-Paris “La politique étrangère
au Congrés de Goerlitz,” and 27 September 1922 Berlin-Paris “Unification
socialiste,” in AddMdAE, Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série: Internationale, vol. 318,
319. A detailed, official Polish overview of German socialism and communism from
the same period is bereft of any suggestion that the Weimar left could, in any way,
serve Polish interests. And things only got worse as the interwar period progressed.
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mote Franco-German understanding, the Vienna Union also kept the East-
West division in the International alive by turning down Polish socialism’s
request for membership. Employing the same basic theoretical categories
that it applied to the SPD and right-wing socialism in general, the Vienna
Union condemned the Poles for their “social imperialism.” Not surpris-
ingly, this rebuff gave rise to doubts in the Polish Socialist Party about the
political legitimacy of any kind of working-class internationalism.36

Joined by their trade union counterparts from the International Federa-
tion of Trade Unions, socialists from the two competing Internationals be-
gan to hammer out the principles that later found their way into the Dawes
Plan.37 Once the Franco-Belgian occupation of the Ruhr kicked socialist
diplomacy into high gear, this same pattern repeated itself, although now
socialist contacts were driven primarily by political concerns. With the SPD
issuing numerous statements and communications tailored to nurture the
fear that the imminent collapse of a functioning German society would
open the way for an extremist dictatorship, the SFIO made it clear that it
wished to see the SPD exit the Ruhr crisis with its internal legitimacy in-
tact. Referring to Berlin’s policy of passive resistance to the Ruhr occupa-
tion and the economic collapse it accelerated, the same Alsatian socialist
who had been one of the SPD’s most vehement critics at Bern expressed the

In 1929, the Polish socialist leader Ignacy Daszyñski was forced to admit vis-à-vis
Marshal Pi³sudski’s chief aid that Léon Blum was spending a conspicuous amount
of time in the German embassy in Paris. Then, in 1931, the Polish foreign ministry
complied a thick dossier on Emil Vandervelde’s public suggestion that the German-
Polish borders required revision. 6 April 1921 Berlin-Warsaw “Socjalísci i komunísci
niemieccy,” in AAN, Ministerstwo Spraw Zagranicznych, Ambasada Londyn, file
70. Kaziminerz ¤ Switalski, Diariusz 1919–1935 (Warsaw, 1992), pp. 466–67.
“Deklaracje Przedstawicieli II. Miêdzynarodówki w sprawie Rewizji Granic
(Vandervelde),” in AAN, MSZ, file 3581. 21 June 1929 “Visite en Pologne des
leaders de la IIe Internationale,” and 28 February 1931 Warsaw-Brussels “La Pologne
contre la revision des traits,” in AdMdAEdB, Correspondance Politique Legations
Pologne.

36. W. T-ski., “Jeszcze o odbudowie Miêdzynarodówki,” in September 1921
Trybuna (3:37). This journal was the PPS’s sole theoretical publication, and it would
soon close for financial reasons. The Czechoslovak Social Democratic Labour Party,
by way of contrast, maintained as many as three major journals during the First
Republic.

37. The first such meeting was held in March 1921 as a gathering of the Second
International’s executive committee and “parliamentary groups.” It brought to-
gether the SPD, the British Labour Party, the Belgian Labour Party, and the irrel-
evant Parti Socialiste Française. In July 1922, however, the second reparations con-
ference brought the SFIO into direct contact with the SPD under the aegis of a
meeting between the Second International, the Vienna Union, and the International
Federation of Trade Unions. See the transcripts in IISH, LSI, files 2 and 44.
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French socialists’ hope that the German government would “compromise
itself to such an extent that at the psychological moment the Socialists
would be in a position to give the ‘coup de grâce’ to the Capitalist Govern-
ment, and thus be able to assure France that the nationalist danger in Ger-
many had received the death blow.” Of course, the SFIO leader also put his
finger on the same dynamic that was enabling the SPD to invoke the spec-
ter of growing extremism within Germany, and this at a time when “French
diplomatic circles in Berlin” were reported to believe that “the hope of
French policy is the action of German socialism, which France has already
helped often achieve success.” Even though the SPD and SFIO remained
officially estranged from one another and belonged to two competing ideo-
logical formations, this did not prevent the French socialists (joined by the
Belgians) from trying to act as an intermediary with the French govern-
ment in an attempt to broker an end to the Ruhr crisis with the SPD.38 By
the time of the Ruhr crisis, moreover, the SPD’s standing in the Interna-
tional had been enhanced even further by the German party’s role in estab-
lishing a clear dividing line between socialism and communism. As Nikolai
Bukharin and Karl Radek made clear in reports back to Moscow, the con-
ference of the three Internationals, held in Berlin in April 1922, left no
doubt whatsoever that the SPD attached absolute primacy to reconcilia-
tion with its Western comrades.39 While Rapallo may have been an option
available to official German diplomacy in its attempts to gain leverage in
the West, the SPD went out of its way to disavow the eastern card in its
own internationalist game. The Berlin conference also spelled the end of
Austro-Marxist attempts to push the democratic thread through the eye of
the Bolshevik needle. In its wake, the merger of the two German parties
became the prelude to the reunification of the socialist International. The
Austro-Marxist leaders Otto Bauer and Friedrich Adler, authors of some of
the most recondite theorizing about how to synthesize socialism and revo-
lution, realized that consolidation in Germany meant consolidation with
the International.40

38. 17 March 1923 “Central European Summary,” in PRO, FO 371/8723. 9
April 1923 report based on French diplomatic sources, on socialist activities sur-
rounding the Ruhr occupation, in BA, Alte Reichskanzlei R 43 I/2662. Voluminous
documentation on the socialist response to the Ruhr is contained in IISH, LSI, files
57, 107, and 110, and SAI, file 1408, as well as PRO, FO 371/8717 and 8725.

39. 5 April 1922 Bukharin Berlin-IKKI telegram, and his 9 May 1922 report to
the IKKI, in RTsKhiIDNI, fond 495, op. 1, d.49 and 51. Lenin closely followed this
pursuit of the “Rapallo option” on the left.

40. 17 June 1921 Bauer-Adler letter, 1 July 1921 Adler-Bauer letter, and 9 Au-
gust 1921 Adler-Bauer letter, in Verein für Geschichte der Arbeiterbewegung (Vienna),
Altes Partei-Archiv, folder 84/26, 27, 34.
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The most significant success in the SPD’s campaign to make practical
internationalism a reality actually took place prior to the unification of the
two socialist Internationals. At the invitation of the SFIO, representatives
of the parties from the states that would later be the principals in the Locarno
accords convened in Paris in March 1923. Meeting as parliamentarians in
order to avoid any impression of division, the major Western parties linked
European economic and political stabilization, vetted specific proposals to
bring this about, and pledged to support the agreed upon arrangements in
their respective legislatures. They proposed that reparations be limited to a
finite sum and that a large external loan be made available so that the
Weimar Republic could “rapidly restore her finances and stabilize the mark,
and at the same time provide for necessities for the reconstruction of the
devastated districts” in Belgium and France. While they persisted in defin-
ing reparations as “an obligation of a moral nature,” socialists wished to
see the size of German obligations reduced to a sum that would reflect
“considerations of the means to restore the economic life of Europe in
order to facilitate and develop exchanges and export trades and avoid a
new and formidable economic crisis.” These economic policies built di-
rectly on the previous socialist reparations’ discussions. Most important,
they were inserted into a political formula provided by Rudolf Breitscheid,
the former USPD leader who was now the SPD’s main foreign policy expert
and a close collaborator of Stresemann.41 Breitscheid directly anticipated
the terms of Locarno with his proposal that “the powers composing the
Rhine Navigation Commission would conclude a pact for the stabilization
of the frontiers of the riparian states.” Once such an agreement came into
force, Germany, which would commit to continuing to respect the
Rhineland’s demilitarization, was to be “freed from the economic and ju-
ridical restrictions of the Treaty of Versailles…” Finally, in a passage that
expressed the essence of the socialist consensus on European pacification,
Breitscheid established that “the peace of Europe and the security of France
are most surely guaranteed by a strengthening of the republic and democ-

41. The links between the SPD and official German foreign policy only emerge
clearly when studied from the hitherto unexplored perspective of the International
and the individual parties. Stresemann’s personal secretary did record in his mem-
oirs that, because of his temperament and arrogance, “Breitscheid’s activity in the
interest of Stresemann’s foreign policy was confined to contacts to foreign social
democratic parties.” See Henry Bernhard, Finis Germaniae (Stuttgart, 1947), 82. In
addition to his activities on behalf of Stresemann and Locarno in the Reichstag’s
foreign affairs committee, Breitscheid also published a piece in 1926 in a collection
of articles on the various parties’ stance towards foreign affairs that publicly aligned
the SPD with Stresemann’s rendition of “fulfillment policy.” See transcript of 1 July
1925 meeting of the foreign affairs committee, in PAdAA, Büro des Staatssekretärs,
FS, vol. 10, and Rudolf Breitscheid, “Das außenpolitische Programm der
Sozialdemokratie,” in Europäche Gespräche, vol. 4 (April 1926), 169–75.
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racy in Germany, the preliminary condition of which is the renunciation by
the French government of a policy towards Germany which favors the na-
tionalist and revengeful elements in Germany.”42

After this signal German success in the French capital, political geogra-
phy dictated that the International’s pacification campaign move to Ger-
many. Switzerland was no longer needed as neutral territory. In May 1923,
Europe’s socialists met in Hamburg to launch a new organization, the Labour
and Socialist International. Unlike Bern and Geneva, Belgian and French
diplomatic reporting portrayed Hamburg as an unequivocally pro-German
development. The French consul in the Hanseatic city saw the “German
national flag and the red flag” combined and hoisted as the banner of
“world revolution under German aegis.” At Hamburg, he argued, the French
socialists revealed themselves to be “dupes of their own persistent illusions
and victims of their own irremediable credulity,” because they willingly
participated in the public lambasting of Versailles as the greatest problem
facing Europe, and, in the process, lent credence to the parallel portrayal of
France as an equal if not greater threat to European stability than Ger-
many.43 For the French ambassador in Berlin, the Hamburg congress was
the logical “epilogue” to the unification of the SPD and USPD and a breed-
ing ground for the kind of symbolism that later emerged with such pathos
at Locarno. Franco-German reconciliation at Hamburg was “embarrass-
ingly” captured for posterity in the photo of a fraternal handshake linking
Otto Wels, one of the SPD’s most strident defenders of German national

42. 28–29 March 1923 “Interparliamentary Conference at Paris,” in IISH, LSI,
file 60. A “confidential source” alerted the French embassy in Berlin to the SPD’s
intent to use the forthcoming interparliamentary conference in Paris to work out a
common socialist response to inter-allied debts, reparations, evacuation of the Ruhr
and the other French-occupied areas in Germany, as well as a “perpetual and un-
limited pact of guarantee.” However, detailed information about Breitscheid’s se-
cret security proposal did not circulate. Had it become public knowledge at this
point, it would have unleashed a storm of criticism within the International, among
communists, and on the right. See the two 27 March 1923 Berlin-Paris telegrams,
in ADdMdAE, Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série: Internationale, vol. 384. The French
embassy was aware that secret discussions between the French and German social-
ists had taken place in Berlin just before the Paris meeting. See 26 March 1923
Berlin-Paris telegram, in ibid.

43. 21, 22, 24, and 25 May 1923 Hamburg-Paris reports, in ADdMdAE, Eu-
rope 1918–1940, Sous-série: Internationale, vol. 384.

44. At an April 1933 meeting of the LSI’s executive devoted to the new regime in
Germany, Henryk Erlich, a Polish Bundist later executed by the NKVD in Lwów in
1941, expressed dismay about Wels’ unrepentant German nationalism. Wels, accord-
ing to Erlich, had hindered the LSI from taking the strongest possible anti-German
position, despite Hitler’s declaration of a “bestial war of destruction against Germany’s
600,000 Jews.” See 6 April 1933 Erlich-Adler letter, in IISH, SAI, file 2536.
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interests, and the SFIO leader Alexandre Bracke.44 Compared by Bracke to
the embrace between a Russian and a Japanese socialist at the 1904 con-
gress of the International, this public act marked the French party’s final
abandonment of the national and ideological concerns that had previously
inhibited overt cooperation with the SPD. For the French diplomats closely
observing the new International, socialist rapprochement was made that
much worse by the LSI’s embrace of pacifism, a step vividly captured in the
appearance of the children of Hamburg, “clad in white and crowned with
flowers,” who sparked “intense emotions among the audience.” Material-
istic pacifism laced with a strong dose of political relativism would indeed
become socialism’s leitmotif in international relations after Hamburg. In
the words of a Sûreté report posted from Prague, the LSI was “decidedly
germanophile and slavophobe,” and the “tactic of the majority of social-
ists” was “to overcome the will of France and Belgium, to undermine the
Peace Treaties, and to force their revision.” In short, the LSI was “a Ger-
man International” designed “to utilize the socialists of other countries to
pursue national goals” via class-based cooperation couched in European
rhetoric.45

On the one hand, such sources could hardly avoid a critical tone at a
time when the Nationalist bloc then governing in Paris was the bête noire
of socialists throughout Europe. On the other hand, Hamburg was quali-
tatively different from the preceding socialist gatherings, which, on the
whole, had received positive evaluations from representatives of the Bel-
gian and French states. At Hamburg, Alexandre Bracke and Léon Blum,
the SFIO leader with the greatest international cachet, delivered addresses
redolent with general endorsements of peace and international understand-
ing, and full of specific condemnations of the Ruhr occupation and the
economic and territorial clauses of Versailles. The French socialist descrip-
tion of Europe’s distress stopped short of a systematic analysis, however.
This was left to their German comrades, who sallied forth with an analysis
of international affairs that combined theory and specific policy prescrip-
tions into an intelligible whole. Based on the pragmatic acceptance of Ger-
man reparations to Belgium and France and the doctrine of practical inter-
nationalism, the SPD’s theoretical prescription for European stabilization
could be reduced to the following construct: a “United States of Europe”

45. 30 May 19123 Berlin-Paris “Congrès socialiste de Hambourg,” and 29 May
1923 Sûreté (renseignement Prague) “A.s. conference internationale socialiste de
Hambourg,” in ADdMdAE, Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série: Internationale, vol.
384. The large amount of official French material on the Hamburg congress in-
cludes three lengthy, very detailed reports bearing the imprint of the Berlin embassy’s
“Social Studies Service,” which had at least one emissary present at the congress.
Most of the material was addressed to Poincaré personally as prime minister and
foreign minister.
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that would counteract the economic and political “Balkanization” brought
about by the peace treaties. This admittedly amorphous program was pre-
conditioned on Germany’s reincorporation into the international system as
a full-fledged partner that would, by necessity, play a central, and probably
dominant role in collective decision-making. The Hamburg congress also
established that the LSI’s “resolutions in all international questions” were
to be “binding” for all of its member parties. Otherwise, the new Interna-
tional would fail to become “a living reality.” Like the German appeal for
a united Europe, this vision of the International as a centralized organiza-
tion capable of dictating foreign policy decisions to its members remained
an abstraction. It did, however, prove that the LSI regarded international
relations as its most important field of activity. With German practical
internationalism pointing the way, the new International was poised to
give concrete meaning to its resolutions on “the struggle against the impe-
rialist peace and the tasks of the working class” and on “the international
struggle against international reaction.” If ideal goals proved to be unattain-
able, then less ambitious solutions could be countenanced. Right after the
SPD had identified the creation of a “United States of Europe” as its premier
diplomatic goal in September 1925, Locarno became one of these solutions.46

Between the International’s Hamburg congress and the Great Powers’
Locarno conference, German dominance in the LSI was brought to bear
full force. At a time when many observers saw the British Labour Party as
the major factor in the International, the SPD used its blossoming relation-
ship with the SFIO to derail socialist support for the Geneva Protocols, the
collective security scheme that was the first Labour cabinet’s major foreign
policy initiative. The protocols expressed a vision of international relations
in keeping with socialist theory, above all, through their stated intent to
subordinate national interests to a greater, common purpose. Already in
1919, the preface to the proceedings of the Bern conference had identified

46. See the opening speeches by Otto Wels and Alexandre Bracke, the addresses
by Rudolf Hilferding and Léon Blum, and the congress resolutions, in Protokoll des
Internationalen Sozialistischen Arbeiterkongresses in Hamburg 21. bis 25. Mai 1923
(Glashütten im Taunus, 1974), 13–18, 53–70. The “Statuten der Sozialistischen
Arbeiterinternationale” and “Resolutionen” are printed in the accompanying
Beschlüsse des Internationalen Arbeiterkongresses in Hamburg, 2–13. To his credit,
Blum did recognize that “the Versailles peace treaty has also created new states
whose creation as such cannot be rejected by socialists, because it reflects the right
to self-determination and the nationality principle.” This statement, however, merely
confirmed the deep contradictions that plagued the SFIO’s relationship with East-
ern Europe. A new passage in the international political section of the SPD pro-
gram, which Breitscheid quoted verbatim in the aforementioned 1926 article, en-
dorsed “European economic unity” and “the construction of a United States of
Europe.” See Sozialdemokratischer Parteitag 1925 in Heidelberg (Glashütten im
Taunus, 1974), 10.
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“the mission of the International to assume the historic role of creator of a
new Society in which collective beings will be as free as individuals.”47 At
first glance, the LSI drew the necessary lessons from August 1914 and made
substantial progress in this direction by constituting itself as an institution
whose members would march separately at the national level but act col-
lectively in the international arena (while the Comintern had been created
as highly centralized body of “sections” pledged to strict obedience in all
matters via the twenty-one conditions). Yet the underlying reality of Ger-
man-inspired practical internationalism meant that geographically limited
marching columns could arise with the International’s blessing. This is pre-
cisely what happened when Locarno supplanted the Geneva Protocols. The
latter condemned all wars of aggression, provided a transparent mecha-
nism for defining a state as an aggressor, established the primacy of collec-
tive arbitration via the Assembly of the League of Nations, and contained
a strong juridical commitment to disarmament. Most important, the pro-
tocols went further than even Versailles towards recognizing the inviolabil-
ity of the post-1918 borders. Not only did they propose to remove from
arbitration earlier decisions of the League, such as the division of Upper
Silesia, they also made the revision of treaties and borders contingent on
unanimous consent. These provisions made the Protocols anathema to Ger-
man foreign policy, because, unlike Locarno, the best that could be said
about them was that they “would possibly lead to treaty revision by con-
sensus,” a very unlikely prospect.48 Theoretical orthodoxy aside, the Pro-

47. G. Ritter, Die II. Internationale 1918/1919, 188.
48. P. Krüger, Die Aussenpolitik, p. 263. 25 February 1925 “Amendments to the

Protocols,” in Archives of the British Labour Party (Manchester), International
Advisory Committee 2/334. The British Labour Party’s support for the Geneva Pro-
tocols in no way denoted abandonment of the strongly held belief that German
territorial revisionism in the East was justified, if not necessary, for long-term sta-
bility. Rather, Labour pushed the Protocols because of the new form of interna-
tional relations that they endorsed. “The outlawry of war, which at length promises
to make the League of Nations a beneficent reality,” coupled with the promise of
obtaining “a reduction in the scale of Allied armaments, on land, in the air, and at
sea, comparable to that imposed on Germany by the Treaty of Versailles,” received
primacy over more immediate German territorial ambitions. Arthur Henderson
and Ramsay MacDonald, the two Labour leaders most closely identified with the
protocols, went out of their way to insist that the protocols would not block future
territorial adjustments. In this respect, Labour Party’s support for the protocols
mirrored the similar gulf between principle and policy evident in Léon Blum’s rec-
ognition at Hamburg that the peace settlements had given legitimate expression to
“self-determination” and his simultaneous acknowledgment of the need for their
revision. Later disagreement caused by the Labour Party’s continued support for
the Protocols and the SPD’s “purely academic” support for them in favor of a lim-
ited security pact was further evidence of how far the SPD had succeeded in seizing
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tocols’ apparent desire “to perpetuate not only peace, but also the status
quo” was a practical millstone. The SPD made this confidential admission
in early 1928. By this point, the inexorable development of Locarno logic
had, in the SPD’s own words, allowed the international system to move
beyond equating “peace with the maintenance of borders.”49 The Czecho-
slovak and Polish socialist parties greeted the protocols as the beneficial
and logical consequence of the left’s rise in Great Britain and France and as
evidence of the International’s commitment to reshape international rela-
tions in accordance with socialist theory.50 The SFIO, for its part, did go on
record as supporting the protocols. Their “defeat,” the French party as-
serted, “would mean a grave peril, and would be a terrible blow to the
cause of peace.” But it was German socialism that was calling the shots,
and the SPD informed the International that the best attainable outcome
would be a limited security pact based on an agreement between the French
and German socialists. Once again, the need to solidify German democ-
racy received prominent billing, as the SPD took note of the German na-
tionalists’ vehement opposition to any agreement with the West and the
German communists’ simultaneous desire to portray the SPD “and the en-
tire International as allies of the German ultra-reactionaries.” A tangible
gain in the form of a limited Western security pact thus promised to kill
both extremist birds with one stone.51

Concessions in this form to German democracy also promised to open
new vistas for German territorial revisionism in Eastern Europe. The Brit-

(footnote 48 continued) the initiative, once again, by asserting the need to avoid
public fissures in the International’s ranks, less they play into the hands of domestic
extremists. See the Labour Party’s “Draft Memorandum on the Geneva Protocol,”
Arthur Henderson, Labour and the Geneva Protocol (London, 1924); Ramsay
MacDonald, Protocol or Pact. The Alternative to War (London, 1924); “Labour
Hostility to the Pact Proposal,” “Socialists and the Protocol. A German Misunder-
standing. Pressure Not Exerted by the Labour Party,” in 4 and 6 April 1925 Manches-
ter Guardian, and 8 April 1925 SPD-Vorstand letter to the LSI, in IISH, SSAI, file
1175.

49. March 1928 SPD position paper “Stand der Sicherheitsfrage,” in IISH, SAI,
file 849.

50. For the Polish socialists’ view of the protocols, see Mieczys³aw Niedzia³kowski,
Polo¿enie miêdzynarodowe Polski i polityka socjalizmu polskiego (Warsaw, 1925),
21–24, and “Wielki dzieñ w Genewie,” in 5 October 1924 Naprzód. For the Czecho-
slovak party’s virtually identical analysis, see Josef Chmelaø, “Politika ¡zenevského
Protokolu,” in Zahranièní politika 3:21 (1924), 1147–51, written by the socialist
editor of the Czechoslovak foreign ministry’s official analytical periodical, “ ±Zeneva
a Marseilles,” in Nová svoboda 2:35 (1925): 257–58, and “O ¡zenevský protokol,”
in 5 December 1924 Právo lidu.

51. Lengthy December 1924 SFIO-LSI memorandum on collective security, and
30 March, 2 April, and 3 April 1925 SPD-LSI letters, in IISH, SAI, file 1175.
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ish Labour Party’s International Advisory Committee characterized Locarno
as a “limited military alliance or guarantee” of a type that “has been in the
past and may be again used for purposes other than those specified.” As
British diplomatic reporting ascertained, however, the Labour Party’s ideo-
logically pure rejection of Locarno and support for the protocols had little
practical relevance because the British could not override the Franco-Ger-
man socialist bloc now setting the International’s course. With the LSI gravi-
tating towards a formal endorsement of Locarno against British Labour’s
wishes, a Czechoslovak diplomatic report that drew on inside information
supplied by the Belgian socialists spoke of a “worsening internal crisis in
the Labour party,” while Léon Blum “was very outspoken in his criticism
of the British Labour Party” for its “opposition to the [Locarno] pact.” In
close consultation with Carl von Schubert, state secretary in the German
foreign ministry and one of Stresemann’s closest assistants, the SPD had
mounted a sustained, high-level action to bring the SFIO in line with Ger-
man thinking about “the security question in the sense agreed upon” in
direct deliberations between von Schubert and German socialists.
Breitscheid’s concerted seduction of French politicians, who, as early as
1922, “had run after him . . . pursuing him all over Paris to discuss the
matters,” reaped enormous benefits during the buildup to Locarno; more-
over, Breitscheid had foreseen that these benefits would, above all, depend
on whether French socialism gained significant domestic influence.52 No
longer treading in the wake of its British counterpart, as it had to a certain
extent right after the war ( and would again briefly after 1945), the SPD
was now firmly in control of European socialism’s international political
policies.

In the inaugural issue of Die Gesellschaft, the theoretical journal of the
now-united German socialist movement, the leading SPD theoretician,
Rudolf Hilferding, best known for his turgid tome Finance Capital and his
problematic role at the helm of Weimar’s ministry of finance during the last
republican cabinet, published an article entitled “Problems of the Times.”
In it, Hilferding asserted that global capitalism was no longer producing

52. October 1925 “Memorandum on the Pact of Locarno,” in ABLP, IAC 2/
340. 4 August 1925 Paris-London report on conversation with Blum, and 18 Sep-
tember 1925 Paris-London report, in PRO, FO 371/10737 and 10740. 14 August
1925 Brussels-Prague “II. Internacionála a garanèní pakt,” in AMZV, Pz, Brusel. 3,
20 February and 9 March 1925 records of von Schubert conversations with Hilferding
and Breitscheid (the latter took place in the company of the SFIO leader Salomon
Grumbach, the same French socialist who had abandoned his earlier outspoken
condemnations of German “social patriotism” at Bern for the internationalist cam-
paign against German nationalism), in PAdAA, Bsts, FS, vol. 1 and 3. 7 November
1922 Berlin-London report, in PRO, FO 371/7539. 27 November 1922 Breitscheid
statements, in BA, Alte Reichskanzlei R43 I/2662.
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53. Rudolf Hilferding, “Probleme der Zeit,” in Die Gesellschaft 1:1 (1924), 1–
17. The Russian Mensheviks, diehard adherents of what passed as orthodox Marx-
ism, were not impressed by the new journal. Their delegate to the LSI claimed that
it made “a sad impression” due to the “very many ministers” involved in it and
“the very many unsound statements” it made. This theoretically driven dismissal of
Die Gesellschaft was accompanied by criticism of the LSI’s alleged inability to treat
seriously even such “western questions” as the policies of the SFIO and reparations.
In addition, the International’s “unified negative position” towards a security pact
limited to the West was noted. Indeed, were one to believe the Menshevik percep-
tion, then concern about the “position of the German working class” was “the sole
question” which gave rise to “effectiveness” and “collective initiative.” This analy-
sis missed the point entirely. See report on 5–7 June 1924 meeting of the LSI Execu-
tive Committee, in Hoover Institution Archives, Boris Nikolaevsky Collection 732/
7, as well as “V rabochem Internatsionale,” in Sotsialisticheskii Vestnik 4:12/13
(20 June 1924), 12–13. For the Mensheviks, the LSI’s abandonment of true Marx-
ism had resulted in international political quiescence and British dominance at the
expense of German Marxism. In reality, the exact opposite was true. See 1923
“Obrashenie k sotsialist. partiiam,” in HIA, BNC 732/7, and “Rabochii
Internatsional i marksistskie partii,” in Sotsialisticheskii Vestnik 4:4 (25 February
1924), 7–8.

ever-greater imperialist tensions. Instead, he argued, the economic impera-
tives of internationalization were paving the way for common policies that
would bind capitalist states to one another in cooperative arrangements.
Simultaneously, Hilferding admitted that the redistribution of power in
Europe after 1918 precluded forceful revision of the peace treaties. In any
event, the realities of internationalization were erecting systemic obstacles
to war among capitalist states, he argued, because of the growing interde-
pendency between their economies. Like the SPD’s advocacy of practical
internationalism, this was a heterodox definition of international political
economy that entailed a revision of the orthodox Marxist understanding
of the relationship between capitalism and war. Instead of devoting their
energies to “transcending capitalism,” socialists should, Hilferding argued,
look “to create new forms of international political order through a consis-
tent policy which limits the sovereignty of individual nations in the interest
of a transnational organization.” As a “practical political task” keyed to
the long-term goal of a “United States of Europe,” socialist international-
ism could therefore be used to support the foreign policies of capitalist
governments. Writing after the LSI had been launched but before Dawes
and Locarno had brought socialist pacification to life, Hilferding delivered
a theoretical justification for the German party’s policies within the Inter-
national. Even more important, he justified and anticipated the socialists’
post-Dawes embrace of Locarno at the expense of the Geneva Protocols.53

One further aspect of the socialist imprint on European international
relations requires elucidation. Why did the Czechoslovak and Polish par-
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54. 24 May 1923 report “Jednání sociálních demokratù s Poláky,” and 24 Octo-
ber 1924 Protocol “Èeskoslovenští a polští sociální demokraté—jednání,” in Státní
ústøední archív (Prague), Presidium Ministerské Rady, file 98. The Czechoslovak
and French foreign ministries followed these contacts. 27 April 1923 Beneš memo-
randum, in AMZV, II. sekce, box 280. 8 May 1923 Prague-Paris “Parti social-
démocrate en Tchécoslovaquie,” in ADdMdAE, Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série:
Tchécoslovaquie, vol. 60.

55. 4 July 1927 Prague-Vienna “Die Anschlussfrage und die II. Internationale”
(Streng geheim!), in AdR, NPA, box 64. Marek, the unusually well-connected Aus-
trian envoy to Prague, recorded that “the Hrad, known for its socialist orientation
and great international connections in the socialist world, appears to have suc-
ceeded in alarming the entire Second (sic) International against the Anschluß and
thus to have rendered it subservient to its policies.” Eduard Beneš also made good
use of contacts to the socialist world in the Anti-Anschluß action. 12 June 1927
Paris “L’Anschluss et le plan de M. Bènés,” and 12 July 1927 Prague-Paris “M.
Bènés, la 2ème Internationale et l’Anschluss” (Tres Confidentiel), in ADdMdAE,
Europe 1918–1940, Sous-série: Autriche, vol. 78 and vol.79.

ties fail to create an East European bloc within the International in an
effort to steer the organization away from its role as a de facto instrument
of German foreign policy? Such cooperation may very well have failed to
change any outcomes, but the absence of such an attempt is quite striking.
Before and after the creation of the LSI, the Czechoslovak and Polish so-
cialists did discuss such an option. They decried “Anglo-German” hege-
mony within the International and expressed reservations about its long-
term implications for the Versailles system. Although these Czechoslovak-
Polish discussions did not go unnoticed, they proved to be irrelevant.54

Whereas the Poles never shed their status as outsiders within the Interna-
tional, the same hardly obtained for their Czechoslovak comrades. Follow-
ing its state’s accommodation with Locarno, the Czechoslovak Social Demo-
cratic Labour Party was able to use the International to promote state in-
terests. Similar to Prague’s commitment to good relations with Weimar
Germany, the Czechoslovak success in the International was predicated on
good relations with the SPD. These started to develop soon after 1918 at
the expense of Austrian and Sudeten-German socialism. In 1927, the Inter-
national secretly agreed, with the SPD’s support, to disavow Austro-Ger-
man union. This hidden development put an end to any realistic hopes of
using socialist theory to promote Sudeten-German political autonomy.55 In
the near term, the Labour and Socialist International’s commitment to Ger-
man republicanism as the key to European stability had quite different
implications for the First Czechoslovak Republic and Second Polish Re-
public. But it was a policy that ultimately cut the legs out from under effec-
tive, international socialist solidarity when it counted most. In September
1938, Mieczys³aw Niedzia³kowski, having just returned from a crisis meet-
ing of the LSI executive, assured his Czechoslovak counterparts that demo-
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56. 4 June and 26 August 1938 Warsaw-Prague reports, in AMZV, Pz, Varšava.
In April 1937, Blum had dispatched an envoy to the Czechoslovak socialists’ party
congress who, on behalf of the Popular Front leader and then-prime minister, an-
nounced that “France will adhere to all of its commitments and will regard a viola-
tion of Czechoslovak territory as an attack on France.” This statement led the Czecho-
slovak party to proclaim that the “Socialists of the Entire World are Behind Czecho-
slovakia.” 19 May 1937 Právo lidu.

cratic Europe would support them in an armed struggle with Nazi Ger-
many. Indeed, Czechoslovakia was to resist any pressure from the conser-
vative British government that “would weaken the security of the state and
its defensive capabilities.”56 At this point, such gestures, like the socialist
International itself, were hollow, thanks in no small part to socialism’s own
policies. Eighteen years earlier, disillusionment with the International had
led Niedzia³kowski to use a literary reference tailored for a Polish audi-
ence. In the fall of 1938, Polish-style alienation was about to become famil-
iar to socialists in every nook and cranny of Europe, as the Munich accords
initiated Europe’s descent into another war.

According to the dominant view among its participants and those who
have written about it, the interwar LSI took the journey down the same
path of powerlessness that had ended with the International’s traumatic
collapse of August 1914. It was the LSI that failed to translate anti-fascist
rhetoric into reality during the 1930s and stood by helplessly as fascism
racked up one victory after another. First came the Nazi seizure of power in
1933, followed by the suppression of the Austrian Socialist Party in 1934.
Then came two years of ineffectual attempts to aid the Spanish Republic
against Franco, who was supported by Italian troops on the ground and
German planes in the air. Finally, there was Munich. From the apogee of
appeasement it was not far to the nadir of socialism’s impotence. Shortly
before the Wehrmacht swept across France and the Low Countries, the LSI
disbanded. By the end of 1940, the Gestapo had the run of virtually the
entire continent, arresting, imprisoning, torturing, and executing socialists
irrespective of their nationality. Coming less than three decades after the
Second International’s collapse, the LSI’s demise was yet another marker in
European socialism’s bleak history as a would-be international actor. Sepa-
rated from August 1914 by only one generation, the LSI’s dissolution at
the outbreak of another war made it that much easier to consign the insti-
tution to obscurity.

Yet the LSI did exert a very real and very powerful influence on Euro-
pean international relations. While the short-term impact of socialist poli-
cies were couched in very positive terms, their long-term consequences set
the stage for socialism’s renewed failures in the 1930s. The aesthetic, so-
cial, and rhetorical flourishes of Locarno’s ambiance could not obscure the
profound ambiguity of the moment. Both Locarno and socialism’s response
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57. 25 October 1938 Výkonný výbor protokol, in AèsSD, fond 71/6. 3 October
1938 “Séance du Conseil General,” in AMSAB.

58. 30 May 1938 London-Brussels “Attitude des milieux travaillistes à l’égard
de la politique du Gouvernement, en matière de réarmement,” and 29 September
1938 Paris-Brussels “La question tchéchoslovaque,” in AdMdAEdB, Correspondance
Politique Legations Grande Bretagne.

to the German question after 1918 contained the seeds of a much more
ominous policy: appeasement. One of the logical, though hardly inevitable,
consequences of Europe’s division in October 1925 played itself out in late
September 1938, at Munich. It was here, just shy of thirteen years to the
day after the Locarno accords had been presented with such fanfare to the
world, that the West signed off on Hitler’s dismemberment of Czechoslo-
vakia. By Munich time, of course, talk of promoting European pacification
in conjunction with German economic and political stability made no sense
because of the absence of democracy in Germany itself. Instead, as the
Czechoslovak socialists realized when confronting their wrenching aban-
donment by the SFIO, socialism’s lofty ideals had given way to opportunis-
tic pacifism. The International “meant nothing,” just like the Belgian so-
cialists’ condolence telegram to Prague, which expressed “sympathy and
gratitude for the sacrifice on behalf of peace” and “admiration for the
dignity with which the undeserved” fate imposed by the great powers had
been accepted.57 As a critical causal factor in the international politics that
gave rise to appeasement, however, the International was far from mean-
ingless. Of course, appeasement has traditionally been identified with the
right, not the left, an ideological label generated by the political profile of
the appeasers themselves. Also, the British Labour Party’s opposition to
Munich and the conflicts within the SFIO over Munich reinforced the plau-
sibility of such a characterization. However, while the Labour Party had
begun to reconsider seriously its attitude towards German territorial revi-
sionism in Eastern Europe, Munich found the SFIO caught up in the feel-
ing of “immense relief” that swept over France in a repeat of the Locarno
episode. The “remarkable moderation” in the SFIO’s public response to
Munich demonstrated just how deeply the pacifism that surfaced so promi-
nently at the LSI’s birth in 1923 had taken root.58

Such continuity makes it more plausible to argue that, had there been no
Locarno, Hitler’s road to Munich would have been much more arduous, if
not altogether impassable. Without the dramatic headlines of fall 1925
and their insidious appeal to peace and understanding, Western resolve to
defend the Versailles order would, in all likelihood, have been more stron-
ger. As far as socialism itself was concerned, the movement’s role in the
formulation and implementation of Locarno politics created a fundamen-
tally defective foundation for the anti-fascist rallying cry that operated as
the left’s central orientation point after 1933. Theoretical arguments aside,
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anti-fascism in the late 1930s was a very profound cause with one very
simple imperative: halting Germany’s territorial expansion into the same
region that socialism had helped relegate to an inferior status in the Great
Power game. After having had the dubious honor of serving as France’s
prime minister during the summer debacle of 1940, Paul Reynaud came to
see the connection between Locarno and Munich. A nationalist, not an
internationalist, Reynaud dismissed Locarno as the policy of an ostrich
burying its head in the sand, deluding itself that it could thereby remain
oblivious to the “spirit of Munich” already lurking in the air.59 Far from
appearing out of nowhere in the brooding Bavarian capital, Locarno’s Mr.
Hyde had, in fact, been conjured up in the idyllic surroundings of a Swiss
resort. Without European socialism, the pacification-appeasement duo
would, in all likelihood, never have seen the light of day.

Much has been said and written about the International’s “german-
ification” prior to 1914. In reality, German influence was much stronger
and much more effective during the 1920s than during the Second
International’s golden age. Henry DeMan, the internationally renowned
Belgian socialist theoretician who later became a renegade because of his
collaboration with the Nazis, stood largely alone when, in 1927, he fin-
gered organized Marxism’s pro-German bias as one of the greatest weak-
ness of the democratic left.60 This criticism of German influence was cen-
tral to DeMan’s effort to reconceptualize socialism as a movement beholden
not to theory, but rather to the promotion of economic planning and social
services within the confines of the nation-state. This kind of socialism did
not take root until after 1945, when the welfare-state consensus began to
weaken ideological politics throughout Western Europe. Later than many
of its counterparts, the SPD did not sever its link to orthodox Marxism
until 1959, when it adopted the Bad Godesberg program. Under Kurt
Schumacher, the German party remained a vocal and often abrasive de-
fender of German nationalism couched in internationalist, European rhetoric
well into the 1950s. After the loss of German territories to Poland and the
expulsion of Germans from Czech lands and Poland, the SPD’s initial re-
luctance to change was a testament to the enduring legacy of the party’s
highly successful use of the International in the 1920s to promote German
national interests. Seen in this light, the SPD’s principled promotion of rec-
onciliation with Germany’s eastern neighbors in the 1970s heralded a true
sea change for German socialism. By the era of Ostpolitik, the socialist
International had long ceased to have any relevance for international rela-

59. Paul Reynaud, La France a sauvé L ‘Europe (Paris, 1947), 47–48.
60. DeMan’s major work on this front was The Psychology of Marxian Social-

ism (New Brunswick, 1985), originally published in 1927 as Zur Psychologie des
Sozialismus. The 1927 and 1928 French titles give a better sense of what Deman
was trying to achieve—Au-delà du Marxisme and La Crise doctrinale du socialisme.
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tions, and DeMan’s vision of a socialist movement freed from Marxist theory
had come to fruition. For this reason, it is fitting to speak of a significant
socialist imprint on European international relations only during the inter-
war period, above all, in the 1920s, with a residual and arguably cata-
strophic after-effect in the 1930s. These were, after all, the years when
ideology had a major and often detrimental impact on society and politics
in Europe.



Chapter 5

Hungarian Americans during
World War II:1 Their Role in

Defending Hungary’s Interests

Steven Béla Várdy2

The “great economic emigration” from Hungary and East Central Europe
lasted from the 1880s until World War I. It transferred nearly two million
Hungarian citizens, among them about 650,000 Magyars, to the United
States. The large majority of these immigrants were young working-age
men who came as temporary “guest workers.” They hoped to make enough
money during their short stay so that upon their repatriation they would
be able to improve their lives and rise to a higher social status in their
native country. Many of them did repatriate, a number of them—like birds
of passage—several times over and over again. About three-fourths of them,
however, opted to stay permanently in America. They remained for a vari-
ety of reasons, including economic, social, personal, and even political
causes.

The last of these factors became especially significant after 1918, when
Austria-Hungary’s, and therein Historic Hungary’s, dismemberment altered
the political realities of East Central Europe. A majority of the Magyar
immigrants had come from regions that after 1918 became part of such
newly created or significantly enlarged successor states as Czechoslovakia,
Yugoslavia, and Romania. Their return to their homelands would have
meant that they would have had to accept a minority status in states that
henceforth were to be ruled by Hungary’s former minorities. Most of the
immigrants were unable to face such a new reality. Nor could they return
to the small country that remained Hungary after the Treaty of Trianon
(June 4, 1920). The economic opportunities in post-Trianon Hungary were

1. This study is based partially upon a section of the author’s recently published
840–page book entitled Magyarok az Újvilágban [Hungarians in the New World]
(Budapest, 2000).

2. In Hungarian the author publishes under the name “Béla Várdy.”
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far short even of the conditions that the immigrants had left behind at the
time of their original emigration to the United States.3

Given the evaporation of the chances for repatriation, the attitude of Hun-
garian Americans also changed markedly. Their temporary presence in the
United States increasingly assumed the characteristics of a permanent stay.
Thus began their integration into American society. This process became par-
ticularly evident among the members of the younger generation, who had
been born in the United States. While the immigrants were never really able to
adjust fully to the peculiarities of American society, their native-born children
became increasingly Americanized. They felt less and less kinship with the
world of their immigrant parents, including the institutions and organiza-
tions the latter had founded during their purported “temporary stay” in the
New World. These developments, however, held untold dangers for the immi-
grant generation. In the absence of a well-tried social welfare system (e.g.,
pension plans, health and old age insurance), the older members of the immi-
grant generation were compelled to rely upon the Hungarian fraternal asso-
ciations that they had helped to found during their younger days. But the
survival and well-being of these associations depended on the participation of
their native-born offspring, who were being drawn away from these fraternals
by Anglo-American society’s much more glamorous institutions.4

3. Concerning Hungarian emigration to the United States during the Age of Dualism,
see the following works: Gustav Thirring, “Hungarian Migration in Modern Times,” In-
ternational Migrations, vol. II (1931): 411–39; John Kósa, “A Century of Hungarian Emi-
gration, 1850–1950,” The American Slavic and East European Review, vol. 16, no. 4
(December 1957): 501–14; István Rácz, A paraszti migráció és politikai megitélése
Magyarországon, 1849–1914 [Peasant Migration and its Political Assessment in Hungary,
1849–1914] (Budapest, 1980); Julianna Puskás, From Hungary to the United States, 1880–
1914 (Budapest, 1982); Steven Béla Várdy, “The Great Economic Immigration from
Hungary, 1880–1920,” in Society in Change: Studies in Honor of Béla K. Király, ed. S.
B. Várdy and A. H. Várdy (New York, 1983), 189–216; Julianna Puskás, “Kelet-
Európából az USA-ba vándorlás folyamata, 1861–1924” [The Process of Migration
from Eastern Europe to the USA, 1861–1924], Történelmi Szemle, Vol. XXVII, No.
1–2 (Spring, 1984): 145–64; Steven Béla Várdy, The Hungarian-Americans (Boston,
1985), 18–29, 86–112; Albert Tezla, The Hazardous Quest. Hungarian Immigrants
in the United States, 1895–1920 (Budapest, 1993). Puskás’s and Tezla’s volumes also
have longer Hungarian versions. The most recent English language synthesis on this
topic is by Julianna Puskás, Ties That Bind, Ties That Divide: 100 Years of Hungarian
Experience in the United States, trans. Zora Ludwig (New York, London, 2000).

4. The largest of these fraternal associations was the Verhovay Aid Society, which
also underwent a major internal convulsion at this time. See Steven Béla Várdy,
“The Verhovay Association’s Efforts to Perpetuate Hungarian National Conscious-
ness among its Native-born Members, 1930s–1950s,” Hungarian Studies, Vol. 7,
Nos. 1–2 (1991–1992): 161–70; and Béla Várdy, “A magyarságtudat megtartásáért:
Verhovay Testvérsegítõ Egyesület,” [For the Preservation of Hungarian National
Consciousness: The Verhovay Fraternal Association], Forrás [Source] (Kecskemét,
Hungary), Vol. XXIII, No. 3, (March 1991): 63–69.
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The secure existence and well-being of the retired older members of the
immigrant generation depended to a large degree on the health of their
fraternal associations. Moreover, the representation of Hungary’s interest
to the American political establishment also relied to a large degree upon
the emotional attachments of the native-born generation to these institu-
tions, and through them to the land and culture of their parents. At least
this is the way things seemed at the end of the 1930s, when no one could as
yet foretell that, during and after World War II, several waves of much
better educated political immigrants would land on American shores. Con-
sequently, the intellectual preparation and political readiness of the native-
born generation remained a central question in the lives of Hungarian
Americans. These upcoming members of the young generation were asked
to fill the difficult role of representing Hungary in the face of unwelcome
developments that occurred in the land of their ancestors. In other words,
they were called upon to defend Hungary’s interests in spite of that country
having become an ally of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, and in spite of its
promulgation of three separate anti-Semitic laws.5 The latter, of course,
have to be viewed in light of the fact that during the same period Hungary
had become the haven for many thousands of Polish, Romanian, and
Yugoslav Jews,6 as well as of perhaps more than one hundred thousand
non-Jewish Poles, many of whom ended up in France, where they joined
the Polish Legion.7 Moreover, citing the centuries-old Polish-Hungarian
friendship, Prime Minister Pál Teleki (1879–1941) of Hungary refused to

5. Most history books speak of only two anti-Semitic laws, but the Hungarian
Parliament had in fact passed three such laws in the period between 1938 and 1941.
These laws include: Act 1938: XV (May 29), Act 1939: IV (May 5), and Act 1941:
XV (August 8). The first of these so-called “Jewish Laws” limited the participation
of Jews among journalists, attorneys, engineers, physicians, businessmen, and trades-
men to 20 percent at the time when Hungary’s Jewish population was about 6
percent, and defined a Jew as one of the Jewish faith or one who had converted to
Christianity only after August 1, 1919; the second Jewish Law reduced their par-
ticipation in the above professions to 6 percent and defined a Jew—irrespective of
his or her religious affiliation—as one who has had one Jewish parent or two Jewish
grandparents; while the third Jewish Law forbade marriage and even sexual rela-
tions between Jews and non-Jews, and defined a Jew as one who had at least two
grandparents born into the Jewish faith, or one who is an active member of a Jewish
congregation.

6. For the most extensive treatment of the Jewish question in twentieth-century
Hungary see Randolph L. Braham, The Politics of Genocide: The Holocaust in
Hungary, 2 vols. (New York, 1981); and Randolph L. Braham and Attila Pók, eds.,
The Holocaust in Hungary: Fifty Years Later (New York, 1997). For a short sum-
mary of the three Jewish Laws, see Steven Béla Várdy, Historical Dictionary of
Hungary (Lanham MD and London, 1997), 398–99.

7. On the Polish refugees in Hungary during World War II, see Károly Kapronczay,
Refugees in Hungary, Shelter from Storm during World War II (Toronto-Buffalo,
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let Hitler use the Hungarian railways to transport German troops across
the country in their attack against Poland.8 In contrast to Teleki’s brave
defiance of Hitler, “Tiso’s Slovakia not only permitted German troops to
cross, but . . . also participated on Germany’s side in the conquest of Po-
land, and then occupied a few Polish socalled gural villages.”9

Territorial Revisions and Division among Hungarian Americans

Germany’s invasion of Russia in June 1941, and the Japanese attack against
Pearl Harbor in December of that year had turned the hitherto European
war into a worldwide conflict and made the lives of Hungarian Americans
even more difficult. The price of the territorial revisions in Hungary’s favor
in 1938–1940 was an obligatory alliance with Hitler’s Germany and Fas-
cist Italy.10 This fact, however, placed Hungarian Americans in a nearly
impossible situation. All Hungarians and most American Hungarians viewed

1999). See also Barátok a bajban: Lengyel menekültek Magyarországon, 1939–
1945 [Friends in Need: Polish Refugees in Hungary, 1939–1945], documents se-
lected by Jerzy Robert Nowak and Tadeusz Olszañski, ed. László Antal, trans. Beatrix
Murányi (Budapest, 1985). This is the Hungarian translation of a Polish work,
whose original title is unknown to me, but which, in all probability, is similar to the
one given above.

8. See Loránt Tilkovszky, Pál Teleki, 1879–1941: A Biographical Sketch
(Budapest, 1974), 47.

9. Károly Vigh, “Teleki Pál halálának hatvanadik évfordulójára” [On the Occa-
sion of the Sixtieth Anniversary of the Death of Pál Teleki], Valóság [Reality], Vol.
44, No. 8 (August 2001), 79.

10. The territorial revisions in question included the following: (1) The First Vienna
Award of November 2, 1938, which returned a narrow southern slice of Slovakia to
Hungary; (2) the acquisition of Sub-Carpathian Ruthenia on March 15, 1939 as a
byproduct of the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia; (3) the Second Vienna Award of
August 30, 1940, which returned Northern Transylvania to Hungary; (4) and finally
the reacquisition of parts of Bácska and Bánat (northern Voivodina) from Yugoslavia
following the German attack against that country on April 6, 1941. It is to be reem-
phasized here that Hungary’s alliance with Italy and Germany was the direct result of
the willingness of those two countries to support Hungarian revisionism at a time
when no one else was willing to listen even to the country’s ethnically and linguisti-
cally justifiable claims for territorial revisions. The most detailed account of this situ-
ation in English can be found in the classic work by C. A. Macartney, October Fif-
teenth: A History of Modern Hungary, 1929–1945, 2 vols., 2nd ed. (Edinburgh, 1961).
See also John Flournoy Montgomery, Hungary the Unwilling Satellite (New York,
1947, reprinted Morristown NJ, 1993); Nicholas M. Nagy-Talavera, The Green Shirts
and Others: A History of Fascism in Hungary and Rumania (Stanford CA, 1970);
Mario D. Fenyo, Hitler, Horthy and Hungary: German-Hungarian Relations, 1941–
1944 (New Haven CT, 1972); and Thomas Sakmyster, Hungary’s Admiral on Horse-
back. Miklós Horthy, 1918–1944 (New York, 1994).
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these revisions as fully justifiable on the basis of the highly touted principle
of national self-determination that had been used to justify Historic
Hungary’s dismemberment. Yet, not all of them agreed that these revisions
should have been carried out with Hitler’s help at the price of a military
alliance with the Axis powers. This was all the more true—so they claimed—
because these territorial revisions under such conditions had destroyed
Hungary’s credibility and made the country—in the eyes of the world—
into a criminal accomplice of Hitler’s Germany.11

There are signs of many highly emotionally charged disagreements among
Hungarian Americans concerning revisionism with German help. This is
evident from the personal correspondences of their leaders, as well as from
the latter’s repeated efforts to prove their dedication to the United States
and to the Western alliance, while at the same time questioning the loyalty
of their opponents. These passionate disagreements appear in the secret
reports prepared by a special arm of the Office of Strategic Services [OSS],
whose task was to watch the activities of American citizens with dual or
multiple loyalties.12

In the colorful spectrum of Hungarian American political life during
World War II, the most widespread split appears to have developed be-
tween the so-called “conservative-nationalists” and the “liberal-interna-
tionalists” within the immigrant communities. This split was even more
visible, however, between the two extremes of the political spectrum, i.e.,
between those who called each other “chauvinists” and “communists,”

11. For a summary of this situation from the point of view of Hungarian Ameri-
cans see Várdy, The Hungarian-Americans, 108–12.

12. This phenomenon of mutual recriminations and reporting to U.S. authorities
was especially true for the two rival factions headed respectively by Rusztem Vámbéry
(1872–1948), an important spokesman of the left-leaning Hungarian emigration,
and Tibor Eckhardt (1888–1972), the secret emissary of the Horthy Regime in the
United States. A sizable portion of the relevant documents can be found among
their personal papers, located in the Hoover Institution of Stanford University. For
a discussion of aspects of this question in Hungarian, see Béla Várdy, “Az amerikai
magyarság a második világháború viharaiban” [Hungarian Americans in the Midst
of the Storms of the World War], Valóság (Budapest), Vol. XLII, No. 1 (January
1999): 63–74; and Béla Várdy, “Az amerikai magyar emigráció és Habsburg Ottó
viszonya a második világháború alatt és után” [American Hungarian Emigrés and
Their Relations to Otto von Habsburg during and after World War II], Valóság
[Reality], Vol. 41, No. 7 (July 1998): 37–48. For a revised English-language version
of this article see “Archduke Otto von Habsburg and American Hungarian Emigrés
during and after World War II,” East European Quarterly, Vol. 36, No. 4 (Decem-
ber 2002): 441–63. Concerning these secret OSS reports, see Sándor Szilassy, “Az
amerikai magyarság a második világháborúban” [American Hungarians in the
Secone World War], Új Látóhatár [New Horizon] (Munich, Germany), Vol. 30, No.
1–2 (June 1979): 138–43.
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respectively. Both groups tried hard to undermine each other’s credibility
within American society, while simultaneously blackening their rival’s name
in front of U.S. authorities.

At the same time, each of these groups had its internal disagreements,
resulting in emotional conflicts between individuals and subgroups that
were the exponents of basically similar political views. Within the “liberal-
internationalist” group, for example, there was the “Jászi contra Károlyi
debate,” which pitted the well-known liberal social philosopher, Oscar Jászi
(1875–1957), against an increasingly communist-oriented Michael Károlyi
(1875–1955). Within the “conservative-nationalist” camp, on the other
hand, there arose the highly emotional clash between the leaders of the
American Hungarian Federation and the spokesmen of the “chauvinist-
nationalists.” The former’s policy of political realism and pragmatism
clashed with the narrowly nationalistic and provincial views of the latter.

Manifestations of the “Conservative-Nationalist” Group

One of the most vociferous debates within the ranks of the “conservative-
nationalist” group of immigrants erupted around the New York-based daily,
Amerikai Magyar Népszava [American Hungarian People’s Voice], in 1941.
The first open sign of this struggle was the publication of a short notice on
April 16 by the well-known Pittsburgh-based poet-journalist György
Szécskay (1880–1958), who informed the reading public about his resig-
nation from the Népszava’s editorial board and announced that he no longer
wished to represent the paper in western Pennsylvania.13 Szécskay’s action
immediately started a series of rumors and mutual recriminations. One of
these rumors claimed that the elderly poet, known for his Kossuthist na-
tionalism and his strong anti-Habsburgism, had been dismissed from his
editorial post because of his political stance, which was in open conflict
with the official U.S. foreign policy with respect to Hungary and Central
Europe. It also asserted that Szécskay had been arrested for anti-American
activities and political disloyalty. The latter claim proved to be groundless,
but Szécskay’s resignation from the Népszava’s editorial board was the
direct result of the debate that raged within the ranks of the “conservative-
nationalist” camp concerning the Hungarian American community’s offi-
cial policy toward the revision of Hungary’s frontiers and the resulting
military alliance with Hitler’s Germany.

13. Concerning György Szécskay, see Leslie Konnyu, A History of American
Hungarian Literature (St. Louis MO, 1962), 29–31; and Béla Várdy and Ágnes
Huszár Várdy, “Az amerikai magyar irodalom multja és jelene” [The Past and the
Present of Hungarian American Literature], Magyar Napló [Hungarian Diary]
(Budapest), Vol. 9, Nos. 5–6 (May-June, 1997): 27–31.
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In the political spectrum that developed at the start of the war, Szécskay
represented the so-called “populist-nationalist” line, which—in contrast to
the “pragmatic-nationalist” orientation represented by the Amerikai Magyar
Népszava—followed developments in Hungary with considerable sympa-
thy. Szécskay and his followers applauded all Hungarian territorial acqui-
sitions, notwithstanding the country’s consequent plunge into the Nazi
military alliance. They tried to justify and defend Hungary’s territorial gains
both to Hungarian Americans and to American governmental circles.

The editors of the Amerikai Magyar Népszava had a different view. While
agreeing that Hungarian revisionism was fully justified, they questioned
the country’s slide toward the right and its ever-closer alliance with the
Axis powers. They likewise criticized some of the Hungarian government’s
policies that tried to placate Nazi Germany, and condemned the destruc-
tion of Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, which had been carved partially
out of Historic Hungary. True, this condemnation was motivated to a large
degree by political pragmatism and by the desire to conform to the gener-
ally accepted American views concerning matters in Central Europe, but it
still irritated many of the Hungarian populist-nationalists in the United
States. This compromising attitude was simply too much for them. This
also held true for György Szécskay and his slightly provincial supporters,
who still viewed history from the vantage point of late-nineteenth-century
Hungarian developments.

Given the realities of the day, which made all former citizens of the coun-
tries within the Axis camp objects of suspicion, few Hungarian immigrants
dared to voice their political views concerning revisionism. Not so Szécskay,
who freely offered his views on this matter, irrespective of their possible
political consequences. He was blatant in his support of Hungarian revi-
sionism, and he refused to bemoan the destruction of Czechoslovakia and
Yugoslavia, which he believed to have been artificial constructions that
were bound to fall apart.14 Of course, while expressing his opinions on
territorial revisionism, Szécskay also proclaimed his loyalty to the United
States repeatedly in writing and in considerable detail.

Following his separation from the Amerikai Magyar Népszava, Szécskay
elaborated his views partially in the Cleveland-based daily Szabadság [Lib-
erty]—the major rival of the New York-based Népszava—and partially in
his own Alkalmi Magyar Híradó [Periodic Hungarian Herald], which he
edited and published himself in Pittsburgh. In doing so, he often used obvi-
ous sophism to coordinate his support of the policies of the Hungarian
government with his loyalty to the United States and American ideals. On
one occasion, for example, he wrote as follows:

14. Developments in the 1990s appear to have proven him correct in this matter.
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The Amerikai Magyar Népszava is guided not by the pure and tolerant Ameri-
can spirit that should serve as guide to all Hungarian newspapers published in
America, as well as to all citizens who have sworn fidelity to the constitution of
the United States. The Amerikai Magyar Népszava . . . aspires to direct the
politics of another country [i.e., Hungary], exercises an evil influence upon the
spirit of understanding and cooperation, and incites hatred with its tendentious
articles, many of which are based on distorted facts and motivated by the desire
for revenge . . . Many [Hungarian Americans] do not even regard it a Hungarian
newspaper. True, compelled by its business and other selfish interests . . . the
paper does publish news on religious congregations written by their pastors . . .
, and it likewise invites clergymen to submit occasional pieces for special “holi-
day” issues that are put out for advertisement purposes around Christmas and
Easter. . . . Yet, notwithstanding all these manifestations, one can hardly call a
newspapers a “Hungarian paper”, in which muddled, barely comprehensible,
and hate-inspired articles demand that the cruelly mutilated and weakened Hun-
garian nation should challenge the wrath of the all-overwhelming German war
machine that could maim and destroy it completely and permanently. What sort
of newspaper . . . is a so-called “Hungarian newspaper”, which celebrates the
alleged “heroism” of nations that have shared in the spoils of Hungary, and
that—like the Serbians and their government—have persecuted our countrymen
and have chased these tortured, plundered and guiltless Hungarians across the
Trianon frontiers by the thousands . . . ? Does a newspaper have the right to call
itself “Hungarian,” which, instead of celebrating and reveling in the return of a
portion of dismembered Hungary, calls such an event a day of infamy—as it did
on the occasion of Hungary’s reacquisition of Bácska [Baèka]? . . . To represent
such a “Hungarian” newspaper among the ever decreasing Hungarians of America
is not only unacceptable, but it is also shamefully embarrassing . . . .15

Szécskay’s argument reflects well the emotionally charged, but politi-
cally naïve, views of the simple working class majority among Hungarian
Americans. Given contemporary developments in Central Europe, and the
general American attitude toward them, it was rather dangerous to profess
openly this political creed even on the local level. It certainly could not be
done by a high profile Hungarian daily such as the New York-based
Amerikai Magyar Népszava. Moreover, what is even more significant, this
political creed that favored territorial revisionism at the expense of Czecho-
slovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia found no sympathy whatsoever with
the American public and government.

15. Alkalmi Magyar Híradó [Occasional Hungarian Herald] (Pittsburgh), 1941,
1–2. This periodical was published by György Szécskay, partially to justify his break
with the Amerikai Magyar Népszava, and partially as an outlet for his nationalistic
political views. Some of Szécskay’s papers, including a sizable portion of his corre-
spondence, are in my possession, which in due time—along with my own personal
papers—will end up in one of the Hungarian archives.
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The Tribulations of the “Movement for Independent Hungary”

Notwithstanding the German invasion of Russia (June 22, 1941), until
Hungary’s ill-considered declaration of war against the United States (De-
cember 12, 1941),16 Hungarian Americans were able to express their sym-
pathies for their native country relatively freely. They were able to do so in
spite of the fact that indirectly—through the activities of Tibor Eckhardt
(1888–1972) and his “Movement for Independent Hungary”—they were
also in contact with the same Horthy Regime that by now was generally
viewed as a staunch ally of Nazi Germany.17

Here one has to remember that following the German invasion of Po-
land (September 1, 1939) and the outbreak of the European phase of World
War II, the acknowledged spokesmen of Hungarian Americans immedi-
ately went to work to put up defense ramparts around the Hungarian
American community. The most important bastion of these ramparts was
the American Hungarian Federation [Amerikai Magyar Szövetség], which
was founded in 1906, and then brought out of its slumber in 1939. This
reactivation took place at the association’s Pittsburgh convention on No-
vember 8, 1939, which brought together the leaders of the most important
fraternal associations and a number of noted intellectuals, who hitherto
had very little to do with the ethnic community. It was at this convention
that they decided to relocate its central office to Washington, D.C., so as to
be in the vicinity of the White House and the Congress. It was also at this
convention that the there assembled community leaders elected Professor
Tibor Kerekes (1893–1969), the chairman of the Department of History at
Georgetown University, as the AHF’s executive secretary. The latter move
was particularly significant, as this was the first time that leaders of the
Hungarian American community—all of them members or descendants of
the humble turn-of-the-century immigrants—were willing to accept a
Budapest-educated Hungarian intellectual as one of their spokesmen.

In this connection, it is important to know that the turn-of-the-century
peasant immigrants brought with them an intense dislike of Hungary’s rul-
ing classes, including the country’s intellectual elite. Consequently, they
refused to elect any so-called “educated person” to a position of leadership

16. The nature of this unfortunate declaration of war is discussed by Ignác Romsics
in his “A magyar hadüzenet amerikai fogadtatása” [American Reception of the
Hungarian Declaration of War], História (Budapest), Vol. 14, No. 2 (February,
1992): 5–16.

17. Tibor Eckhardt was a prominent interwar Hungarian politician, a noted
member of the Association of Awakening Hungarians, and later the president of the
Independent Smallholders’ Party (1932–1941). During the 1920s he was an expo-
nent of extreme nationalism, anti-Habsburgism, and even anti-Semitism, but in the
course of the 1930s and 1940s he became a political moderate and a legitimist.
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in their fraternal and cultural associations. In point of fact, around the turn
of the century, several fraternals incorporated this view into their bylaws.18

Later they were obliged to remove these provisions, because these were
declared unconstitutional. In actuality, however, they still continued this
practice at least until World War II.19

Following the Pittsburgh convention, events proceeded very rapidly. At
the beginning of 1940, the American Hungarian Federation opened its
Washington office (839 17th Street, NW), and in the fall of the same year it
called together all of the prominent Hungarian American leaders for a
“Consultative Assembly” in the capital city. In addition to Kerekes, who
ran the association’s affairs in Washington, the assembly’s most influential
leaders included József Daragó (c.1880–1953), president of the Verhovay
Aid Association, and Reverend György Borshy-Kerekes (1892–1971), the
executive secretary (1936–1956) and later the president (1956–1964) of
the Hungarian Reformed Federation of America [Amerikai Magyar
Református Egyesület].20 The coming together of these three was itself a
major event in Hungarian American social development, for they repre-
sented three distinct components of the Hungarian ethnic community in

18. The Bridgeport Federation [Bridgeporti Szövetség] added this provision to
its bylaws in 1897, while the Verhovay Aid Association [Verhovay Betegsegélyzõ
Egylet] did so in 1909. The amended bylaws of the latter organization declared
“neither a clergyman, nor a journalist, nor a businessman . . . can ever become an
officer of the association.” See Géza Kende, Magyarok Amerikában: Az amerikai
magyarság története [Hungarian in America: The History of Hungarian Ameri-
cans], 2 vols. (Cleveland, 1927), II, 317–18; and Steven Béla Várdy, The Centennial
History of the William Penn Association (Pittsburgh, 1986), 15–16 [typescript]. It
is also indicative of the peasant immigrants’ attitude toward the so-called “edu-
cated gentlemen” that in 1887 the Verhovay Aid Association removed its secretary,
Károly Juhász, because the latter had uniquely beautiful handwriting. This made
him subject of suspicion to the association’s other leaders and members, who came
to the conclusion that Juhász is simply “too educated” to be trusted. See Verhovayak
Lapja—Verhovay Journal. Golden Jubilee, 1886–1936, ed. József Daragó (Pitts-
burgh, 1936), 44.

19. Concerning the activities of the American Hungarian Federation, see Elemér
Bakó, “Az Amerikai Magyar Szövetség útja” [The Path of the American Hungarian
Federation], in Emlékkönyv az Amerikai Magyar Szövetség 80. évfordulójára [Me-
morial Volume on the Occasion of the 80th Anniversary of the American Hungar-
ian Federation], ed. Elemér Bakó (Washington, D.C., 1988), 13–24 [hereafter Bakó,
Memorial Volume].

20. See the narrative of István Balogh, the association’s subsequent executive
secretary: “Mi az Amerikai Magyar Szövetség?” [What is the American Hungarian
Federation], Az Amerikai Magyar Népszava Aranyjubileumi Albuma [Golden Jubi-
lee Album of the American Hungarian Federation] (New York, 1950), 98–100 [here-
after AMNSZ Golden Jubilee Album]; reprinted in Bakó, Memorial Volume, 37–
44.
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the United States, whose representatives had seldom met in the past on
such intimate terms: The group comprised the educated intellectual, who
had found his place in the American academic world and who up to then
had only occasional contacts with the Hungarian ethnic community
(Kerekes); the always present and always active clergyman, who, because
his presence was needed, was grudgingly accepted by the simple peasant
immigrants (Borshy-Kerekes); and finally, the simple working class immi-
grant, who had liberated himself mentally from the bondage of Hungary’s
class conscious society and was beginning to view himself as a co-equal
and respected member of humanity (Daragó). Notwithstanding his peas-
ant background and his subsequent career as a smalltime butcher in Young-
stown, Ohio, the latter eventually rose to become the most successful presi-
dent of the Verhovay Aid Association (1931–1943), and during World War
II was also the primary financial supporter of the politically reactivated
American Hungarian Federation.21

It was at this Consultative Assembly in Washington, D.C., that the lead-
ers of the American Hungarian Federation decided to lay the foundations
for the “Movement for Independent Hungary.” The intended goal of this
movement was to counterbalance the Hungarian government’s misdirected
policy that had led to its becoming a powerless instrument of Hitler’s ambi-
tions. The movement was initiated in January 1941 at another Washington
meeting, but by September of that year it merged with a similarly named
movement initiated by the recently arrived politician, Tibor Eckhardt, who
immediately assumed the leadership of the two merged organizations.

The events of the eight months between the original foundation and the
merger were chronicled by Borshy-Kerekes in his reminiscences as follows:

The directors [of the American Hungarian Federation] requested that I leave my
office at the Hungarian Reformed Federation and asked me to assume for the
next six months the leadership of the “Movement for Independent Hungary”
under the aegis of the American Hungarian Federation. It was toward the end of
this period that Dr. Tibor Eckhardt, the President of the Smallholders’ Party in

21. In connection with this political activism see the article signed by József
Daragó of the Verhovay Aid Association, Professor Tibor Kerekes of Georgetown
University, and Professor Ferenc Deák of Columbia University Law School, en-
titled: “A ‘Független Magyarországért’ mozgalom és az U.S. politikája” [The Ameri-
can Policies of the ‘Movement for an Independent Hungary’], Amerikai Magyar
Népszava, January 3, 1942. Concerning József Daragó, see Kálmán Káldor, ed.,
Magyar-Amerika írásban és képben: Amerikai magyar úttörõk és vezetõférfiak
arcképes életrajza. Magyar egyházak, egyletek, közintézmények története és
mûkodése [Hungarian America in Words and Pictures. Pictorial Biographies of
American Hungarian Pioneers and Leading Personalities. History and Functioning
of Hungarian Churches, Associations, and Public Institutions], 2 vols. (St. Louis,
MO, 1937–1939), II, 244.
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Hungary, arrived in America. He immediately established contacts with the
Federation’s Board of Directors and announced that, as a Hungarian politician
who had fled from Nazism, he intends to establish a general movement embrac-
ing all Hungarians living in various countries of the world so as to defend the
Hungarian people from the charge of Nazism. He asked the Federation to coor-
dinate its continuing effort with his own movement. This did take place at the
Federation’s and the Independence Movement’s joint meeting in September 1941
in Pittsburgh, where Dr. Eckhardt was accompanied by the ambassadorial coun-
selor Antal Balássy and the industrialist Viktor Bátor. They announced that the
leadership of their movement counts among its members Ambassador János
Pelényi [of Washington] and the noted diplomat Antal Zsilinszky, who resided
in London. . . . The Federation had no intention to crossing the undertaking
initiated by Eckhardt and his supporters, but rather wished to cooperate with it.
Eckhardt’s movement, however, soon lost steam. Zsilinszky committed suicide
in London, Balássy left the movement, and the remaining three members of the
board soon ceased their public activities. They did not wish to have anything to
do with [the] ever louder and ever more aggressive Vámbéry and Lugosi groups,
with their pink and red political orientation and pro-Soviet stance.22

Naturally, the above summary reflects Borshy-Kerekes’s own view of
things, and it is far from being the whole story. It does point to the brewing
conflict between the “patriotic” Eckhardt group and the “socialist”
Vámbéry-Lugosi group, which—while anti-Nazi and anti-Horthy—was not
necessarily all that red and all that pro-Soviet. This is best demonstrated by
the views express by an editorial in the New York based communist daily,
Magyar Jövõ [Hungarian Future], which, upon learning about Vámbéry’s
own political movement, called him and his supporters “imperialist agents.”
At the same time, this editorial referred to the left-liberal journalists Ferenc
Göndör (1885–1955) and Márton Himler (1888–1961), who were close
to Vámbéry, as fascists.23

The Eckhardt mission was dreamt up in the course of 1939 and 1940,
when the idea surfaced that Hungary should have a statesman of some
prestige to represent it in the West. Initially they thought about sending
former Prime Minister Count István Bethlen (1874–1947) abroad, but then

22. For Borshy-Kerekes’s summary of these developments, see Bakó, Memorial
Volume, 49–55; quotations from 49–51. On the activities of Vámbéry and Lugosi,
see below. Vámbéry’s papers can be found in the archives of the Hoover Institution
of Stanford University. See also the article by Várdy, “Az amerikai magyarság és
Habsburg Ottó.”

23. See the following editorial diatribes in the above-mentioned Hungarian com-
munist paper: “Vámbéry-Fényes zászlót bont az imperialista háború mellett” [Vámbéry-
Fényes Unfurl Their Flag in Favor of the Imperialist War], Magyar Jövõ [Hungarian Future]
(New York), June 10, 1941; and “‘Jöjjön, aminek jönni kell!’”—kiáltja Fényes, Vámbéry és
lelkesen háborúba indulnak” [“Come Whatever May Come” Shout Fényes and Vámbéry
and then they set off enthusiastically to the war], Magyar Jövõ, June 13, 1941.
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later the choice fell on Eckhardt. The purpose of this mission was that in
case of an Axis defeat, hapless Hungary should at least have a presentable
spokesman abroad who could perhaps even form a government in exile
and defend Hungary’s territorial gains. This idea was picked up and sup-
ported both by Prime Minister Count Pál Teleki (1879–1941) and by Am-
bassador János Pelényi (1885–1974). In order to prepare this undertaking,
in early 1940 the Hungarian government transferred five million dollars to
Ambassador Pelényi in Washington for deposit in a New York bank for the
sole purpose of supporting such a mission. In November of that year, Am-
bassador Pelényi resigned his post and received political asylum in the United
States. A few months later, on May 7, 1941, Tibor Eckhardt left Hungary
for the United States via Belgrade, Cairo, and Capetown. He arrived here
three months later on August 8.24

Upon his arrival Eckhardt immediately established contacts with Ameri-
can governmental circles and the leaders of American Hungarian organiza-
tions, and presented himself as a political refugee who wished to fight against
the destructive ideology of Nazism. Within six weeks after his arrival (Sep-
tember 27) he started his “Movement for Independent Hungary” and as-
sumed leadership over the similarly named movement initiated eight months
earlier by the American Hungarian Federation. He popularized his cause
through a series of proclamations and articles published in the American
press and in various Hungarian American newspapers.25

Eckhardt received the active support of a number of well-known public
figures, including the internationally known composer Béla Bartók (1881–
1945), who had just arrived in the United States as a political refugee him-
self; and John F. Montgomery, the former U.S. ambassador to Hungary
(1933–1941), who had considerable sympathy for the Hungarians and the
Hungarian cause, and viewed Hungary basically as Hitler’s “unwilling sat-
ellite.”26

Eckhardt’s path, however, proved to be much more difficult than origi-
nally presumed. American governmental circles had doubts about the genu-
ineness of his refugee status, and also some qualms about his earlier politi-

24. In this connection see Paul Nadányi, The “Free Hungary” Movement (New
York,, 1942), 3–66; Sándor Szilassy, “Az amerikai magyarság a második
világháborúban”; and Várdy, The Hungarian-Americans, 109–12.

25. A copy of Eckhardt’s English language proclamation can be found among
his papers in the Hoover Institution of Stanford University. It is also reprinted in
Nadányi, The “Free Hungary” Movement, 45–47.

26. Ambassador Montgomery expressed his views concerning Hungary’s posi-
tion in his Hungary, the Unwilling Satellite. It is to be noted here that Eckhardt’s
leftist rival, Rusztem Vámbéry, tried to influence Montgomery against Eckhardt,
but without any success. Their letters can be found among the Vámbéry papers at
the Hoover Institution of Stanford University.
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cal career, which in the 1920s included membership in the somewhat anti-
Semitic Association of Awakening Hungarians [Ébredõ Magyarok
Egyesülete]. 27 Consequently, a few months after initiating his movement,
he also founded the “American Committee of the Movement for Indepen-
dent Hungary,” specifically for the inclusion of native-born Americans and
thus broadening his base of support.

Even so, Eckhardt’s efforts proved to be short-lived and less than suc-
cessful. He was able to gain the trust of most Hungarian American organi-
zations, but he failed to break the distrust of American governmental circles
and could not counterbalance the propaganda activities of the Little En-
tente states. Thus, on the positive side, within a few weeks after initiating
his movement, he had the support of all major fraternal organizations
(Verhovay Aid Society, Reformed Federation, Rákóczi Aid Society, Bridge-
port Federation), all religious groups (Catholics, Reformed, Lutherans, and
a liberal Jewish group under Rabbi György Lányi’s leadership), the large
majority of the Hungarian American press (Szabadság, Amerikai Magyar
Népszava, Márton Himler’s newspaper group, many other weeklies, bi-
weeklies and monthlies), as well as the backing of such noted scholars as
Kerekes and Professor Ferenc Deák (1899–1972) of Columbia University.28

Notwithstanding this widespread sponsorship, Eckhardt was still compelled
to resign the leadership of his movement after barely ten months (July 9,
1942) and then recede into the background. Thereafter the Movement for
Independent Hungary—nominally under Béla Bartók’s leadership—gradu-
ally petered out and died. While in existence, it had been forced to fight a
two-front war, partially against the powerful anti-Hungarian lobby of such
Little Entente states as Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Romania, and
partially against the opposition of the equally determined left-leaning Hun-
garian émigré leaders. Its chances for winning this war were minimal, and
Eckhardt simply proved that he was not up to the task.

Rivals of the “Movement for Independent Hungary”

Opposition from the Hungarian left surfaced even before Eckhardt reached
the American shores. His leftist opponents represented a wide scale on the
political spectrum. They included such outright Marxists as the journalist
János Gyetván (1889–1967), the editor of the Hungarian American com-
munist daily Új Elõre [New Forward], and such other political leftists as
the London-based exiled politician Count Mihály Károlyi (1875–1955),
who during the late 1930s and early 1940s had become an outright Stalin

27. See Várdy, Historical Dictionary of Hungary, 123.
28. The latter is not to be confused with Professor István Deák (b.1926) of

Columbia University.
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worshiper. But this opposition also included such liberals as the well-known
sociologist Oscar Jászi (1875–1957), the noted legal scholar and publicist
Rusztem Vámbéry (1872–1948),29 and the widely known screen actor Béla
Lugosi (1883–1956).30 The last three mentioned were not communists, but
they rejected all possible compromise and cooperation with a representa-
tive of the Horthy Regime. True, following the outbreak of World War II
they separated themselves from the communists who congregated around
the Új Elõre [New Forward] and its successors, the Magyar Világ [Hungar-
ian World] and Magyar Jövõ [Hungarian Future]. But at the same time
they also refused to cooperate with Eckhardt and the American Hungarian
Federation. In their view the latter stood for a kind of blind traditional
nationalism, which they were unable to accept. Nor were they able to stom-
ach the fact that the majority of the Hungarian Americans who congre-
gated under the flag of the federation continued to applaud the successes of
Hungarian revisionism at the expense of Czechoslovakia, Romania, and
Yugoslavia.31

Activities of the American Federation of Democratic Hungarians

While accepting the post-Trianon status quo in the Carpathian Basin, Jászi
and his friends were unwilling to cooperate with the communists even for
an allegedly common goal. Not so the equally liberal Vámbéry, who—
similarly to Károlyi—did not shrink from working with the communists in
the interest of Nazi defeat. This became evident upon his arrival in the
United States, when he immediately established contacts with communist
groups and put himself forth as Károlyi’s American spokesman. Perhaps
for this very reason, however, the editor of the Amerikai Magyar Népszava
referred to him as the “court jester” of the Moscow-worshiping “red
count.”32 Whether spokesman or court jester, Vámbéry instantly began his

29. Rusztem Vámbéry (1872–1948) was the son of the noted Hungarian
Orientalist Arminus Vámbéry (1832–1913) and a prominent legal scholar. After
World War II he served briefly as the Hungarian ambassador to the United States
(1947–1948).

30. Although Béla Lugosi, famous for his portrayal of Dracula, was connected
only peripherally with the political activities of the Vámbéry group, during the
McCarthy era he was constantly hounded for his involvement. See Andor Sziklay,
“Vámpír a külügyben” [Vampire in the State Department], in Andor Sziklay, Magyar
lábnyomok [Hungarian Footsteps] (Cleveland, 1988), 151–55. This book was re-
published in Budapest in 1993.

31. On these problems and developments, see Nadányi, The “Free Hungary”
Movement, 52–63.

32. Ibid., 53. This assertion by Paul Nadányi is fully substantiated by Vámbéry’s corre-
spondence found in the archives of the Hoover Institution of Stanford University.
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assault against Eckhardt, the American Hungarian Federation, and the
Movement for Independent Hungary. He flooded the U.S. State Depart-
ment with defamatory reports about Eckhardt’s allegedly subversive ac-
tivities, and, in doing so, cooperated with representatives of the Little En-
tente in their efforts to undermine Hungary’s position within the United
States. In these reports Vámbéry supported the latter’s politically moti-
vated anti-Hungarian goals and assertions, and went so far as to condemn
repeatedly Hungary’s ethnically justifiable territorial gains, describing them
as a manifestation of Hungary’s Nazi sympathies.33

Vámbéry reached American shores in June 1941, two months before
Eckhardt’s own arrival. He immediately went to work to establish the
“Democratic Federation of American Hungarians” (AFDH) [Demokratikus
Magyarok Amerikai Szövetsége] with the intention of advancing his own
special political agenda. The board of directors of the new federation in-
cluded such well-known émigré intellectuals as the already mentioned soci-
ologist-historian Jászi, the noted music director Eugene [Jenõ] Ormándy
(1899–1985), the distinguished publicist-historian Emil Lengyel (1895–
1985), and the former Hungarian parliamentarian László Fényes (1871–
1944).34

When established, Vámbéry’s federation joined the ranks of a number
of similar politically inspired organizations that had been formed after the
start of the war by various émigré groups of liberal or socialist persuasion.
These organizations often rivaled each other, cooperated with each other,
merged and then separated again. This was also the fate of the Vámbéry-
founded organization, which held a followup convention in Cleveland, in
September of that year, where it promptly absorbed several similarly in-
spired organizations and then renamed itself the “American Federation of
Democratic Hungarians” [Demokratikus Magyarok Amerikai Szövetsége].35

In addition to the original board members, the leadership of this reconsti-
tuted federation included the noted painter and photo artist László Moholy-
Nagy (1895–1946), the former Czechoslovak Hungarian parliamentarian
Ignác Schultz, the prominent Chicago medical professor Hugó Rónay, the
already mentioned film star Béla Lugosi, and János Terebessy, one of the

33. This is clear, for example, from Vámbéry’s four-page memorandum to the
U.S. State Department, written in or around July 1944. Cf. Vámbéry papers, box
#5, Hoover Institution, Stanford University.

34. Concerning the formation of Vámbéry’s federation, see the following con-
temporary report: “Új magyar politikai alakulat” [A New Hungarian Political Or-
ganization], Bérmunkás [Wage Worker] (Cleveland), June 21, 1941.

35. See Oszkár Róbert, “Demokratikus Magyarok Amerikai Szövetsége a szabad
Magyarországért” [American Federation of Democratic Hungarians for a Free
Hungary], Az Ember [The Man] (New York), September 27, 1941.
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founding members and leaders of the left-leaning populist Hungarian
“Sarló” [Sickle] movement36 in interwar Czechoslovakia.37

Following the Cleveland convention, the AFDH initiated a general of-
fensive against the Eckhardt-led movement. Vámbéry’s goal was to dis-
credit both the “Movement for Independent Hungary” and also further
undermine the Horthy regime before the U.S. government. He repeatedly
accused Eckhardt of racism and anti-Semitism in conjunction with his past
role in the Association of Awakening Hungarians, while at the same time
attacking the Horthy regime for its “willful and conscious alliance” with
Nazi Germany.

Vámbéry and his associates began their attacks against Eckhardt even
before the latter’s arrival in the United States by publishing accusatory ar-
ticles in a number of prominent American newspapers. One of these ar-
ticles, signed by a certain Ludwig Lore of uncertain origin, was published
in the July 21, 1941, edition of the New York Post. But the real attacks
only began in late September, at the very moment when Eckhardt was launch-
ing his own “Movement for Independent Hungary.”38 The most damaging
of these articles appeared in the liberal weekly, The Nation, where the above-
mentioned Ignác Schultz, a Hungarian member of the former Czechoslo-
vak Parliament, published an article under the title “Budapest’s Fake Mis-
sion.”39 In this article he described in considerable detail Eckhardt’s alleged
racist and anti-Semitic past, as well as the nature of his current mission.
Schultz likewise pointed to the widely known truth that Eckhardt had ar-
rived in the United States with the knowledge and the financial support of
the regent, Nicholas Horthy (1868–1957; r. 1920–1944), who at that very
moment was officially an ally of Hitler’s Germany.

Schultz’s attack was followed within a week by an editorial in The Na-
tion, which also accused the U.S. State Department with complicity in this
matter.40 This in turn started a whole barrage of accusations in the Ameri-
can press—both mainline and ethnic newspapers. These were written mostly

36. A movement of young, progressive Hungarian intellectuals in interwar
Slovakia (Czechoslovakia) during the late 1920s and early 1930s. The movement
split in 1931, when some of its left-leaning members accepted Marxism as their
preferred political ideology. Cf. Várdy, Historical Dictionary of Hungary, 610–11.

37. See Robert. “Demokratikus Magyarok Amerikai Szövetsége a szabad
Magyarországért.” A poster announcing the congress of the new federation can be
found among the Vámbéry-papers, Box #8, Hoover Institution, Stanford Univer-
sity.

38. Concerning these attacks, see the first five pages of Eckhardt’s twenty-six
page memorandum to the U.S. State Department, dated February 11, 1942 Cf.
Eckhardt’s Papers, Box #1, Hoover Institution, Stanford University.

39. Ignác Schultz, “Budapest’s Fake Mission,” The Nation, September 27, 1941.
See also pages 5–9 of Eckhardt’s above-mentioned twenty-six-page memorandum.

40. The Nation, October 3, 1941.



Hungarian Americans during World War II 137

by advocates of the political left and by the representatives of the Little
Entente states.41

Similar attacks also surfaced in Canada, where the well-known literary
scholar and translator of East European literature, Watson Kirkconnell
(1895–1976), also became embroiled in this affair. Kirkconnell, who had
spent some time in Hungary, had known Eckhardt for many years and had
a high opinion of him. Thus, he decided to speak up in the latter’s defense.
This action on the part of this Canadian scholar triggered a whole series of
attacks against him by the leftist émigré press. The charge was led by István
Szõke, the editor of the openly communist Kanadai Magyar Munkás [Ca-
nadian Hungarian Worker].42 But such accusatory articles subsequently
also found their way into the popular Toronto weekly, the Saturday Night.43

Otto von Habsburg’s Role

One of these accusatory articles came from the pen of Joseph S. Roucek, a
well-known Czech émigré professor of sociology, who published a joint
attack against Eckhardt and Otto von Habsburg in Princeton University’s
The Public Opinion Quarterly. Roucek tied Eckhardt’s “Movement for
Independent Hungary” to Otto von Habsburg’s “Movement for Indepen-
dent Austria,” and labeled both of them anti-democratic and anti-Ameri-
can. He asserted that the real goal of these movements was to reestablish
the oppressive and reactionary Habsburg Empire in the form of a new
version of Austria-Hungary.44 This plan allegedly also included the estab-
lishment of a “Habsburg Legion” in the form of a separate Austro-Hun-
garian military detachment that was meant to fight the Axis powers.45 While

41. Many of these accusatory articles can be found among Vámbéry’s and
Eckhardt’s papers in the archives of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University.

42. Concerning this anti-Kirkconnell campaign, see N. F. Dreisziger, “Watson Kirkconnell:
Translator of Hungarian Poetry and Friend of Canadian-Hungarians,” The Cana-
dian-American Review of Hungarian Studies, Vol. 4, No. 2 (Fall 1977): 117–43; and
Kirkconnell’s reminiscences, “A Canadian Meets the Magyars,” The Canadian-Ameri-
can Review of Hungarian Studies, Vol. 1, Nos. 1–2 (Fall 1974): 1–11.

43. See the article, “The Communists of Canada and Tibor Eckhardt,” Saturday
Night (Toronto), January 9, 1943. The Canadian aspect of the Eckhardt mission is
discussed by N. F. Dreisziger in his “Mission Impossible: Secret Plans for a Hungar-
ian Government-in-Exile in Canada during World War II,” Canadian Slavonic Pa-
pers, Vol. 30, No. 2 (June 1988): 245–62; and N. F. Dreisziger, “Bridges to the
West: The Horthy Regime’s ‘Reinsurance Policies’ in 1941”—the latter being an
unpublished paper.

44. Joseph S. Roucek, “The ‘Free Movements’ of Horthy’s Eckhardt and Austria’s
Otto,” The Public Opinion Quarterly (Princeton), Vol. 7 (Fall 1943): 466–77.

45. Ibid., 472–77.
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making these accusations, Roucek apparently did not realize that this idea
actually came from President Roosevelt, who has had intimate and fre-
quent contacts with Otto von Habsburg ever since the early summer of
1940, when the latter fled Hitler’s Europe to the safety of the United States.46

Apparently, Roosevelt would even have liked to see the reestablishment of
the former Habsburg Empire, at least in the form of a Danubian Confed-
eration, a view, which he allegedly voiced several time when meeting with
Archduke Otto, or with Empress Zita.47

The establishment of the Austrian, Norwegian and Greek Battalions—
the first of which was to evolve into the “Habsburg Legion”—was an-
nounced on November 18, 1942, two days before Otto von Habsburg’s
thirtieth birthday. Julius Deutsch, Austria’s former socialist Minister of
Defense and one of the leaders of the anti-Habsburg Austrian emigration,
viewed this act as a birthday gift to Archduke Otto. As recorded in his
memoirs: “To advance the cause of the Habsburgs, the American Secretary
of Defense commissioned the Austrian heir to the throne, on his 30th birth-
day, to establish a voluntary regiment, which was to serve in the American
Armed Forces. This birthday gift meant the recognition of Otto von
Habsburg as Austria’s legal representative.”48

While the proposed Habsburg Legion never fully materialized, it did
reach the period of gestation, about which we do have some reminiscences
by participants. One of these is by the Hungarian poet György Faludy
(b.1910), who in those days was a political émigré in the United States, and
who had actually been drafted into this legion.49 He remembers his experi-
ences in the spring of 1943 as follows: “For a few months I resided in

46. For details concerning the relationship between Roosevelt and Otto von
Habsburg, see Várdy, “Az amerikai magyar emigráció és Habsburg Ottó,” and its
revised English-language version, “Archduke Otto von Habsburg and American
Hungarian Emigrés during and after World War II.” See also Emilio Vasari [Emil
Csonka], Dr. Otto Habsburg oder die Leidenschaft für Politik (Vienna-Munich,
1972), chap. 11. Otto von Habsburg’s role in the establishment of the Habsburg
Legion is also mentioned in the article about him in the new Magyar Katolikus
Lexikon [Hungarian Catholic Encyclopedia], vol. 4 (Budapest, 1998), 447–49.

47. As an example, on September 7, 1943, when Empress Zita represented Arch-
duke Otto at a meeting in the White House, President Roosevelt allegedly assured
the Empress that he would prefer to see the rise of a new Danubian Confederation
that would take the place of the former Habsburg Empire, and thus end the frag-
mentation of Central Europe. Cf. Archduke Otto’s handwritten notes, as quoted by
Emil Csonka, Habsburg Ottó: Egy különös sors története [Otto von Habsburg.
History of a Unique Destiny] (Munich, 1972), 357.

48. Julius Deutsch, Ein weiter Weg (Zürich-Leipzig-Wien, 1960), 361; as quoted
by Csonka, Habsburg Ottó, 329.

49. György Faludy, who currently resides in Hungary, lived in exile between
1938 and 1946, as well as between 1956 and 1989. During his first emigration he
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Camp Atterbury, in the middle of Indiana’s scraggy and scrofula-infected
forests, amidst six foot high snowbanks, in a short-lived unit of the Ameri-
can Army, as a member of the Habsburg Legion, to which I had been as-
signed. The Legion was the brainchild of FDR and Cordell Hull. Following
the war they planned to reestablish the Austro-Hungarian Empire. This
plan, however, succumbed to adverse American public opinion and to Stalin’s
mustache that trembled with anger.”50 Faludy is probably mistaken about
Secretary of State Cordell Hull’s role in or support of this undertaking. But
the idea of a Habsburg Legion was favored by President Roosevelt, Secre-
tary of War Henry L. Stimson, and Undersecretary of State Sumner Welles—
the latter of whom was convinced that the destruction of the Dual Monar-
chy had been a wrong decision, for it produced only impoverishment and
political chaos in the Danube region.51

In spite of President Roosevelt’s original support of this notion, political
circumstances compelled him to drop the idea of a Habsburg Legion, as
well as his support for the reestablishment of some sort of a Habsburg-led
Central European or Danubian Confederation. The nascent Habsburg Le-
gion was dissolved in May 1943,52 and subsequently the idea of a Habsburg-
Danubian Federation also receded into the background.53

Throughout this period, Tibor Eckhardt was in close contact with Arch-
duke Otto. Having shed his early anti-Habsburg sentiments, by the 1930s
he had become a legitimist, i.e., a supporter of the restoration of the
Habsburg dynasty upon the Hungarian throne. Following his arrival in the
United States, Eckhardt immediately established contact with Archduke
Otto and began to coordinate his political activities with those of the young

served in the U.S. Armed Forces, while during his second emigration he edited liter-
ary journals in London, Paris, and Toronto, and has taught literature at various
American and Canadian universities. Cf. Új Magyar Irodalmi Lexikon [New Hun-
garian Literary Encyclopedia], ed. László Peter, 3 vols. (Budapest, 1994), I, 553.

50. György Faludy and Eric Johnson, Jegyzetek az esõerõdõbl [Notes from the
Rain Forest] (Budapest, 1991), 15.

51. Cf. Sumner Welles, Seven Decisions That Shaped History (New York, 1950),
136. One of Otto’s biographer, who interviewed Otto repeatedly, claims that it was
actually President Roosevelt who brought up the idea of an Austrian or Habsburg
Legion with Archduke Otto, who initially received it with some degree of skepti-
cism. Cf. Csonka, Habsburg Ottó, 327.

52. See the report in the New York Times, May 24, 1943. The article about Otto
von Habsburg in the Hungarian Catholic encyclopedia claims that he continued to
be involved in the affairs of the Habsburg Legion until March 1944. Cf. Magyar
Katolikus Lexikon, IV, 448.

53. President Roosevelt’s toying with the idea of reestablishing the old Dualist
Monarchy in some form or other has also been commented upon by Carlyle A.
Macartney in his monumental history of modern Hungary: October Fifteenth. A
History of Modern Hungary, II, 112.
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Habsburg.54 It is to be remembered that in those days Otto was known, not
only for his strong anti-Nazi and anti-Hitler stance, but also for his desire
to reestablish the once mighty Habsburg Empire. In his view—which he
voiced continuously during his four years’ stay in the United States—the
reestablished Habsburg Empire would have served as a “democratic coun-
terweight” in the region between Germany and Russia. At the same time he
also emphasized repeatedly that the resurrected Habsburg state would un-
dergo a total social and political transformation, and would not start a
quarrel with the Soviet Union, which at that moment was fighting on the
side of the Western democracies.55

Although favored by President Roosevelt, Vámbéry and his supporters
repeatedly condemned Otto’s political goals and activities, as they did the
aspirations of Eckhardt and the American Hungarian Federation. As an
example of this anti-Habsburg crusade on the part of the American Fed-
eration of Democratic Hungarians, we may cite Vámbéry’s manifesto dur-
ing Otto’s lecture tour in November 1943, in which he proclaimed that:
“The restoration of Habsburg feudalism would be a danger not only to the
peasants and workers of Hungary, but a danger to all nations adjacent.
Any hope that the [reestablished] Habsburg Empire would create a buffer
state in Europe is ridiculous.”56 This view rhymed well with the position of
the Soviet Union and those of the Little Entente states.

The Liquidation of Eckhardt’s Mission

In light of the repeated attacks by Vámbéry and the AFDH, Eckhardt’s
position became shaky within less than a year after launching his Move-
ment for Independent Hungary. He recognized this himself and said so in
the twenty-six page memorandum that he submitted to the State Depart-
ment on February 11, 1942. In this document he summarized his political
activities in the United States and enumerated and discussed the relentless
propaganda war against him by the Vámbéry group and by the representa-
tives of the Little Entente states. He documented these attacks by listing the
scores of articles published against him, from which he quoted liberally.57

54. In addition to my cited articles on Archduke Otto, see Montgomery, Hun-
gary, the Unwilling Satellite, 96; and Ignác Romsics, Wartime Plans for a New
Hungary: Documents from the U.S. Department of State, 1942–1944 (New York,
1992), 6–10.

55. See the article “Confident Otto Maps Royal Foreign Policy. Pretender Says
He’ll Make Peace with Russia,” New York Times, December 1, 1943.

56. Quoted in ibid.
57. See Eckhardt’s memorandum to the U.S. State Department, dated February

11, 1942.
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Apparently the response from the State Department was not very reassur-
ing, for after this exchange Eckhardt survived at the head of his organiza-
tion for only five more months. He resigned on July 9, 1942, giving his
position over to Béla Bartók. But, as it turned out, his resignation also
signaled the fading of the “Movement for Independent Hungary,” which
thereafter merged increasingly into the American Hungarian Federation.
Neither Bartók nor the leaders of the AHF were able fill Eckhardt’s shoes.
The latter remained in the background and from there he tried to influence
the AHF’s political activities as best as he could. He also kept in touch with
Archduke Otto and continued to send political reports to Hungary, in par-
ticular to Count István Bethlen, who was in charge of his “American ad-
venture.” In his report dated October 1, 1943, for example, Eckhardt sum-
marized the results of Otto’s meeting with President Roosevelt:

Today, October 1st, Otto was once more received by President Roosevelt, who
on his own initiative offered a clear picture as to what Hungary can expect from
him. He bemoaned the fact that developments in American-Hungarian relations
are far from satisfactory, which also holds true for English-Hungarian relations.
He regarded this as lamentable, for if Hungary were to normalize its relations
with the Allies, they would accept her as a “co-belligerent” country. Naturally,
this would mean that at an appropriate moment Hungary would have to turn
against the Germans. Upon Archduke Otto’s query whether we [Hungarians]
could become members of the “United Nations” (which would assure our place
among the victors), Roosevelt answered that it is unlikely that this would be
approved by Russia (which means that he would be willing to agree to it!). As a
second point, he stated that in case of such a switch, Hungary would have to
commit itself to certain personal changes (he did not mention names). Thirdly,
he also spoke about territorial questions. In order to achieve a final solution in
the Russian Question, he would be willing . . . to assign Romania, and even
Bulgaria to the Russian orbit. This would mean that in case of a correct policy
change Hungary could regain all of Transylvania, which otherwise would also
fall under Russian control. . . . In my estimation, the purpose of this repeated
and well-thought-out statement was that it should be passed on to Hungary. . . .
This pronouncement, in my view, presents us with an acceptable basis for nego-
tiations.58

Eckhardt ended his letter with the following words: “I am sending this
letter to Budapest, not through the usual American line, but with the help
of a messenger from the Polish underground.”59

We don’t know how they received Eckhardt’s letter in Hungary, we can
only guess. But we know that, in spite of Prime Minister Miklós Kállay’s
efforts to wiggle out of the German alliance, the Horthy Regime was unable
to bring itself to break with Germany even in light of these most favorable

58. Eckhardt’s letter to Count István Bethlen, New York, October 1, 1943.
Eckhardt papers, Box #2, Hoover Institution, Stanford University.
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conditions. The fear of the German war machine, combined with the dread
of Bolshevik Russia, prevented Hungary’s contemporary leaders from act-
ing upon this offer. Moreover, when a year later Regent Horthy finally
decided to break with Germany, he did it blunderingly and under much
worse conditions, which made Hungary’s situation even more hopeless than
before.

Eckhardt wrote his final report to Budapest—this time in English—on
March 8, 1944. This report was addressed to “Dear Friend” [Count István
Bethlen], and was signed by “Peti” [Tibor Eckhardt] és “John” [former
ambassador János Pelényi]. This thirteen-page letter presented a Washing-
ton-based overview of the political and military situation in the early part
of 1944. In general, it was much more pessimistic than any of the earlier
reports. It was intended to reach Budapest via Portugal, but never arrived
there. According to Eckhardt’s handwritten note on a copy of this report
found among his papers in the Hoover Institution, its fate was sealed by
Hungary’s German occupation: “The Hungarian courier was on his way
from Portugal to Budapest, but upon learning about the German occupa-
tion of March 19th, he turned back. The report was destroyed.”60

The Continued Role of the American Hungarian Federation

Following Eckhardt’s resignation, the protection of Hungary’s interests in
the United States officially devolved upon the American Hungarian Fed-
eration, and more specifically upon its executive secretary, Professor Tibor
Kerekes of Georgetown University. Given the political realities of the day,
however, neither the AHF nor Kerekes could do much. The leaders of the
federation did not even have enough influence to secure an audience with
President Roosevelt—as was done repeatedly by Otto von Habsburg. Con-
sequently, next to incessantly repeating their loyalty to the United States,
supporting the war efforts of their adopted country, and responding to the

59. Ibid. Concerning the Polish Underground’s operation in Hungary, see the
recently published memoirs of József Antall, Menekültek menedéke: Emlékek és
iratok [Refugee Haven: Memoirs and Documents] (Budapest, 1997), 91–177. József
Antall (1896–1974) was the father of Hungary’s first post-communist prime minis-
ter, József Antall (1931–1993). In the period between 1939 and 1944 the elder
Antall served as the Hungarian government’s commissioner for refugee affairs, in
which capacity he was in close and continuous contact with the more than 100,000
Polish military and civilian personnel who had fled to Hungary after the German
invasion of Poland on September 1, 1939.

60. Eckhardt’s and Pelényi’s joint report to Count István Bethlen, Washington,
D.C., March 8, 1944. Eckhardt papers, Box #2, Hoover Institution, Stanford Uni-
versity. The quoted passage is in Eckhardt’s handwriting on the upper margin of the
first page.
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61. Tibor Kerekes’s letter to President Roosevelt, June 5, 1944. Eckhardt papers,
Box #6, Hoover Institution, Stanford University.

62. William D. Hassett’s letter to Tibor Kerekes, June 8, 1944. Eckhardt papers,
Box #6, Hoover Institution, Stanford University.

63. Concerning these so-called displaced persons or DPs, see Wolfgang
Jacobmeyer, Vom Zwangsarbeiter zum Heimatlosen Ausländer: Die Displaced Per-
sons in West Deutschland 1945–1951 (Göttingen, Germany, 1985); and Mark
Wyman, DP: Europe’s Displaced Persons, 1945–1951 (Philadelphia, 1989). For
the Hungarian DPs specifically, see Kázmér Nagy, Elveszett alkotmány: Vázlat az
1944 és 1964 közötti magyar politikai emigráció kialakulásáról [Lost Constitution:

ever more numerous anti-Hungarian articles that appeared in various
American newspapers, the AHF’s activities consisted of issuing proclama-
tions to the press and writing memoranda to the White House or the State
Department. Naturally, these memoranda seldom, if ever, reached the ad-
dressees; they were usually answered by some petty bureaucrat hired spe-
cifically for such purposes. Most of the responses were banal and meaning-
less. When reading them, one has the feeling that one is reading generic
form letters that have been dispatched many times before to numerous
groups and individuals, without any meaningful changes. At times, it ap-
pears that the “author” of the letter does not have the vaguest idea about
the issue at hand.

A good example of such a response is a letter signed and dispatched by
William D. Hassett, secretary to the President, on June 8, 1944, in which
he registered the receipt of Kerekes’s earlier letter addressed to President
Roosevelt in the name of the American Hungarian Federation.61 It reads as
follows: “Dear Professor Kerekes: Please accept the President’s thanks for
your letter of June fifth, inspired by the second anniversary of war by the
United States on Hungary. The President was glad to receive your letter
and shares your hope that a better future for Hungary and for the whole
world can be established under the principles of the Atlantic Charter.”62

Eckhardt and the AHF after World War II

Following the war, the paths of the American Hungarian Federation and
Tibor Eckhardt parted. The former—at least for a while—remained under
the control of native-born and largely Americanized offspring of the turn-
of-the-century economic immigrants. Although still engaged in ethnic poli-
tics, following the cessation of hostilities the main activities of the AHF
centered on the American Hungarian Relief Fund that had been organized
in September 1944. The basic goal of the relief fund was to aid war-shat-
tered Hungary as well as the hundreds of thousands of Hungarian political
émigrés who—having fled before the Red Army—found themselves in the
western territories of the former Third Reich.63 In the course of 1945, the
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Relief Fund sent tens of thousands of care packages to Hungary, and in
1946, also to the Hungarian refugee camps in Germany and Austria.64

Naturally, the activities of the American Hungarian Relief Fund altered
nothing in U.S. foreign policy concerning Hungary, but it did improve the
lives of many thousands of Hungarians, both at home and abroad.

While the AHF and the Hungarian American fraternal associations that
supported it financially concentrated their efforts on relief activities,
Eckhardt continued to be involved in politics. As soon as conditions per-
mitted it, he joined forces with the leaders of those political immigrants,
who—having remained in Hungary after the war—had been active in the
postwar coalition governments. In consequence of the cold war and the
resulting communist takeover, however, they were pushed out of power,
and by 1947 or 1948 they all were forced to flee their homeland.

On July 21, 1948, these refugee politicians jointly established the Hun-
garian National Council [Magyar Nemzeti Bizottmány] in New York, which
for a while functioned as a potential government-in-exile.65 Among its eight,
later ten-member Executive Committee, Eckhardt was the only active rep-
resentative of the interwar Horthy regime.66 As a result of this reality, he
was in a constant minority on most political issues. In spite of his minority
position, however, he would speak up in defense of the Old Regime. But by
that time, what he considered the “old regime” was represented almost
solely by Otto von Habsburg, or rather by Eckhardt’s dedication to the

Outline History of the Hungarian Political Emigration between 1944 and 1964]
(Munich, 1974); Gyula Borbándi, A magyar emigráció életrajza, 1945–1985 [Biog-
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világháború utáni években” [Retention of Hungarian National Consciousness in
German and Austrian DP Camps in the Years following World War II], Forrás
[Source] (Kecskemét, Hungary), Vol. 23, No. 3 (March 1991): 58–63; Béla Várdy,
“A világháború utáni politikai emigránsok: negyvenötösök, negyvenhetesek,
ötvenhatosok” [Post-World War II Emigrés: Forty-Fivers, Forty-Seveners, Fifty-
Sixers], Kapu [Gate] (Budapest), Vol. 8, No. 9 (September 1945): 48–52; and Várdy,
Magyarok az Újvilágban, 438–91.

64. Concerning the activities of the American Hungarian Relief Fund, see “Ameri-
can Hungarian Relief, Inc.—Az Amerikai Magyar Segélyakció.” AMNSZ Golden
Jubilee Album, 95–97; and Bakó, Memorial Volume, 56–58.

65. Concerning the functioning of the Hungarian National Committee see “Hun-
garian Politicians in Exile,” in Facts about Hungary: The Fight for Freedom, ed.
Imre Kovács (New York, 1966), 301–14.

66. The Executive Committee of the Hungarian National Council also had a few
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membership, however, consisted of politicians who had been active participants in
Hungary’s post-World War II coalition governments (1945–1947) and thus were
viewed as “leftists” by Eckhardt and his followers.
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cause of the House of Habsburg. There are many signs of this dedication in
the correspondence between Eckhardt and Archduke Otto, found among
the former’s papers at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University. This
correspondence, which also contains a number of political directives by
Otto to Eckhardt, continued unabated until the latter’s death in 1972.67

Conclusions

Looking at it from the vantage point of the end of the twentieth century,
we can safely assume that the American Hungarian Federation’s and Tibor
Eckhardt’s efforts during World War II did very little to affect the basic
policy of the United States regarding Hungary. That policy was in fact
determined by much more important considerations than the activities of a
few interest groups and temporary émigré organizations.

The most significant of these factors included: (1) the overriding desire
of the Western Allies to defeat Nazi Germany; (2) their need to accommo-
date the territorial and great power aspirations of the Soviet Union; (3) the
necessity of taking into consideration the alignment of the various succes-
sor states in the confrontation between Nazi Germany and the Western
Allies; (4) and finally, the ability or inability of Hitler’s “unwilling satel-
lites” to switch sides at the appropriate time.

As compared to the other “unwilling satellites”—Croatia, Slovakia,
Romania, and Bulgaria—Hungary was in the worst possible position in all
of these categories. Being a revisionist state with strong claims to Hungar-
ian-inhabited territories immediately adjacent its new post-Trianon fron-
tiers, and not finding any Western support for its revisionist claims, it was
virtually pushed into the embraces of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany.
Moreover, after regaining some of its territories in 1938–1941, it was un-
der even greater German pressure to adjust its policies to those of the Third
Reich. This was all the more so as Tiso’s Slovakia, Antonescu’s Romania,
and Paveliæ’s Croatia were significantly more compliant in satisfying
Germany’s demands.68

67. On the relationship between Eckhardt and Otto von Habsburg, see my ar-
ticle cited above; and Vasari, Dr. Otto Habsburg, chaps. 11–14.

68. Examples of Hungary’s relative noncompliance with Germany’s demands
included the following: The Hungarian government declined to permit German
troops to cross the country in their attack against Poland in 1939. Following the
German attack, the country received, protected, and supported a large number of
Polish refugees, including civilians, military men, as well as Polish Jews. It also
aided many of the Polish military units to reach the West via the Balkans. Moreover,
notwithstanding repeated German demands, Hungary refused to collect and deliver
its Jewish citizens to Germany until after the country’s German occupation on March
19, 1944.
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None of these realities, however, could alter the fact that Hungary was
an ally of Nazi Germany. This fact alone carried much more weight with
the U.S. government and with the Western Allies than anything Hungarian
Americans could have done or said. Moreover, whatever they did or said, it
was immediately contradicted by the well-oiled political émigré organiza-
tions of the Little Entente states, as well as by the left-leaning Hungarian
émigrés themselves. In light of these realities, the well-meaning efforts of
Hungarian Americans to help their motherland appears more like Don
Quixote’s hopeless duel with the proverbial Spanish windmill. In effect,
their struggle turned out to be virtually meaningless. The best proofs for
this are the terms of the Treaty of Paris (February 10, 1947), which, in
addition to reestablishing Hungary’s Trianon frontiers, also obliged the
country to transfer three additional Hungarian-inhabited towns to Slovakia
in the vicinity of the capital city of Bratislava.69 This, in spite the fact that
Tiso’s Slovakia was one of Hitler’s most compliant satellites. Slovakia, there-
fore, was not judged on its own terms, but rather as a component of the
highly favored Czechoslovak state under the leadership of the equally highly
regarded Edward Bene ¡s. Hungary, on the other hand, was viewed as Hitler’s
“last satellite” that deserved whatever it got. And this negative perception
could not have been altered by anything that was within the power of
Hungarian Americans to do.

69. For the circumstances around, and terms of the Treaty of Paris of February
10, 1947, see Stephen D. Kertész, Between Russia and the West: Hungary and the
Illusions of Peacemaking, 1945–1947 (Notre Dame, IN, 1984). See also Stephen
Borsody, The Tragedy of Central Europe (New York, 1962), 220–22; and
Magyarország térténeti kronológiája [Hungary’s Historical Chronology], ed. Kálmán
Benda, 4 vols. (Budapest, 1982), IV, 1033–34.



Chapter 6

The Nazi-Soviet Pact of August 23, 1939:
When Did Stalin Decide to Align with
Hitler, and Was Poland the Culprit?

Anna M. Cienciala

The official reason given by the Soviet government for the failure of Anglo-
French-Soviet negotiations for a military and political alliance in late August
1939, was the refusal of Poland and Romania to allow the passage of Soviet
troops through their territories in the event of a German attack on those
countries. Soviet historians upheld that view, especially blaming Poland, but
also accusing the Western powers of planning to set Germany against the
USSR, and claiming that this situation gave Stalin no choice but to conclude a
pact with Hitler.1 Although microfilm copies of the secret protocol to the
Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact of August 23, 1939, were found in western
Germany at war’s end, and were published in the West, Soviet authorities and
historians consistently denied the protocol’s existence, as did the commissar
for foreign affairs, Vyacheslav M. Molotov, who signed it.2 It is clear, how-
ever, that high Soviet officials knew the German and Russian originals were

1. For an early version of some of these charges, see Vyacheslav M. Molotov’s
speech to the Supreme Soviet of August 31, 1939: God Krizisa, 1938–1939 (Mos-
cow, 1990), vol. 2, [henceforth: GK 2] no. 620; Jane Degras, ed., Soviet Documents
on Foreign Policy, vol. III [henceforth: Degras SDFP III] (Oxford, 1953), 363–371.
For the old party line on 1939, see Boris Ponomaryov et al., eds., History of Soviet
Foreign Policy, 1917–1945 (Moscow, 1969), ch. 11: and Vilnis Sipols, Diplomatic
Battles Before World War II (Moscow, 1982), ch. IV. On standard Soviet treat-
ments of interwar Polish foreign policy, see Anna M. Cienciala, “Marxism and His-
tory: Recent Polish and Soviet Interpretations of Polish Foreign Policy in the Era of
Appeasement. An Evaluation,” East European Quarterly 1, no. 1 (1967): 92–117.

2. Molotov, who signed the secret protocol along with Ribbentrop, told a Russian
journalist: “There could not have been any such secret agreement. . . . I can assure you
that this is unquestionably a fabrication.” See Albert Resis, ed., Molotov Remembers.
Inside Kremlin Politics. Conversations with Felix Chuev (Chicago 1993), 13.
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kept in sealed envelopes in the Presidential Archives in the Kremlin where
they were officially “discovered” in October 1992. Earlier, copies were found
and verified in the archives, as admitted publicly in late December 1989.3

The lively debate that took place on the pact among Russian historians
in 1989, and carried on in Russian works published in the next few years,
showed two schools of thought: one close to the former official interpreta-
tion, defending Stalin’s policy, while the second condemned it along with
other aspects of Stalinism. The 1989 debate began before the official ac-
knowledgment of the existence of the copies and subsequently the originals

3. The first information on the negotiations for the secret protocol was given at
the Nuremberg Trials by the lawyer defending Rudolf Hess, citing a deposition by
the German Foreign Ministry legal expert, Friedrich Gauss, who was present at the
negotiations, see Alfred Seidl, Der Fall Rudolf Hess 1941–1987. Dokumentation
des Verteidigers, 3rd, expanded printing (Munich, 1988), 93–95. However, the Al-
lied prosecutors agreed to the Soviet request that this evidence was inadmissible at
the Nuremberg Trials.

On the history of the microfilm containing the secret protocol, see: Ingeborg
Fleischhauer, Der Pakt. Hitler, Stalin unter die Initiative der deutschen Diplomatie
1938–1939 (Berlin, Frankfurt-am-Main, 1990), note 139, 533–534. The Secret
protocol of August 23, 1939, was first published in the British press by the Manchester
Guardian, 30 May 1946. It was then published in Nazi-Soviet Relations 1939–
1941. Documents from the Archives of the German Foreign Office, Washington,
1948, 78, and republished in Documents on German Foreign Policy (henceforth:
DGFP) ser. D, vol. VII (London, Washington, 1956), no. 229; for the Russian texts
see GK 2 (Moscow, 1990) nos. 602, 603 and Dokumenty Vneshnei Politiki. Vol.
XXII, 1939 god. Kniga I, [henceforth: DVP 1939 I] (Moscow, 1992), no, 485.

On finding verified copies of the secret protocol, see Alexander N. Yakovlev’s
speech to the Second Congress of People’s Deputies, December 24, 1989, Russian
text, Izvestiia, December 25, 1989, reprinted in: O.A. Rzheshevskii, ed., 1939 God.
Urokii Istorii [henceforth: 1939 God] (Moscow, 1990), appendix, 492–493. For
the Congress’s condemnation of the secret protocols announced on December 25,
see: Mikhail S. Gorbachev, Pravda, December 28, 1989, reprint in 1939 God, 496–
497; brief excerpt in Current Digest of the Soviet Press, 1990, no. 42, #09, 11.1; for
the full text of the reports, see On the Political and Legal Assessment of the Soviet-
German Non-Aggression Treaty of 1939 (Moscow, 1990).

On the first discovery of original German and Russian copies of the secret proto-
col in the Russian Presidential Archives, when Gorbachev handed over power to
Boris N. Yeltsin, see interview given by Yakovlev—who was present—to Michael
Dobbs, in his: Down with Big Brother. The Fall of the Soviet Empire (New York,
1996), 447–448. On the discovery of the Secret protocol by Russian archivists and
historians in October 1992, see Dmitri Volkogonov, Autopsy for an Empire. The
Seven Leaders Who Built the Soviet Regime, trans. and ed. Harold Shukman (New
York and London), 1998, 528, cf. Lev Bezymensky, “The Secret Protocols of 1939
as a Problem of Soviet Historiography,” in Gabriel Gorodetsky, ed., Soviet Foreign
Policy 1917–1991. A Retrospective (London, 1994), 83–84.
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of the secret protocol, though a selection of German and Soviet documents
published that year clearly impelled this acknowledgment. Nevertheless,
many Russian historians still believe that Western appeasement of Ger-
many, and the Soviet need for time, left Stalin no other option than the pact
with Hitler to ensure the country’s security.4

The policy of the Polish government, touted by Soviet historiography as
the decisive factor in the failure of Soviet-Western military negotiations in
August 1939, was viewed in the same way by some Western participants.
Thus, in the memoirs of Sir Robert Strang (then assistant secretary for
foreign affairs and head of the Central Department of the Foreign Office,
who assisted the British ambassador in Moscow, Sir William Seeds, from
mid-June to early August 1939), Warsaw’s refusal of the Soviet demand for
the passage of the Red Army through Poland was presented as the decisive
factor in the breakdown of the negotiations.5 This was also the view of
French captain (later general) André Beaufre, a member of the French con-
tingent in the Anglo-French military mission in Moscow.6 He was sent to
Warsaw to help persuade the Polish government to accept the Soviet de-
mand; years later, he still believed the Polish refusal led to the breakdown
of negotiations. However, two key British participants who were in Mos-
cow at the time, thought otherwise. General T. G. Heywood, head of the
army section of the British military delegation, thought France and Britain
never had a chance because the Russians had been playing both sides to get
the highest price, and the British ambassador, Sir William Seeds, was happy

4. For a brief survey of the debate among Russian historians, see: M.I.
Mel’miukhov, “Predyistoriia Velikoi Otechestvennoi Voiny v sovremennykh
diskusiiakh,” in G.A. Bordiagov, ed., Istoricheskie Issledovaniia v Rossii. Tendentsii
poslednikh let (Moscow, 1996), 278–307; on 1939, ibid., 278–283. For a condem-
nation of Stalin for signing the pact, see: V.L. Doroshenko, “Stalinskaia provokatsiia
vtoroi mirovoi voiny,” in: Drugaia Voina 1939–1945 (Moscow), 1996, 60–72; Lev
I. Ginzburg, “Sovetsko-Germanskii pakt: Zamysel i ego realizatsiia,” Otechestvennai
Istoriia, no 3 (1996), 29–40; and M. I. Semiriaga, Tainy stalinskoi diplomatsii,
1939–1941 (Moscow, 1992), an earlier version of which appeared as “Sovetsko-
Germanskiie dogovorennosti v 1939—iunie 1941: Vzgliad istorika,” Sovetskiie
Gosudarstvo i Pravo, no.9 (1989), 92–104.

5. Lord Strang, At Home and Abroad (London, 1956), 189–190. Strang had
been the British chargé d’affaires in Moscow in the early 1930s. For a brief bio-
graphical sketch, see Donald Cameron Watt, How War Came. The Immediate Ori-
gins of the Second World War, 1938–1939 (London, 1989), 361–362.

6. For Beaufre’s account of his mission to Warsaw, see General [André] Beaufre,
Mémoires 1920—1940—1945 (Paris, 1965), 144–151.
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to accuse Molotov of bad faith to his face.7 Nevertheless, Western histori-
ans generally sided with Strang and Beaufre. A quarter of a century after
the Moscow negotiations, the British historian, A. J. P. Taylor, a defender
of British appeasement, condemned Polish foreign policy for being unrea-
sonable and for pretending to great power status, while he credited the
USSR with the intention of attacking Germany in case of war. He blamed
the Western powers and Poland for the failure of negotiations with Mos-
cow, and contended that the Nazi-Soviet pact was neither an alliance nor a
partition of Poland.8 Although Taylor’s views were more extreme than most,
Western historians generally agreed that the Poles were either partly or
largely to blame for the failure of the Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations
and, thus, for the conclusion of the Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact.

As mentioned earlier, in 1989, on the fiftieth anniversary of the out-
break of World War II, much was written about the pact in Russia, but
positive interpretations of Stalin’s policy held a significant edge. There was
no such debate in the West; indeed, the vast majority of Western historical
periodicals did not even discuss it. British historians and writers who did
so, generally agreed that Stalin had no other option but to align with Hitler,
and castigated Poland for her refusal to accept Soviet troops into its terri-
tory. Thus, two journalist-historians, Anthony Reed and David Fisher, ap-
provingly cited journalist-historian William Shirer to the effect that Polish
“self-destructiveness” had been responsible for the partitions of Poland in
the late eighteenth century, and that the Poles were guilty of “willful blind-
ness” in refusing to consider Soviet demands for Red Army passage in
August 1939. To this, the two authors added their own disparaging com-
ment: “Like the three little pigs, the Poles still frolicked inside their straw
house while the big bad wolf was already drawing breath on the outside.”9

7. For general T. G. Heywood’s opinion, see point 8 in his letter of August 23 to
the Director of Military Operations and Intelligence, Documents on British Foreign
Policy [henceforth: DBFP], 3rd series, vol. VII (London, 1954), app. II, no. 6, 607.
For Seeds to Molotov on bad faith, see Seeds to Halifax, August 29, 1939, in D.C.
Watt, ed., British Documents on Foreign Affairs: Reports and Papers from the For-
eign Office Confidential Print, Part II, Series A. The Soviet Union 1917–1939, vol.
15 (Lanham, MD., 1986), 144.

8. For examples of Taylor’s disparaging opinion of Foreign Minister Józef Beck
and Polish foreign policy, see The Origins of the Second World War (London, 1961),
80–81, 251; on the Nazi-Soviet Pact, 262. For a penetrating critique of Taylor’s
views on Poland, see Piotr S.Wandycz, “Poland between East and West,” ch. 8 in
Gordon Martel, ed., The Origins of the Second World War Reconsidered. The A.J.P.
Taylor Debate After Twenty-Five Years (Boston, London, Sydney, 1986), 187–209.

9. Anthony Reed and David Fisher, The Deadly Embrace. Hitler, Stalin, and the
Nazi-Soviet Pact, 1939–1941 (New York and London, 1988), 214–215. William L.
Shirer (1904–93) was the Universal News Service correspondent in Berlin, 1934–
37, also Columbia Broadcasting Service correspondent in Vienna, 1935–37, Prague
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On a scholarly level, the leading German historian of Soviet-German rela-
tions in 1938–39, Ingeborg Fleischhauer, contended that the Polish refusal
to allow the passage of Soviet troops eliminated Moscow’s option of an
alliance with the Western powers. However, some German historians dis-
agreed. They perceived Stalin’s goal as either expanding communism after
an exhausting European war in which the USSR would be neutral, or as
Soviet territorial expansion, or a combination of both.10

After the publication in 1990–1992 of Soviet diplomatic documents for
1939,11 most Western historians still hewed to their previous views. Thus,
British historian Geoffrey Roberts concluded that, while an agreement with
Nazi Germany was always an option for Stalin, “not until the final break-
down of the military negotiations with Britain and France were the Ger-
mans invited to cross the threshold.” He claimed that this was an act of
desperation on Stalin’s part, and also endorsed Taylor’s view of the Nazi-
Soviet pact.12 Another British historian, Jonathan Haslam, had concluded
earlier (1984) that:

Confronted with the evident unwillingness of the Entente to provide immediate,
concrete, and water-tight guarantees for Soviet security in Europe, let alone in
Asia . . . the Russians were left with little alternative but an agreement with
Germany creating a condominium in Eastern Europe. Nonetheless, the Nazi-
Soviet pact was unquestionably the second best solution.13

Haslam thought that Stalin kept his options open until it was clear that the
Anglo-French military delegation was not ready to grant Soviet demands.

and Berlin, 1937–40, then war correspondent 1941–45; see his Berlin Diary, 1934–
1941 (New York, 1941), and The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich (New York,
1961). He was very critical of Polish foreign policy, particularly with regard to the
USSR.

10. Ingeborg Fleischhauer, “Soviet Foreign Policy and the Origins of the Hitler-
Stalin Pact,” in Bernd Wegner, ed., From Peace to War. Germany, Soviet Russia and
the World, 1939–1941 (Oxford, 1997), 31, 43. For the view that Stalin aimed to
expand communism after a European war, see Gottfried Schramm, “Basic Features
of German Ostpolitik, 1918–1939,” Wegner, ibid., 24; for a similar view, see Rolf
Ahmann, “Der Hitler-Stalin Pakt: Nichtangriffs- und Angriffsvertrag?” in: Erwin
Oberländer, ed., Hitler-Stalin Pakt 1939: Das Ende Mitteleuropas? (Frankfurt-am-
Main, 1989), 26–42; and Jorg K. Hoensch, ibid., 50.

11. See note 3 above. DVP 1939 I contains more new Russian documents than
God Krizisa, published in 1990.

12. Geoffrey Roberts, The Soviet Union and the Origins of the Second World
War. Russo-German Relations and the Road to War, 1933–1941 (New York, 1995),
86, 92. For an earlier work by this author, with similar conclusions, see The Unholy
Alliance. Stalin’s Pact with Hitler (Bloomington, IN., 1989).

13. Jonathan Haslam, The Soviet Union and the Struggle for Collective Security
in Europe, 1933–1939 (New York, 1984), 231.
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However, in 1994, he concluded that Stalin had opted for Hitler as early as
the dismissal of Maxim M. Litvinov from the post of commissar of foreign
affairs in early May 1939. This view is shared by some Russian historians,
for example, Lev I. Ginzberg.14 Fleischhauer contends, however, that Stalin
finally made up his mind on August 21, when it was clear that the British
and French delegations had no answer to give on the passage of Soviet
troops through Poland and Romania. An American historian, Teddy
Uldricks, rejects all existing theories in favor of the simple explanation that
Stalin was a realist and sought security wherever he could find it, a view
shared by Gabriel Gorodetsky.15 According to Canadian historian Michael
Jabara Carlay, [Foreign Minister Józef] “Beck was the bete noire of just
about everyone in Europe” and “ . . . Litvinov regarded him as a Nazi
pimp.” [sic]. Finally, Carlay writes: “Polish opposition to collective secu-
rity and Polish collusion with Nazi Germany immensely irritated Soviet
and French diplomats and led ultimately to Poland’s disappearance.”16 As
for the Poles, most have always believed—as did the Polish government in
August 1939—that Stalin wanted to stay out of the war, preferred a deal
with Hitler, and deliberately double-crossed France and Britain. This was
also the view of exiled Polish historians, shared later by their colleagues in
Poland when they could write freely on the subject after the collapse of
communism in 1989.17 However, with the exception of some German schol-
ars, Gerhard L. Weinberg, the leading American historian of Nazi foreign
policy, and Donald Cameron Watt, the premier British diplomatic histo-
rian of this period, most Western historians still see the Nazi-Soviet pact as

14. Haslam: “Litvinov, Stalin and the Road not Taken,” in Gorodetsky, ed.,
Soviet Foreign Policy, 58; also Ginzburg, “Sovetsko-germanskii pakt,” 30. How-
ever, the majority view is expressed by Vladimir Sokolov: “The question of Litvinov’s
resignation was ripe for decision if the Soviet government did not intend to pursue
a policy oriented to Britain and France, but an independent policy meeting the
country’s national rather than ideological needs.” Sokolov, “People’s Commissar
Maxim Litvinov,” International Affairs, no. 5, (Moscow, 1991): 93–107.

15. Fleischhauer, Der Pakt, 339; Teddy J. Uldricks, “Soviet Security in the 1930s,”
in Gorodetsky, Soviet Foreign Policy, 73; see also Gabriel Gorodetsky, Grand Illu-
sion. Stalin and the German Invasion of Russia (New Haven and London, 1999),
8–9.

16. Michael Jabara Carlay, 1939: The Alliance That Never Was And The Com-
ing Of World War II (Chicago, 1999), p. 68.

17. W³adys³aw Pobóg-Malinowski, Najnowsza historia polityczna Polski, 1864–
1945, vol. II, 1864–1939 (London, 1956, reprint Warsaw, 1981), ch. 22; Stanis³aw
Gregorowicz, Micha³ J. Zacharias, Polska—Zwi¹zek Sowiecki. Stosunki polityczne
1925–1939 (Warsaw, 1995), ch. XV; Wojciech Materski, Tarcza Europy. Stosunki
polsko-sowieckie 1918–1939 (Warsaw, 1994), ch. VI, section 5.
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either the only, or at least the logical, choice for Stalin.18 Most historians
also view the demand for Red Army passage though Poland as natural, and
see the Polish refusal as either key to the breakdown of Franco-British
military negotiations with the USSR, or at least a significant contributing
factor. In contrast to the above, the goal of this paper is to demonstrate
that most of the available evidence indicates Stalin always preferred a pact
with Germany, and that he used negotiations with the Western powers to
pressure Hitler into an agreement with the USSR. Finally, it will also show
that Poland did not play any significant role in Stalin’s decision to sign the
nonaggression pact with Nazi Germany.

It is, of course, true that the Poles distrusted the Soviet Union. This was not
surprising, given Russia’s role in the partitions of Poland, and then her
oppressive rule over her share of Polish lands.19 After World War I, Lenin’s
attempt to destroy the reborn Polish state was foiled by Marshal Józef
Pi³sudski in the Battle of the Vistula in mid-August 1920. This defeat rankled
deep with the Russians, together with great resentment at the loss of west-
ern Ukraine and western Belorussia to Poland in the Treaty of Riga (March
18, 1921).20 As for the Poles, they distrusted both of their great neighbors

18. On these German historians, see note 10 above. According to Gerhard L.
Weinberg, “A war between Germany and the Western Powers looked to the Soviet
leader like the best prospect for both the safety and the future expansion of Soviet
power,” Germany, Hitler and World War II. Essays in Modern German History
(Cambridge, England, 1995), 176. D. C. Watt distributes blame for the failure of
the Moscow negotiations equally between the British and the French on the one
side and the Soviets on the other. However, he adds the proviso that having a paid
Soviet spy in the foreign office communications center (Francis Herbert King), and
a master spy in Japan (Richard Sorge), the director of Soviet negotiations with
Britain and Germany was “like a poker player with marked cards.” Watt suspects
the conviction that Hitler’s main targets were Britain and France was central to
Soviet policy, How War Came, 231, 369.

19. For Poland under Russian rule and national uprisings, see Piotr S.Wandycz,
The Lands of Partitioned Poland, 1795–1918 (Seattle, WA, and London, 1974);
and Norman Davies, God’s Playground. A History of Poland. Vol. II. 1795 to the
Present (New York, 1982), ch. 2.

20. For the diplomatic history of the Soviet-Polish War, see Wandycz, Soviet-
Polish Relations 1917–1921 (Cambridge, MA., 1969); on the military side, see
Norman Davies, White Eagle, Red Star. The Polish-Soviet War, 1919–20 (London,
1972). For Lenin’s statements at a closed session of the Ninth Party Conference on
September 22, 1920 (first published in Russia in 1992), on the reasons for the
Soviet rejection of the Curzon Line and the decision to advance into Poland, see
Richard Pipes, Russia under the Bolshevik Regime (New York, 1993), 181–183.
For the Treaty of Riga, see Documents on Polish-Soviet Relations 1939–1945, vol.
1. 1939–1943 [henceforth: DPSR] (London, 1961), no. 3.
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and conducted their foreign policy accordingly. In view of German claims
to Polish western territories and the well known, if muted, Soviet claims to
eastern Poland, the cardinal principle of interwar Polish foreign policy was
“equilibrium” or nonalignment with either neighboring power, but main-
taining equilibrium between them. This policy was bolstered by an alliance
with France to secure the latter’s aid in case of war with Germany, and a
defensive alliance with Romania in case of war with the USSR. The equilib-
rium policy was characterized by the Polish-Soviet Nonaggression Treaty
(1932) and the Declaration of Nonaggression with Germany (1934, for
ten years), after which the Polish-Soviet treaty was extended for ten years.21

However, due to Hitler’s policy of courting Warsaw, Polish relations were
more amicable with Berlin than with Moscow from 1934 until March 1939.
The agreement with Berlin recognized Poland’s existing alliances, that is,
with France and Romania. Thus, equilibrium was a well known Polish
policy, which was reiterated to Moscow several times in the course of the
fateful spring and summer of 1939.22

Poland’s distrust of the USSR was shared by the European peoples who
had been subject to Russia in the past; that is: Finland, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, and also by Romania whose possession of Bessarabia was never
recognized by the USSR. The Soviet Union was also distrusted by most
West European statesmen, who saw their views confirmed by Soviet decla-
rations and official statements, especially Stalin’s speech to the Eighteenth
Party Congress on March 10. He then declared Soviet readiness to help
victims of aggression—but also accused France and Britain of setting Ger-
many against the USSR and said the Soviet Union would not pull chestnuts
out of the fire for other powers.23

Two days after Hitler’s destruction of the Czechoslovak state (March
15, 1939), and with rumors flying of a German threat to Romania, the
British inquired whether Moscow would declare its readiness to aid Roma-
nia in case of aggression. The Soviet government, in turn, proposed a con-
ference in Bucharest for joint consultation.24 This was turned down by the

21. For the texts of the Polish-Soviet nonaggression pact of July 25, 1932 and its
ten-year extension on May 5, 1934, see DPSR, nos. 6, 10; for the Polish-German
Declaration of Nonaggression of January 26, 1934, see DGFP, C, vol. II (London
and Washington, 1959), no.291.

22. For a brief study of interwar Polish foreign policy, see Anna M. Cienciala,
“Polish Foreign Policy, 1926–1939; ‘Equilibrium,’ Stereotype and Reality,” Polish
Review, vol. XX, no. 1 (1975): 42–58.

23. For extracts from Stalin’s speech of March 10, 1939 to the Eighteenth Con-
gress of the Soviet Communist Party, see Degras, SDFP III, 315–322.

24. For the British inquiry, see Foreign Secretary Viscount Halifax to Ambassa-
dor Seeds, March 17, DBFP, 3rd ser., vol. IV (London, 1951). no. 389; for Seeds’
conversation with Litvinov on March 18, and his report on Litvinov’s proposals of
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British government, which proposed, on March 21, a declaration on con-
sultation in case of a threat of further aggression to France, the USSR,
Poland, and Romania. The Polish government refused to sign because, as
the Polish foreign minister claimed, Poland’s signature alongside the USSR
would provoke a German attack on her. The real motives, however, were
both distrust of Moscow and the goal of keeping the door open to a com-
promise settlement of the Danzig-Corridor question with Germany, which
would be compatible with Poland’s security and independence. Instead of
signing the declaration, Beck proposed a secret Anglo-Polish agreement on
consultation, which the British accepted. This led to the conclusion of a
provisional agreement on mutual assistance, signed on April 6, during Beck’s
visit to Britain. Beck explained the Polish position to Prime Minister Neville
Chamberlain saying that the Poles had no confidence in Soviet Russia. On the
basis of their experience, they saw no difference between Soviet and Tsarist
imperialism, but in the face of the German threat they thought it advisable
that, at a minimum, Russia’s neutrality should be secured. They did not
believe that Russia would honestly join Poland’s allies, but they would not
oppose British and French efforts to reach an understanding with Moscow.
Beck added that, as in the case of the negotiations for the Franco-Soviet
alliance (1935), the Polish government would insist that no treaty con-
cluded by its Western allies without their participation could impose any
obligations on Poland. But he also declared the Poles would welcome any
Allied agreement with the Soviets, which would allow the transit of mili-
tary supplies and the delivery of Soviet raw materials to Poland.25

The Polish attitude toward the USSR was based, not only on memories
of the past and hopes of a peaceful resolution of disputes with Germany,

March 19, ibid., nos. 403, 421; for the Russian text of the Soviet proposal of March
18, see Litvinov to Stalin, DVP 1939 I, no. 150, also Litvinov to Soviet ambassa-
dors in London and Paris, March 18, 1939, Soviet Peace Efforts on the Eve of
World War II [henceforth: SPE] (Moscow, 2nd printing, 1976), no. 109. For British
documents on the Declaration on Consultation, see DBFP, ibid., chapter V.

25. See annotated edition of Józef Beck’s memoirs: Polska polityka zagraniczna
w latach 192–1939. Na podstawie tekstów min. Józefa Becka opracowa³a Anna M.
Cienciala Paris, (1990), 245–246; cf. the French edition of Beck’s memoirs, Colonel
Józef Beck, Dernier Rapport. Politique polonaise 1926–1939 (Neuchâtel and Paris,
1951), 93–194; English edition, Final Report (New York, 1957). For British records
of Beck’s London talks, see DBFP, 3rd Ser., vol. V (London, 1952), nos. 1,2,10, 16,
also Cienciala, Poland and the Western Powers 1938–1939. A Study in the Interde-
pendence of Eastern and Western Europe (London, Toronto, 1968), 216–217. This
work was based on Polish archival documents in the Polish Institute and Sikorski
Museum, London (henceforth PISM), also on published British, French, German,
and Italian documents available at that time. For a later study of the topic in 1939,
based on Polish and other archival documents, see Cienciala article cited in note 41
below.
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but also on certain key assumptions, some of which were shared by non-
Polish observers. Thus, from Warsaw’s point of view, a German-Soviet al-
liance was seen as most unlikely for ideological reasons, which was, inci-
dentally, also the view prevalent in the West. Furthermore, from the mili-
tary point of view, the Poles did not expect the USSR to participate in any
offensive action against Germany because the Soviet officer corps had been
decapitated by the purge of 1937—a view shared by both the French and
British General Staffs. Finally, the Poles thought a German-Soviet partition
of Poland would be unacceptable to the Soviets because it would bring the
formidable German army and air force that much nearer to Moscow, thus
posing a mortal threat to Soviet security—a view shared by many Western
observers, though some entertained such a possibility. Therefore, the Poles
expected a German attack on their country to bring them automatic Soviet
aid.26 They were confirmed in their views by Soviet statements that the
USSR would supply Poland with raw materials—at least, within the frame-
work of the trade agreement signed in February 1939, ratified on May
16—and probably with military supplies and air support in case of a Ger-
man-Polish war.27

However, friendly public declarations aside, the Soviet attitude toward
Poland was characterized by profound hostility and suspicion. Moscow’s
attempts to pin down the Polish government on the declaration of consul-
tation seem to have been designed less to elicit Polish agreement than to
document an expected Polish refusal. Thus, Litvinov told Seeds on March
21 that he was sure Poland would not accept the commitments under the
declaration on consultation in case of further German aggression, as pro-
posed by London. He also confided to French Chargé d’Affaires Jean Payart,
on March 29, that he felt Beck’s “line” was unlikely to change until Poland
received a direct blow. Despite these views, the Soviet government made

26. The opinion of the Polish ambassador to the USSR, Wac³aw Grzybowski,
was typical. He told Undersecretary of State, Jan Szembek, on June 26, 1939, that
he did not believe the rumors of German-Soviet talks because Moscow could not
permit a German victory over Poland, and thus have Germany as a neighbor, see
Jan Zarañski, ed., Diariusz i Teki Jana Szembeka, 1935–1939, vol. IV (London,
1972), 641. This was also the policy evaluation given by the Polish General Staff to
Col. Stefan Brzeszczyñski, Polish military attaché in Moscow, when he visited War-
saw in early June, see Brzeszczyñski report to the War Minister, Paris, December 31,
1939, Kol. 79, PISM. On June 29, the U.S. chargé d’affaires in Moscow reported a
similar statement by a member of the Polish embassy; see Foreign Relations of the
United States. Diplomatic Papers. 1939. Vol. I. General, [henceforth FRUS 1939 I]
(Washington, D.C., 1956), 196.

27. For the Polish-Soviet trade agreement of February 19, ratified on May 16,
1939, see Dokumenty i materia³y do historii stosunków polsko-radzieckich, vol.
VII, January 1939—December 1943, [henceforth: DiM VII] (Warsaw, 1973), nos.
12–17, 63–64.



The Nazi-Soviet Pact of August 23, 1939 157

Poland’s signature—along with that of France—the condition for its own
adherence to the declaration.28 One may well ask why Moscow insisted
that Poland sign the declaration on consultation, if she was expected not to
do so? Perhaps Stalin saw this as a test of whether Britain and France
would force Poland to sign? Whatever the case may be, Soviet Deputy
Commissar for Foreign Affairs Vladimir P. Potemkin did not, as is some-
times claimed, offer a mutual assistance pact to the Polish foreign minister
when they met in Warsaw on May 10, 1939. This was five days after Beck’s
speech to the Polish Parliament, in which he answered Hitler’s statements
of April 28. Beck declared Poland’s determination to not be cut off from
the Baltic Sea, but at the same time, Polish desire for peace—though not at
any price, and especially not at the price of honor. Molotov instructed
Potemkin to stop in the Polish capital on his way home from a tour of the
Balkans and Turkey because Beck had expressed a desire to see him.
Potemkin’s main task was to learn what was going on between Poland and
Germany, but Molotov also authorized him to “hint” at possible Soviet aid to
Poland. According to Potemkin’s brief, published telegram, that is all he did,
saying the USSR would not refuse assistance to Poland if she desired it.29

28. See Seeds to Halifax, March 21, 1939, DBFP, 3rd ser. vol. IV (London, 1951),
no. 461; Litvinov’s report does not include his remark on Poland, GK, 1, no. 209.
In his telegram of March 21 to Soviet ambassadors in Britain and France, Litvinov
stated the Soviet government would sign the declaration as soon as France and
Poland promised their signatures, SPE no. 122, GK 1, no. 215 and SVP 1939 I,
no.162. For Litvinov’s remark to Payart, see extract in: SPE, no. 132, 226, not
included in published Russian and French documents. For Litvinov’s and Potemkin’s
conversations with Polish Ambassador Grzybowski regarding Poland’s signature of
the declaration, see DiM VII, nos. 32, 37, 42, 43, 46; also GK. 1, nos. 226, 251, and
DVP 1939, I, nos. 183, 189.

29. For Beck’s speech of May 5, 1939, see The Polish White Book. Official Docu-
ments concerning Polish-German and Polish-Soviet Relations 1933–1939 [henceforth
PWB] (London and New York, 1940), no.77. By saying Poland wanted peace but
“not at the price of honor,” Beck meant giving up Polish independence without a fight.
His speech, prepared in consultation with the British government, answered Hitler’s
speech of April 28, in which the latter denounced the Anglo-German Naval Treaty of
1935, and the Polish-German Declaration of Nonaggression, and listed the proposals
Poland had rejected, i.e., the return of Danzig and part of the Polish Corridor to the
Reich in exchange for German recognition of the Polish-German frontier, saying he
would never offer them again. For Molotov’s instruction to Potemkin, May 10, 1939,
see DVP, 1939, I, no.293; for Potemkin’s brief telegram on his conversation with Beck
that day, see SPE, no. 210; for the same text in Russian, see DiM, VII, no. 60, GK 1,
no. 330. Fleischhauer interprets Potemkin’s remarks as a proposal for a Polish-Soviet
assistance pact, which was rejected, see her article in Wegner, ed., From Peace to War,
34. Elsewhere she writes that Beck’s declarations to Potemkin were “a bitter pill” for
the Russians, who had hoped for an assistance pact with Poland, Der Pakt, 188.
There is no documented evidence of a Moscow proposal for a Soviet-Polish assistance
pact, or of Russian hopes for same.
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Whatever else Potemkin may have said, he managed to give Beck the
impression that Moscow understood Poland’s nonalignment policy, and
that the Poles would never attack the USSR in tandem with Germany. Beck
also noted Potemkin’s statement that Moscow would adopt a policy of
benevolent neutrality in case of a Polish-German war.30 By this time, of
course, Litvinov had been replaced as commissar for foreign affairs by
Molotov (May 3), and Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations were proceeding
toward a treaty guaranteeing the USSR’s western neighbors against Ger-
man aggression. In order to avoid any misunderstandings of Beck’s state-
ments to Potemkin, Ambassador Grzybowski clarified the Polish position
to Molotov the following day. He read to him the instruction just received
from Warsaw: (1) Poland did not agree with, nor authorize, the French
initiative regarding guarantees to Poland; (2) she could not accept a one-
sided Soviet guarantee, nor a mutual guarantee because, if she were totally
engaged in a conflict with Germany, she could not aid the Soviet Union; (3)
the Polish attitude toward collective negotiations would depend on the
results of the Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations, but Poland rejected all dis-
cussion of matters affecting her other than by bilateral methods; (4) the
Polish-Romanian alliance was purely defensive, so it could not be regarded
as in any way directed against the USSR.31

It is not known what Potemkin actually reported to Molotov when he
returned to Moscow because this document is not accessible as yet. It is
known, however, that when the new Soviet ambassador to Warsaw, Nikolai
I. Sharonov, took up his post in late May, he also professed Soviet friend-

30. On May 13, Beck wrote Juliusz £ukasiewicz, the Polish ambassador in Paris,
that conversations with Potemkin on May 10 made it clear the Soviet government
understood the Polish point of view on relations with the USSR, and realized the
Polish government did not intend to reach agreement with either great neighbor
against the other. Beck wrote: “Mr. Potemkin also stated that in the event of an
armed conflict between Poland and Germany, the Soviets will adopt ‘une attitude
bienveillante’ towards us.,” PWB no. 163, DPSR no.19. Beck confirmed this state-
ment in his memoirs. He also noted that the new Soviet ambassador [Nikolai
Sharonov] told him a few days later that Molotov had studied Potemkin’s report
several times and judged the conversation to be very positive, saying: “I quite un-
derstand Colonel Beck”—to which the latter answered he still understood Molotov
quite well, see: Beck (Cienciala, ed.), Polska polityka zagraniczna, 253.

31. For Grzybowski’s statement to Molotov, May 11, see SPE, no.212, Russian
text: DiM, VII, no. 62, GK 1, no. 336, DVP, 1939, I, no. 298; see also Grzybowski’s
“Final Report,” Paris, November 6, 1939, PWB, no.184, reprinted with some ab-
breviations in DPSR, no. 69. “French initiatives” meant French efforts aimed at the
conclusion of a triple alliance between France, Britain, and the USSR involving
Poland, but not necessarily with the latter’s agreement.
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ship for Poland and hinted at Moscow’s readiness to help Poland.32 This
and similar declarations may have been designed to support Polish deter-
mination to resist German demands by force, but it is clear Sharonov did
not believe the Poles would really do so. His report to Molotov of August
23 probably reflected not only his opinion but also the views of the Soviet
leadership throughout the spring and summer of 1939. Sharonov wrote
that Poland was preparing to bow to England’s peace policy, if she had not
already done so; therefore a German-Polish war over Danzig was unlikely.33

It should be borne in mind that Stalin’s decision to sign the nonaggression
pact with Nazi Germany, however astounding to most contemporaries,
had solid historical precedents. Russia and Prussia, later Germany, had
enjoyed friendly relations for most of the period 1772–1914, and this rela-
tionship—in which the Austrian Empire was the third partner—was founded
on the partitions of Poland. After the Bolshevik seizure of power in No-
vember 1917, came the peace of Brest-Litovsk with the Central Powers in
March 1918, in which Lenin gave up the western provinces of the former
Russian Empire rather than continue the war and thus risk losing power.
The peace allowed Germany to launch powerful offensives on the western
front, but her ultimate defeat nullified the peace of Brest-Litovsk. In April
1922, the Rapallo Treaty normalized German-Soviet relations and can-
celed mutual claims, while the Treaty of Berlin, signed four years later, was
in essence a nonaggression agreement between the two countries. Until the
advent of Hitler, relations were very good and military cooperation flour-
ished. Even after Hitler terminated the latter in fall 1933, trade relations
continued. Indeed, Stalin, in his report to the Seventeenth Congress of the
CPSU on January 26, 1934 (the day the Polish-German Declaration of
Nonaggression was signed), said that fascism was not the issue, for it did
not prevent good Soviet relations with Italy. This policy line led to the

32. Ambassador Sharonov reported on May 25, that he told Beck the Soviet
Union would be willing to help Poland if the latter was attacked by Germany, but
that earlier talks were necessary to make such help possible, DiM VII, no. 66, GK I,
no. 373, DVP 1939, I, no.334. On presenting his credentials to Polish President
Ignacy Móscicki on June 2, Sharonov said his mission was to support and develop
friendly Polish-Soviet relations based on a series of mutual political and economic
agreements. Close and fruitful cooperation between the two countries was, he said,
a factor in the consolidation of universal peace and it was in keeping with Soviet
policy to have peaceful and friendly relations with all countries, especially with its
neighbors, see PWB, no. 165, DiM VII, no.70. This was two days after Molotov’s
speech to the Supreme Soviet, in which he used the same phrases on Soviet relations
with Poland, see: Degras, SDFP, III, 337.

33. Sharonov’s report of August 23, 1939, DVP 1939, I, no. 489; on Poland and
Germany, ibid., p. 640.
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conclusion of a German-Soviet trade-credit agreement in early April 1935,
whereby Germany gave the Soviet Union a credit of two hundred million
RM to purchase German manufactured goods in return for Soviet raw
materials.34 While trade continued, German-Soviet relations deteriorated
but Litvinov (perceived then as now as the champion of collective security)
declared publicly in December 1937 that collective security was dead and
that a rapprochement between the Soviet Union and Germany was per-
fectly possible.35

Whether or not the Nazi-Soviet pact of 1939 was mainly the result of
efforts by those German Foreign Ministry officials who wanted a return to
Rapallo, as Fleischhauer contends,36 it is clear that such a return was de-
sired by some members of the German diplomatic and military establish-
ment. All available evidence points to the fact that this was also the Soviet
goal. However, the question of when Stalin decided to pursue it is still a
matter of debate because authoritative Russian documentation is lacking.
The most important source for his policy decisions might well be the records
of discussions in Stalin’s “Kremlin Cabinet.” This body consisted, in order
of importance, of Stalin; Molotov, Politburo member, head of the Sovnarkom
(Council of National Commissars), and from early May, commissar for
foreign affairs; Andrei A. Zhdanov, head of the Leningrad party organiza-
tion and Politburo member in charge of ideology; Anastas I. Mikoyan,
Politburo member and deputy premier in charge of foreign and domestic
trade; Lazar M. Kaganovich, Politburo member in charge of agriculture;

34. For documents on German-Soviet military cooperation, see Yuri Dyakov &
Tatyana Bushuyeva, The Red Army and the Wehrmacht. How the Soviets Milita-
rized Germany, 1922–1933, and Paved the Way for Fascism (New York, 1995).
For Stalin on Germany, January 26, 1934, Degras, SDFP, III, 70. For the German-
Soviet trade agreement signed April 9, 1935, see: DGFP C IV (London and Wash-
ington, 1962), nos. 20, 21.

35. For Litvinov on collective security as dead, see his interview with the Mos-
cow correspondent of Le Monde, late December 1937, cit. Hugh D. Phillips, Be-
tween the Revolution and the West. A Political Biography of Maxim M. Litvinov
(Boulder, CO., 1992), 163; French text, Ambassador Robert Coulondre to Premier
Yvon Delbos, December 27, 1937, Documents Diplomatiques Français [henceforth:
DDF], 2nd ser. vol. VII (Paris, 1972), no. 30, enclosure, “Note de M. Luciani.”

36. Fleischhauer claims that Stalin’s remark on not pulling chestnuts out of the
fire for others in his speech of March 10, 1939, was taken up by the “old”
Wilhelmstrasse officials, who built on this phrase to pursue the German national
interest as they saw it, and worked to get Ribbentrop’s support for a deal with
Soviet Russia—see Fleischhauer in Wegner, ed., From Peace to War, 33. This is also
the theme of her major work, Der Pakt.
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Lavrenty P. Beria, candidate member of the Politburo, commissar of the
NKVD (National Commissariat of Internal Security); Marshal Kliment Y.
Voroshilov, member of the Politburo and commissar for military and naval
affairs, also others as needed. Selected officials, including Molotov, who
was nearly always present, met almost every night with the “Vozhd” (leader)
in his Kremlin office to discuss current problems and policy. However, only
the dates and lists of visitors for each day are available. Aside from the lack
of these records, Politburo, Central Committee, Foreign Affairs Commis-
sariat documents, also NKVD and GRU (Military Intelligence) documents
illustrating Soviet foreign policy decision-making are missing from the
Russian sources published thus far, and are still inaccessible in Russian
archives.37

In the absence of authoritative documents on Soviet foreign policy deci-
sion-making, it is worth mentioning that a handful of Soviet defectors re-
ported Stalin had wanted a deal with Hitler for some time before August
1939. Among them was the Soviet chargé d’affaires in Rome, Leon B.
Helphand, who defected to the West in summer 1940. However, the first
published claim that Stalin preferred a deal with Hitler to one with the
Western powers was made by Walter Krivitsky, the head of Soviet military
intelligence in Western Europe, then Spain, until his defection in 1937,
when he feared the Stalinist purges would engulf him as well. Krivitsky
published a series of articles in the Saturday Evening Post in April 1939
asserting that Stalin had sought an agreement with Nazi Germany since
1934. Later, he publicized the theory—shared by Polish statesmen and some
Western observers—that Soviet negotiations for an alliance with France
and Britain were a fraud. In support of this claim, Krivitsky adduced Stalin’s
refusal to believe in a German threat to the USSR. According to Krivitsky,
when the German-Soviet trade-credit agreement was concluded in April
1935, Stalin said that Hitler could not make war on the USSR—because
German business circles were too powerful to allow it. Krivitsky also claimed
that the head of the Soviet trade delegation in Berlin, David Kandelaki,
brought with him the draft of a German-Soviet agreement when he re-

37. For names of visitors in Stalin’s appointment book for 1938–1939, see
“Posetiteli kremlevskogo kabineta I.V. Stalina. Zhurnaly (Tetradi) Zapisy lits
priniiatykh pervym gensekom, 1924–1953;” Istoricheskii Arkhiv, no. 5–6 (Mos-
cow, 1995): 5–63, [henceforth: IA 1995, no. 5–6]. On declassified documents and
general comments on Russian archives, Raymond L. Garthoff, “Some Observa-
tions on Using the Soviet Archives,” Diplomatic History, no. 5 (1997): 243–258;
also Michael David Fox and David Hoffmann, “The Politburo Protocols, 1919–
49,” The Russian Review, vol. 55 (1996): 99–103.
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turned to Moscow in April 1937.38 If there was such a draft, it did not
survive in German archives, though German documents record Soviet sound-
ings of Germany in 1935–36. Thus, on May 8, 1935, Litvinov told the
German ambassador in Moscow, Count Friedrich Werner von der
Schulenburg, that since the Soviet Union had signed an alliance with France,
he hoped it would soon be followed by a general nonaggression agreement,
“of the kind suggested by Germany.” This would, said Molotov, lessen the
significance of the Franco-Soviet pact and lead to the improvement of Ger-
man-Soviet relations, “which the Soviet Government desired above all things
and which they now considered possible.”39 This proposal was made just
six days after the signature of the Franco-Soviet alliance in Paris and eight
days before the signature of the Czechoslovak-Soviet alliance in Prague.
German documents also show that in late 1936, Kandelaki told Hjalmar
Schacht, head of the Reichsbank, that the Soviet government had never
refused political negotiations with Germany and had even made concrete
proposals to improve them at the time of the negotiations for the Franco-
Soviet pact—a passage that German Foreign Minister Baron Konstantin
von Neurath underlined, adding a question mark. Kandelaki declared that

38. Uldricks dismisses this testimony because it was given by lower-level Soviet
functionaries, whose information was speculative and because, as defectors, they
had rejected the Stalinist system, see Uldricks in Gorodetsky, Soviet Foreign Policy,
69, and 74, note 14. For Krivitsky’s account, see Walter Krivitsky, I Was Stalin’s
Agent (New York, 1940). For Stalin’s reaction to the German-Soviet trade agree-
ment, and Kandelaki bringing a draft agreement, ibid., 31, 38. The book was first
published in London, in 1939, titled, In Stalin’s Secret Service (reprint, New York,
2000). The Russian translation of this edition has an extensive supplement with
materials on and by Krivitsky, also documents selected and annotated by Aleksandr
Kolpakidi, with photographs and short biographies of people figuring in the book,
see Val’ter Krivitsky, Ia byl agentom Stalina. Zapiski sovetskogo razvednika (Mos-
cow, 1996). Walter Krivitsky (Samuel Ginsberg, 1889–1941), gave testimony to a
congressional committee. He was found dead in room 532, Bellevue Hotel, Wash-
ington, D.C. on February 10, 1941, see Flora Lewis, “Who Killed Krivitsky?” Wash-
ington Post, 13 February 1966), reprint, Krivitsky, In Stalin’s Secret Service (New
York, 2000). Despite an alleged suicide note to Krivitsky’s lawyer, it is very likely
that the KGB murdered him.

39. Ambassador Schulenburg’s report on his conversation with Litvinov, May 8,
1935, DGFP, ser. C, vol. IV, no. 78. Litvinov’s mention of a German suggestion of
a nonaggression pact referred to a vague German proposal made to the British
government as a counter to their proposal that Germany join the proposed Eastern
Security Pact, see “Communique of the Official German News Agency,”18 April
1935, ibid., no. 29.
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his government was ready to enter into open or secret German-Soviet ne-
gotiations to improve mutual relations, and on “general peace.” However,
Hitler rejected the idea, whose time, he said, had not yet come. But he also
said that once Stalin showed himself the absolute master of Russia, and
especially of the military, Germany would not pass up the opportunity.40

German-Soviet negotiations for a new trade-credit agreement began in
December 1938, with the signature of an agreement on methods of pay-
ment. At the turn of 1938–39, the German press toned down its attacks on
the USSR and the Soviet press reciprocated. Trade negotiations proceeded
in January 1939, but were suspended by the Germans later that month.
They were to resume once more in July 1939, and this time they would
pave the way to the nonaggression pact.

How can a convincing answer be found to the question of just when Stalin
decided on an agreement with Hitler? Krivitsky dated Stalin’s decision as
far back as the summer of 1934. However that may be, it is clear there
were Soviet soundings in 1935–36, but the purpose of this paper is to ex-
amine developments during the spring and summer of 1939. The best way
to proceed is to survey the available evidence, though this does not require
a detailed examination of all known documents. The course of Soviet-Brit-
ish-French negotiations on the one hand, and of Soviet-German talks on
the other, has been well known for several decades from published German
and British diplomatic documents, and later from French documents. These
are now supplemented by selected Russian diplomatic documents. How-
ever, a brief outline will help follow what is, after all, a very complex story.

After the Soviet proposal of a conference of interested parties in Bucharest
to discuss measures of preventing further German aggression, which was
rejected by Britain, and after the failed British proposal of a declaration on
consultation, Britain gave Poland a guarantee of the latter’s independence

40. See Schacht letter to Von Neurath, February 6, 1936, reporting his late De-
cember 1936 conversation with Kandelaki, also Neurath to Schacht, February 11,
1937, reporting Hitler’s answer, DGFP, C, VI (London, Washington, 1983), nos.
183, 185. Whether or not these Soviet overtures were aimed at Hitler, or at German
officials interested in renewing the former Rapallo/Berlin Treaty relationship, it is
now clear that Czechoslovak President Edvard Bene¡s had nothing to do with pro-
voking Stalin’s purges of the Soviet officer corps, including Marshal Mikhail N.
Tukhachevsky, by passing on a Gestapo-provided message on the marshal’s alleged
secret dealings with the Wehrmacht, see Igor Lukes, Czechoslovakia Between Stalin
and Hitler. The Diplomacy of Edvard Bene¡ s in the 1930s (Oxford, 1996), 99–107.
It is likely that Stalin himself ordered his intelligence service in Germany to “leak”
this message to the Gestapo, so he could use it to eliminate the popular Tukhachevsky,
whom he may have seen as a rival for power.
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on March 31, 1939, which was endorsed by Poland’s ally France.41 The
unintended result was increased Soviet suspicion of both the Western pow-
ers and Poland. In the communist ideological framework, “bourgeois” states
were always assumed as hostile to the world’s only “socialist” state. There-
fore, even before Hitler’s seizure of the Czech lands in mid-March 1939,
Stalin suspected the French and British of encouraging the Führer to attack
the USSR. Indeed, Litvinov wrote the Soviet ambassador in London, Ivan
M. Maisky, that Poland would give in to Hitler’s demands, perhaps in re-
turn for Lithuania, and that Chamberlain wanted a German-Soviet war to
break out over the Baltic States. Litvinov also wrote Iakov E. Suritz, the
Soviet ambassador in Paris: “England has in fact concluded a treaty with
Poland against us.”42 It is clear that since Stalin controlled Soviet foreign
policy, Litvinov’s communications to the ambassadors reflected the Soviet
leader’s views. Thus, the British guarantee and then the provisional Anglo-
Polish mutual assistance agreement of April 6 fueled Stalin’s suspicions of a
Western plot to provoke a German attack on the USSR.

Soviet negotiations with the British and French governments began in ear-
nest in mid-April, but after the Western powers finally agreed to guarantee
Latvia, Estonia, and Finland, (though not Lithuania, which did not border
on the USSR and for which the latter did not demand a guarantee), nego-
tiations bogged down over the issue of “indirect aggression.” This meant
the Soviet right to military intervention in these states if Moscow perceived
a threat to Soviet security, and this even if the above states were not overtly
threatened but changed their policy of their own volition. Stalin’s fears
were strengthened when Germany signed nonaggression pacts with Esto-
nia and Latvia in June 1939. The French and British governments, for their
part, opposed the Soviet definition of indirect aggression because they wished
to keep the door open to a peaceful solution of the German demands on

41. The guarantee was not Chamberlain’s “spontaneous” reaction to his per-
sonal humiliation by Hitler, when the latter seized the Czech lands in mid-March
1939, nor did the prime minister fail to consult his advisers and the Foreign Office,
as one historian contends, e.g. Gorodetsky, Grand Illusion, p. 4 and note 7. On the
British road to the guarantee and its meaning, see Anna M. Cienciala, “Poland in
British and French Policy in 1939: Determination to Fight or Avoid War?” Polish
Review, vol. 34, no.3 (1989): 199–226; slightly abbreviated reprint in Patrick Finney,
ed., The Origins of the Second World War (London, New York, Sidney and Auckland,
1997), 413–432.

42. Litvinov’s letter of April 4, 1939 to Maisky on suspicions of Chamberlain’s
motives, and his letter of April 11 to Suritz on an Anglo-Polish treaty directed
against the USSR, SPE, nos. 145, and 157. See also Litvinov to Stalin, 9 April 1939,
in which the former denigrated French Foreign Minister Georges Bonnet’s proposal
for Franco-Soviet talks to clarify measures to be taken in case of a German attack
on Poland, DVP 1939 I, no. 206.
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Poland. Furthermore, Chamberlain did not want to lose the support of
neutral countries, especially the United States, by sacrificing the Baltic States
to the USSR. French Foreign Minister G. Bonnet, though strongly in favor
of a triple alliance between London, Paris, and Moscow as a deterrent to
Hitler, also opposed the Soviet demand. Nevertheless, in late July, the Brit-
ish and French proposed a secret protocol specifying Soviet intervention if
any of these states were threatened, as Czechoslovakia had been in March
1939, but with consultation in other cases. Later, they agreed to the inclu-
sion of this provision in the alliance treaty, and lastly to the Soviet demand
for a military alliance. They decided to send a joint French-British military
mission to Moscow to negotiate the alliance, assuming the political agree-
ment would be negotiated at the same time. These negotiations began on
August 12 but were suspended on August 17, allegedly over the Polish
refusal to allow the passage of Soviet troops in case of war with Germany.
They were finally broken off by the Soviet side on August 25, two days
after the signature of the Nazi-Soviet pact. It is worth noting that France,
an ally of the USSR since 1935, always showed more interest than Britain
in a concrete military agreement with Moscow, as well as willingness to
override Polish objections to the passage of Soviet troops through Poland.
Indeed, the French premier and war minister, Edouard Daladier, gave the
French government’s consent to this Soviet demand on August 21, without
Polish agreement. However, French offers were routinely ignored by Stalin.43

Meanwhile, German-Soviet talks began on April 17 and, as early as May
20, Molotov indicated interest in a political agreement with Germany. The
Germans, while showing much interest, were put off by Molotov’s rough
insistence that Berlin first fulfill all Soviet economic demands as stipulated
by the commissar for foreign trade, Mikoyan. Above all, they feared that
Stalin might trick them, so they suspended political talks in late June. How-
ever, they proposed conditions for a trade-credit agreement in early July,
which were favorably received in Moscow. Preliminary talks began in Ber-
lin in late July, at the same time outlining the basis for a political treaty,
after which matters progressed rapidly. A trade-credit agreement was signed

43. For a succinct presentation of French efforts to secure a separate agreement
on military cooperation with the USSR, and French pressure for the conclusion of
the triple alliance, see Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, La Décadence 1932–1939 (Paris,
1979), ch. XIII, 405–440. For French-Polish relations in the period March–end
August 1939, see Wac³aw Jêdrzejewicz, ed., Diplomat in Paris 1936–1939. Papers
and Memoirs of Juliusz £ukasiewicz Ambassador of Poland (New York and Lon-
don, 1970), 173–271; Polish text in revised and expanded edition, Wac³aw
Jêdrzejewicz and Henryk Bu³hak, eds., Dyplomata w Pary¿u 1936–1939.
Wspomnienia i dokumenty Juliusza £ukasiewicza Ambasadora Rzeczypospolitej
Polskiej (London, 1989), pt. II, 213–322. On Daladier and Poland in late August
1939, see discussion of Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations, Moscow, later in this
paper.
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in Berlin on August 19, followed four days later by the signature of the
nonaggression pact and secret protocol in Moscow.

While the parallel course of Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations and Ger-
man-Soviet talks is fairly well known, this is not true of a sideline that most
historians have virtually ignored. This was a series of “leaks” of Anglo-
French proposals to the Soviet government, which regularly reached Berlin
through the German embassy in London. They are to be found in pub-
lished German documents which, in any case, are more helpful in tracing
the Soviet path to the nonaggression pact than the British, French, and to
some extent, the Russian documents. British historian D. C. Watt has ar-
gued persuasively that the leaks stemmed from Francis Herbert King, a
paid Soviet agent in the foreign office communications department (code
room). King was, indeed, in a prime position to pass summaries, or even
copies, of secret British documents to the Soviet embassy in London. Whether
or not he was the only person directly involved, it is clear the documents
were suitably edited—most likely by an NKVD officer in the Soviet em-
bassy—and then passed on to the German embassy, which in turn tele-
graphed them post haste to Berlin.44 Alongside these leaks, there were also
Soviet “hints” of Moscow’s interest in a deal with Germany; these were
made by Soviet diplomats to their foreign colleagues, and sometimes to
foreign journalists.

But most important of all were the talks between the Soviet representa-
tives and German Foreign Ministry officials in Berlin, which took place
from mid-April to mid-August 1939. However, there are striking discrep-
ancies between some of the German and Russian accounts of these conver-
sations, and their interpretation is part of the debate on Stalin’s policy in
1939. Thus, some Russian and German historians, such as Lev Bezymensky

44. D.C. Watt, “Francis Herbert King: A Soviet Source in the Foreign Office,”
Intelligence and National Security, vol. III, no. 4 (1988), 62–82. Watt later wrote of
John Herbert King, as do some other authors, but this is clearly the same person.
According to another British writer: “. . . this monumental breach of British secu-
rity actually began ten years earlier when King’s fellow code clerk Andrew Oldham
walked into the Soviet embassy in Paris.,” John Costello, Mask of Treachery (New
York, 1988), 347. King, a retired army captain, was an Irishman, who hated the
British and needed money to support his lifestyle, see Nigel West & Oleg Tsarev,
The Crown Jewels. The British Secrets at the Heart of the KGB Archives (New
Haven and London, 1999), 286. On Ernest Holloway [not Andrew] Oldham, see
ibid., 286–287.
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and Fleischhauer, claim that German officials who favored a return to the
Rapallo/Berlin Treaty policy put statements in the mouths of Russian dip-
lomats in Berlin so as to nudge Hitler and Ribbentrop in this direction.
Indeed, Fleischhauer, who has written the most detailed account of these
conversations—based mostly on German but also a few Russian archival
documents—claims that the initiative for the rapprochement between Ber-
lin and Moscow stemmed from those German Foreign Ministry officials,
who wished to rein in Hitler by persuading him to sign a German-Soviet
nonaggression pact, while also obtaining a Western commitment to main-
tain the East European status quo.45 However, Russian historian S. A. Gorlov
argues that a coordinated pro-Rapallo orientation among German Foreign
Ministry officials—some of whom were Nazis—was unlikely, though some
clearly supported a return to good German-Soviet relations. He also points
out that Hitler and Stalin must be taken into account. Gorlov admits that
the ground for the nonaggression pact was laid in the period between mid-
April and mid-August 1939 in the talks conducted between German offi-
cials in Berlin and the Russian chargé d’affaires, Georgii A. Astakhov. What
is most important, however, is Gorlov’s claim that the absence of Molotov’s
instructions and directives to Astakhov during this crucial period proves
the latter was acting on his own initiative. In support of this claim, Gorlov
cites the recollection of Hans Herwarth [von Bittenfeld]. Herwarth was
then first secretary in the German embassy, Moscow, and thus personal
assistant to the German ambassador in Moscow, von der Schulenburg. He
wrote that Astakhov was viewed both in the embassy and in the German
Foreign Ministry as a bright, untypical, Soviet diplomat who had his own
views and worked to restore good German-Soviet relations. Gorlov adds
that Astakhov was arrested at the end of 1939 and shot in February 1940,

45. Fleischhauer, Der Pakt, 404–405. Evidently she meant the new status quo as
of late fall 1938, plus some further territorial cessions to Germany. The latter, while
proposed by members of the German “opposition,” were also envisaged by most
German officials who wanted a rapprochement with the USSR. The proposals of
the German “opposition,” as put to the British government in December 1938 by
its leader Dr. Karl Goerdeler, specified that in return for their overthrowing Hitler,
Germany was to regain Danzig and the Corridor, also a block of colonial territory
and obtain an interest-free loan from Britain. The Under-Secretary of State for for-
eign affairs, Sir Alexander Cadogan, found these terms unacceptable because they
were too much like Hitler’s Mein Kampf, and Britain would receive only I.O.Us, see
his diary entry for December 10, 1938, David Dilks, ed., The Diaries of Sir Alexander
Cadogan, O.M. 1938–1945 (London, 1971),128–129.
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but does not give the reasons.46 Of course, if Astakhov really conducted his
own independent diplomacy in Berlin between mid-April and mid-August,
this would clear the Soviet government of the charge of double dealing by
conducting secret talks in Berlin on the one hand, while officially negotiat-
ing with France and Britain on the other. However, aside from the well-
known fact that Soviet diplomats worked under tight control from Mos-
cow, a directive from Molotov to Astakhov in late July has been published.
Also, an examination of the recorded conversations indicates that Astakhov
must have been instructed to behave as if he were acting on his own in
order to allow Moscow to sound out German intentions, also perhaps to
provide it with an alibi should the secret conversations be discovered, or
fail. Indeed, the practice of diplomats allegedly expressing their own opin-
ions to sound out the other side is well known. Thus, in the early stages of
these talks, German State Secretary Ernst von Weizsäcker also pretended
to be expressing his “personal” views, although he was speaking according
to instructions. Furthermore, the fact that no instructions or directives from
Molotov before late July are included in the Russian documents published
in 1990–1992, and are not accessible in Russian archives, does not prove
that none was sent before late July 1939. Finally, the German officials with
whom Astakhov conducted these conversations, including Foreign Minis-
ter Joachim von Ribbentrop, clearly regarded him as a reliable conduit for
transmitting their statements to Molotov or they would not have talked to
him as they did. Of course, there were also other indicators of Soviet inter-
est in an agreement with Germany, which could not have been made with-
out Stalin’s knowledge and consent. These were the above mentioned “leaks”
to the Germans of Franco-British proposals to Moscow, as well as “hints”
given the Germans by Soviet diplomats. No such hints of a possible Ger-
man-Soviet agreement were made to Britain by the Soviet side in order to
propel London toward an agreement with the USSR. However, some leaks
were made by the Germans to the French, presumably because, since France
was an ally of Poland, French armies were expected to fight the Wehrmacht

46. See S. A. Gorlov, “Sovetsko-germanskii dialog na kanune pakta Molotova-
Ribbentropa 1939,” Novaia i Noveishaia Istoriia, no. 4 (1993), 13–34. For an
English rendering of Herwarth’s comment on Astakhov in Berlin, 1939, see Hans
von Herwarth with S. Frederck Starr, Against Two Evils (New York, 1981),. 144.
According to the Soviet diplomatic dictionary, Astakhov died in 1942; see “Georgii
Timofeevich Astakhov,” in Andrei A. Gromyko et al., eds., Diplomaticheskii Slovar,
vol. I., Moscow, 1984, 100. Hearsay has it that he was shot. Whatever the date and
way of his death, it is clear he knew too much about German-Soviet talks in Berlin
in summer 1939.
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in the West, and also because Paris always showed more interest in a mili-
tary treaty with Moscow than the British.47

As far as Anglo-Soviet negotiations are concerned, it should be noted
that on April 11, Ambassador Maisky asked Foreign Secretary Viscount
Halifax why, if the British and French intended to help Poland and Roma-
nia, they could not make their aid conditional on these countries’ adopting
a “reasonable attitude” toward accepting Russian help? Halifax replied
that while such a possibility could not be excluded, this could force Poland
and Romania to issue formal protests and disassociate themselves from the
Western powers, with damaging effects to the common cause. He thought
it was up to the Soviet government to remove Polish and Romanian suspi-
cions. Maisky insisted that “collective security” was superior to bilateral
agreements—but was reprimanded for this remark by Litvinov. Perhaps to
sound out or even encourage London, on April 14, when the new British
note to Moscow was ready, Maisky suddenly told Halifax that the USSR
wished to play a part in aiding Romania, but first wanted to know how
Britain envisaged helping that country. As for the French, they were un-
happy with the British stance and took action on their own. On April 14,
Foreign Minister Bonnet proposed to Soviet Ambassador Iakov Suritz a
Franco-Soviet military agreement covering aid to Poland and Romania. At
the same time, however, the French government supported a very different
British proposal. This was communicated by Ambassador Seeds to Litvinov
on April 15 in the form of an inquiry. Seeds asked whether the Soviet gov-
ernment could declare that it would aid any neighboring state if it was the
victim of aggression, providing such a state resisted and that such aid was
desired. This question came after the signing of the provisional Anglo-Pol-
ish mutual assistance agreement on April 6, Mussolini’s invasion of Alba-
nia the next day, and Anglo-French guarantees of Romanian and Greek
independence on April 13. Nevertheless, Litvinov reacted to the inquiry by
telling Seeds that the British proposal would bind the Soviet government

47. The French ambassador in Berlin, Robert Coulondre (formerly ambassador
in Moscow), commented as early as May 7, 1939—four days after Litvinov’s res-
ignation—on the basis of information from General Karl Bodenschatz, who was
close to Goering, that a fourth partition of Poland was to be expected. On May 24,
the Quai d’Orsay noted reports that Berlin-Moscow contacts could change every-
thing. These reports reinforced the French government in its belief that negotiations
with Moscow must be concluded as soon as possible, Duroselle, La Décadence,
430–431. On May 30, the French ambassador in London communicated to the
British a long dispatch from Coulondre reporting that Ribbentrop was pressing for
an understanding with Russia, DBFP, 3rd ser., vol. VI (London, 1953), no.11, cf.
DDF, 2nd ser., vol. XVI (Paris, 1983), no. 251. Coulondre continued to pass on
warnings of this kind to Paris through the summer.
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without committing anyone else.48 As will be seen from the foreign
commissar’s dismissal in early May, his statement to Seeds in mid-April
reflected Stalin’s view rather than his own. Stalin also ignored a French
proposal for a bilateral Franco-Soviet military agreement.

On April 17 Litvinov gave Seeds a detailed counterproposal which, as
published Russian documents show, had been worked out with Stalin. It
stipulated a military assistance agreement between France, Britain and the
USSR, as well as their commitment to aid the latter’s western neighbors
between the Baltic and Black Seas in the event of aggression against them.
Furthermore, the British government was to state that the assistance it had
recently promised to Poland concerned exclusively aggression by Germany,
and that the Polish-Romanian alliance was to be made operative either
regarding aggression by any country—or revoked as being directed against
the USSR. Furthermore, a political agreement was to be signed by the inter-
ested parties at the same time as the military agreement, and a special agree-
ment was to be signed with Turkey. Finally, both sides would commit them-
selves not to sign a separate peace. The Soviet proposal seemed reasonable
and comprehensive, but showed great distrust of both Britain and Poland.
Indeed, the Poles were worried. British Ambassador Sir Howard Kennard
reported from Warsaw that the Soviet proposals could jeopardize the pos-
sibility of Polish-Soviet cooperation, and showed Moscow’s inclination to
treat Poland as a pawn. He thought that since she would be in the forefront
of the battle, her susceptibilities had to be borne in mind.49 As for Stalin,

48. For Maisky conversation with Halifax, April 11, see DBFP, 3rd ser., vol. V,
no.42, cf. GK 1, no.264; for Litvinov’s reprimand to Maisky for speaking without
instructions about collective security, thus giving the impression that bilateral agree-
ments were not envisaged, DVP I, no.217. For Maisky-Halifax conversation, April
14, SPE, nos. 162, 163, DVP, ibid., nos. 217, 221, also Halifax to Seeds, April 14,
1939, DBFP, ibid., no. 166. For Bonnet’s proposal of a Franco-Soviet military agree-
ment to Suritz, April 14, DDF, 2nd ser. XV (Paris, 1981), no. 387; this was presented
to the British as an “annex” to the Franco-Soviet Pact of 1935, see DBFP, ibid.,
no.183, see also Payart conversation with Potemkin on same, April 17, Potemkin to
Suritz,. DVP, ibid., no. 231, and Payart to Bonnet, April 16, DDF ibid., no. 419.
For the British proposals of April 15, see DBFP, ibid., no. 170; for Litvinov reac-
tion, ibid., no. 182, and cf. GK 1, no. 271.

49. On the working out of the Soviet proposal, see Litvinov to Stalin, April 15,
17, 1939, DVP 1939 I, nos. 223, 224, 228, and proposals handed to ambassador
Seeds, April 17, ibid., no.229, also SPE no.171, DiM VII no.50, GK I, nos. 275,
276, DBFP 3rd ser. V, no.193. See also Litvinov to Suritz April 17, that the British
guarantee to Poland could be interpreted formally as aid to the latter against the
USSR, DVP ibid., no. 230. For Kennard’s comments from Warsaw, April 18, 19,
see DBFP ibid., nos. 204, 222. The Polish-Romanian alliance and secret military
convention of March 3 1921, were purely defensive agreements in case of attack on
their eastern frontiers, that is, by the USSR; for Polish texts see Tadeusz Jêdruszczak
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Russian documents do not indicate whether he expected the British gov-
ernment to accept his terms, or regarded them merely as a way of sounding
out British intentions. It is also possible they were designed with an eye to
frightening the Germans, who were to learn of the Soviet proposal when it
was reported by Seeds to the Foreign Office, where John Herbert King was
working in the code room.

On April 17, the same day that Litvinov handed Soviet counter-propos-
als to Seeds in Moscow, von Weizsäcker recorded an interesting conversa-
tion with the Soviet envoy in Berlin, Alexei F. Merekalov. The latter re-
quested the unblocking of former Soviet orders to the Czech ±Skoda Works,
now under German control. He also asked for the state secretary’s view of
Soviet-German relations. After Weizsäcker’s rather general answer, in which
he mentioned the improved tone of the German press toward the USSR,
the Soviet envoy declared that ideological differences did not hamper So-
viet-Italian relations, so he did not see any obstacles to normal Soviet-Ger-
man relations. This was not the first such Soviet hint. Stalin, in his report
to the Eighteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union on
10 March 1939, had condemned Western appeasement of Germany and
claimed the Western powers wanted to provoke a German-Soviet war, and
said the USSR would not pull other people’s chestnuts out of the fire. Fur-
thermore, according to a secret German report of April 1, the Soviet Com-
missar for Defense, Voroshilov, told the German ambassador’s wife at a
Moscow reception that, in view of Western policy, he thought German-
Soviet relations might be based on a different foundation. The Voroshilov
and Merekalov statements look very much like a Soviet attempt to interest
the Germans in a political agreement. It is worth noting that according to
Astakhov’s record of the Merekalov-Weizsäcker conversation, Merekalov
merely asked Weizsäcker for his opinion on German-Soviet relations, to

and Maria Nowak-Kie³bikowa, eds., Dokumenty z dziejòw polskiej polityki
zagranicznej 1918–1939. Tom I, 1918–1932 (Warsaw, 1989), nos. 32, 33. These
treaties were revised on March 26, 1925, and later supplemented by new guaran-
tees and technical agreements on January 15 and June 30 1931, respectively; for the
texts of the first two, see nos. 75, 102, ibid; on the third, see second Bu³hak article
cited below. The revised military convention signed at this time had a clause com-
mitting both sides to mutual aid through supplies and transit in case of attack by a
third country, not the USSR. However, both governments rejected British and So-
viet proposals to make the treaty overtly anti-German in 1939, for fear of provok-
ing a German attack against Poland and a Hungarian attack, supported by Ger-
many, against Romania. (The latter declared her neutrality on September 6, 1939).
On Polish-Romanian relations in the interwar period, see Henryk Bu³hak, “Polska
a Rumunia 1918–1939,”in Janusz ¯arnowski, ed., Przyja ´zñie i antagonizmy.
Stosunki Polski z pañstwami s¹siednimi w latach 1918–1939 (Wroc³aw, Warsaw,
1977), 305–344; for documents, see: Bu³hak, “Materia³y do dziejów sojuszu polsko-
rumuñskiego w latach 1921–1931,” Studia Historyczne, no. 3 (1973), 421 ff.
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which the latter jokingly replied he thought there were ideological differ-
ences, but that Germany wanted to develop economic ties with the USSR.50

What is one to make of the divergence between these two reports? Did
Weizsäcker, who wished for a return to the good German-Soviet relations
of the Rapallo era, put words in Merekalov’s mouth to nudge Hitler and
Ribbentrop toward a German-Soviet agreement? Or did Astakhov omit
Merekalov’s statement in order to conceal a Soviet initiative? The answer
to this question may lie in some document still inaccessible in the Russian
archives.

Whatever the case may be, two days later, on April 19, the German
embassy in London reported “from a reliable source” the contents of the
Anglo-French proposals to the Soviet government as presented by Seeds to
Litvinov on April 15. The “reliable source” stated that the Baltic States
were also envisaged in these proposals, and reported the Soviet question
whether the proposed Anglo-French guarantee was to cover only Poland
and Romania, or the Baltic States as well. The “reliable source” also men-
tioned that the Soviet ambassador in Paris, Suritz, had said the Soviet Union
was ready to guarantee Romanian possession of Bessarabia, while Deputy
Foreign Commissar Vladimir P. Potemkin told the French ambassador in
Moscow [Émile Naggiar] that the Soviet government had not yet made up
its mind on the matter.51 The alleged Soviet statement on Bessarabia may
have been inserted due to some French rumors, for it is not confirmed by
any known French or Soviet document. On the contrary, Potemkin told
Payart on April 16 that the Soviet government had not promised any aid to
Romania if the latter was the object of aggression, and that such a view
could only be a misunderstanding. He added that the Romanian attitude
toward the USSR was evasive.52 It is also possible that the misinformation
on Bessarabia was meant to frighten the Germans with the possibility of an
imminent Soviet-Western agreement, while the alleged express Soviet ques-
tion on the Baltic States looks like a Soviet hint to Berlin of Moscow’s

50. See Weizsäcker report on conversation with Merekalov, April 17, 1939, DGFP
D VI, no. 215; for Astakhov’s version of the Merekalov-Weizsäcker conversation,
see DVP 1939, I, no. 236. For excerpts from Stalin’s report of 10 March1939, see
Degras, DSFP, III, 315–322. For Voroshilov’s remarks to Mrs. von der Schulenburg,
see Secret Report, Berlin, April 1, 1939, Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amtes,
Berlin, Dienstelle Ribbentrop, Vertrauliche Berichte, Bd. 2, 1939, 293. The docu-
ment was found in the German archives by Dr. Stanis³aw ¯erko of the Instytut
Zachodni, Poznañ. The author wishes to thank Dr. Richard Raack, professor emeritus
of the University of California at Davis, for making the document available to her.

51. Chargé d’Affaires [Theo Kordt] London, to Foreign Ministry, Berlin, April
19, 1939, DGFP, D, VI, no. 233.

52. See Potemkin to Suritz, April 17, 1939, DVP 1939, no.231, and Payart on
same, DDF 2nd ser. vol. XVI, no. 418.
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interest in the region. In any case, the German embassy in London used the
“reliable source” to inform the German Foreign Ministry about Western
proposals at every stage of the negotiations, except for three weeks after
July 22. It is likely that the good progress in direct German-Soviet talks in
Berlin at that time made such reports unnecessary.

In early May came the astonishing news of the resignation of Litvinov as
commissar for foreign affairs—an event closely connected with the dating
of Stalin’s decision to throw in his hand with Hitler. If the “Vozhd” had not
done this much earlier in 1934–36—as per Krivitsky—he could, as men-
tioned earlier, have made up his mind when he sacked Litvinov. The latter
was forced to resign on May 3, allegedly because of his “disloyalty” to
Molotov, then head of the Sovnarkom. There is no documented explana-
tion of what this “disloyalty” meant, but it is known that Litvinov never
got on with Molotov, and that the latter shouted at him in Stalin’s Kremlin
office on the day of his dismissal. It is likely that Litvinov’s persistence in
advocating a compromise between Soviet and British proposals, and espe-
cially his suggestion that Moscow give up its demand for British agreement
to Soviet guarantees of aid to Poland and Romania—i.e., that France and
Britain would force them to accept such aid—was held against him. In-
deed, many years later, in 1987, former Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei A.
Gromyko claimed that Litvinov had been relieved of his post because he
had gone against the party line. As Gromyko then said : “ . . . he was
against shifting our focus from England and France to Germany, and so he
was fired.” Furthermore, on May 5, 1939, Astakhov told a French journal-
ist in Berlin that Litvinov’s dismissal did not mean a change of Soviet policy,
but signaled the Soviet government’s reaction to the ambivalent policy of
the Western powers, which downplayed the political and military value of
the aid that the USSR was ready to give them. It is also known that the
Commissariat of Foreign Affairs was thoroughly purged, though Litvinov
was spared to await a better day. (He was the Soviet ambassador to the
United States in 1941–43). As mentioned earlier, some historians believe
Litvinov’s dismissal marks the moment that Stalin decided to work for an
agreement with Hitler—a view also expressed by some contemporary ob-
servers of international affairs and by some diplomats, including the French
ambassador in Rome, François Poncet.53 Gromyko’s 1987 statement con-

53. In one of Litvinov’s last notes to Stalin, dated May 3, 1939, he criticized
British delays in answering the Soviet proposals of April 17; suggested insisting on
the inclusion of the eastern Baltic States [Finland, Latvia, Estonia], but said that
Poland and Romania were already sufficiently protected by British and French com-
mitments. Thus, it seems Litvinov thought the USSR should not insist on giving its
own guarantee to these states. He also proposed agreement to the British demand
for the inclusion of Holland, Belgium, and Switzerland in the guarantees; see DVP
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firms the view that Litvinov’s dismissal in early May 1939, if not earlier,
indicates Stalin had made up his mind at this time to strike a deal with
Hitler rather than with France and Britain.

Indeed, German-Soviet relations began to warm up immediately. On
May 5, Julius Schnurre, head of Department W IV (Economic Department,
Eastern Europe) in the German Foreign Ministry, recorded a conversation
with Astakhov. On learning that Soviet orders to the ±Skoda Works in Ger-
man-occupied Bohemia would be filled, Astakhov asked Schnurre whether
German-Soviet economic negotiations could be renewed, to which Schnurre
said he would soon give him an answer. Astakhov then asked whether the
Germans thought that Litvinov’s replacement by Molotov meant a shift in
Soviet policy toward Germany. He went on to say that though Molotov
had no experience in foreign policy, he would have a significant impact on
it.54 It is curious that the only Russian record of this conversation is a tele-
gram from Merekalov to Molotov of May 5, reporting that Schnurre had
invited him to call, told him that the Soviet order to the ±Skoda Works
would be filled, and that no obstacles were expected. It is also worth not-
ing in connection with Astakhov’s question on the renewal of economic
negotiations, that in early January 1939, Merekalov had insisted to Schnurre

(note 53 continued) 1939, I, no. 267. For Gromyko’s statement, made at a Polit-
buro meeting in 1987, see Anatoly Chernaev, My Six Years with Gorbachev, trans-
lated and edited by Robert English and Elizabeth Tucker (University Park, PA, 2000),
126, emphasis added A.M.C.). Maisky wrote that Litvinov’s resignation was pre-
ceded by “a war of words” between Molotov and Litvinov in Stalin’s Kremlin of-
fice. Furthermore, a former Soviet diplomat, Evgeny Gnedin, claimed that long
before this time, the NKVD had been preparing a “case” against Litvinov. See
Sokolov, “People’s Commissar Maxim Litvinov,”103 (For Sokolov, see note 14
above). See also Jonathan Haslam, The Soviet Union and the Threat from the East,
1933–1941 (Pittsburgh, PA, 1992), 129, and Haslam, note 14 above. An enlarged
“Stalin Cabinet” met on May 3; the record shows that Molotov was there from 3 to
7.50 p.m., while Litvinov came in at 5.15 and left at 5.50 p.m.; see IA 1995 no. 5–
6, 36. Stalin’s terse telegram to Soviet envoys on Litvinov’s resignation and his
replacement by Molotov mentioned a serious conflict between Molotov and Litvinov
stemming from the latter’s “disloyal attitude” toward the Sovnarkom, see DVP,
ibid., no. 269. On Astakhov’s remarks to a French journalist in Berlin, see Coulondre
to Bonnet, May 5, 1939, DDF, 2nd ser., vol. XVI, no. 71. Astakhov must have been
acting on instructions, since Merekalov had asked on May 4 for directives on what
to say about Litvinov’s dismissal, see DVP ibid., no. 276. The French ambassador
in Rome, François Poncet, told his British colleague, Sir Percy Lorraine, that he
believed Stalin sacked Litvinov “to make an arrangement with Germany, which
would enable the latter to attack Poland and retake the Corridor with relative im-
punity.” Lorraine to Halifax, Rome, May 5, 1939, DBFP 3rd ser. V, no.372.

54. For Schnurre’s record of the conversation with Astakhov, May 5, 1939, see
DGFP, D, VI, no. 332.
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on their renewal. In December 1938, the Germans had offered Moscow a
credit line of two hundred million reichsmarks (RM) in return for Russian
raw materials, and Schnurre was to go to Moscow as the German negotia-
tor. However, the Germans canceled the negotiations, allegedly because of
French press reports.55 As will be seen later, Stalin and Molotov resented
this cancellation.

The international background to the next Astakhov-Schnurre meeting
(May 17) was a new version of the previous British proposal (April 17).
Presented by Ambassador Seeds to Molotov on May 8, it requested a pub-
lic Soviet declaration that the USSR would aid certain East European coun-
tries in case of aggression—but only after Britain and France had become
involved. This was reminiscent of the Czechoslovak-Soviet alliance of May
1935, which stipulated Soviet aid only after France acted to aid Czechoslo-
vakia. (The stipulation was inserted by President Edward Bene ¡s). The re-
vised Anglo-French proposal—consulted on with the Poles—was more forth-
coming than the first version, but Stalin and Molotov saw it as a request
for one-sided Soviet aid to be given Poland and Romania for free, that is,
without any compensation to the USSR. Still, Molotov asked Ambassa-
dors Suritz and Maisky for their views on what answer should be given,
and both advised that negotiations be continued. Whether or not Molotov
was influenced by this advice, on May 14 he handed Seeds the Soviet reply
listing three basic Soviet conditions for constructing a barrier against fur-
ther aggression in Europe: (1) an effective mutual assistance pact between
England, France, and the USSR; (2) their guarantee of Central and East
European states threatened by aggression, including Latvia, Estonia, and
Finland; (3) agreement by the three powers on the extent of material assis-
tance to be rendered to each other and to the guaranteed states.56 This

55. Merekalov to Commissariat of Foreign Affairs, May 5, 1939, DVP 1939 I,
no. 280. On the German offer of December 1938 and postponement of Schnurre
trip, see DGFP D IV (London and Washington, 1951), nos. 484, 487. The German
credit offer of December 1938 was for the same sum as in the German-Soviet trade
agreement of April 1935; see note 34 above.

56. For the Anglo-French proposal of May 8, see DBFP 3rd ser. V, p.487; SPE,
no.205, GK 1, no.327. On Anglo-Polish consultations on same, see Ambassador
Edward Raczyñski’s cipher telegrams to Polish Foreign Ministry of April 20, May
3, 1939, Polish Embassy London, A.12 , Ciphers, PISM, also Raczyñski report to
Beck, April 26, DiM VII, no. 55; for Halifax to Kennard, April 28, and Kennard to
Halifax, DBFP, ibid., nos. 304, 319. For Molotov’s telegram to Suritz, May 8, see
DVP 1939 I, no. 284; extract, SPE no. 206; see also TASS communiqué of May 10,
1939, criticizing the English proposal as allegedly reported by Reuters, ibid., no.
208. Maisky thought the English proposal was unacceptable, but that London had
not said its last word, DVP 1939 I, no. 290. Suritz wrote Molotov on May 10
advising acceptance of the English proposal, because this would show the Soviet
Union was not playing a double game with Germany, would gain the support of
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project did not include Lithuania, which did not border on the USSR, and
which Moscow perhaps expected to be defended by Poland. Whatever the
case may be, in mid-April 1939, Major Korotkikh, the Soviet military attaché
in Kaunas, told his Polish counterpart that the Soviet government consid-
ered the Baltic to lie in the sphere of Polish interests and that if Lithuania or
any other Baltic state declared for Germany, the neighboring states would
have to enter their territory in order to prevent German domination there.
This seems to have been a low-level sounding of the Polish position on
Lithuania, and, of course, Polish reaction to a possible Soviet entry into the
other Baltic States. The Polish minister to Lithuania, Franciszek Charwat,
did not mention Korotkikh’s démarche when speaking to the Polish
Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs, Jan Szembek, on 25 April 1939. But he
did emphasize German economic pressure on Lithuania, and said he thought
Poland should conduct an anti-German policy there.57

Three days later, on May 17, Astakhov saw Schnurre again. According
to the German record, Astakhov requested that the Soviet Trade Office in
Prague remain there as a branch of the Soviet Trade Delegation in Berlin.
He then remarked on the improvement of the German press tone toward
the USSR, and went on to say that since there were no outstanding differ-
ences between German and Soviet policies, there was no basis for hostility
between the two countries. It was true, he said, that the USSR felt threat-
ened by Germany, but this fear could be removed—and in this context he
mentioned the Rapallo Treaty. To a question by Schnurre on Anglo-Soviet
negotiations, Astakhov said he did not think Britain would attain her goal.
He then expatiated on the good Soviet-Italian relations, noting the Duce’s
statement that, despite the [forthcoming] establishment of the [German-
Italian] Axis, nothing stood in the way of further developing political and
economic relations with the USSR. All this is, however, missing from
Astakhov’s short telegram reporting the same conversation.58

(note 56 continued) majority French opinion, and prevent Chamberlain from “wrig-
gling” out again in Parliament; ibid., no.296. For the Soviet counterproposal of
May 15, see DBFP, 3rd ser. V, no. 520; SPE, no.213; GK I, no. 342.

57. On Major Korotkikh’s statement to Col. Leon Mitkiewicz, see Polish Envoy
to Lithuania, Franciszek Charwat, to Ministry of Foreign Affairs, April 18, 1939,
DiM VII, no. 51; for his talk with Jan Szembek, 25 April 1939, Szembek, Diariusz,
IV, 573.

58. Schnurre’s report on the conversation with Astakhov, May 17, 1939, DGFP
D, VI, no. 406; Astakhov’s telegram to National Commissariat of Foreign Affairs,
May 17, on conversation with Schnurre, GK I, no. 349, DVP 1939, I, no. 318. The
German-Italian Axis agreement was signed on May 22. What Astakhov was to say
to Schnurre, May 17, may have been discussed at a meeting of the Stalin Cabinet
two days earlier. On May 15, Molotov, Andrei Zhdanov, head of the Leningrad
Party Organization, Andrei A. Andreev, chairman of the Central Committee Con-
trol Commission, and Georgii M. Malenkov, head of the central committee depart-
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It is worth noting Schnurre’s record of Astakhov’s reference to the Rapallo
Treaty of 1922, which normalized German-Soviet relations and led to se-
cret military cooperation. Furthermore, Schnurre’s record of Astakhov’s
statement on good Soviet-Italian relations was in line with those made by
Merekalov in early January to Ambassador Schulenburg, when the latter
was in Berlin, and to Weizsäcker on April 17. After Merekalov’s departure
for Moscow sometime in May, Astakhov carried on conversations with
Schnurre. In fact, it is clear that the Astakhov-Schnurre conversation of
May 17 prepared the ground for Molotov’s declaration to Schulenburg in
Moscow three days later. In this instance, both German and Russian records
report the commissar’s declaration that Soviet-German trade-credit nego-
tiations could continue, but that a “political basis” had to be established
first, though Molotov refused to say what this would be.59 Hitler and
Ribbentrop at first wanted to take up the Molotov proposal but then de-
cided to wait, fearing the Russians might trick them. Instead, they decided
on a cautious exploration of the possibility of better relations, a task they
entrusted to Weizsäcker, who was to speak to Astakhov as if expressing his
own opinions.60

In the meanwhile, Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations showed no progress.
Neither Molotov nor Potemkin attended the May session of the League of
Nations, though Halifax had expressed the hope of discussing the subject
with one or the other. Instead, Maisky traveled to Geneva to be on hand,
but does not seem to have been consulted. The British Cabinet Foreign
Policy Committee met to discuss the matter on May 19, before Halifax’s
departure. They agreed that a close alliance with Russia, as proposed by
the French, was not desirable, though the Secretary for Home Affairs, Sir
Samuel Hoare, said failure to get an arrangement with Russia would mean
the failure of the “peace front.” Chamberlain, however, noted that both

ment dealing with senior cadres, were with Stalin for about two hours each, while
Molotov stayed from 8:30 p.m. to 12:30 a.m. See IA 1995, no. 5–6, 36. On May
17, after the Astakhov-Schnurre conversation, Molotov met with Stalin from 7–10
p.m., while Marshal Kliment Y. Voroshilov, defense commissar, and Deputy For-
eign Commissar Potemkin were there between 7:30 and 9:45 p.m.; they were fol-
lowed by Lavrenty P. Beria, commissar for national security (NKVD), Malenkov,
Potemkin—again—and third Deputy Foreign Commissar Vladimir I. Dekanozov;
ibid., 38.

59. Emphasis added, A.M.C. For Schulenburg’s report on the conversation with
Molotov of May 20, 1939, see DGFP D, VI, no. 424; Russian record, GK I, no.
352 and DVP 1939 I, no. 326. On May 19, Molotov met with Stalin from 6:35–
11:50 p.m., while Zhdanov, Andreev, and Malenkov were there 6:40–8:05 p.m.,
followed by Mikoyan, 7:10–8:05 p.m.. Nikolai I. Sharonov—the newly appointed
ambassador to Poland—was there from 8:45–11:50 p.m; others were also present;
see IA 1995, no. 5–6, 38.

60. DGFP D, VI, nos. 414, 437, 441.
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the Polish and Romanian ambassadors had said in private conversations
with Halifax and himself that any close association between Britain and
Russia would also mean their countries’ association with Moscow, which
would in itself precipitate a European war. He also reminded the commit-
tee that there were still important “moderate elements” in Germany, whom
a Western alliance with Russia would drive into Hitler’s camp.61 Chamber-
lain may have had the German “opposition” in mind, but he was clearly
unaware of the Rapallo supporters in Berlin. Still, he was right about the
Romanians and the Poles. Indeed, the Polish foreign minister gave British
Ambassador Kennard his comments and suggestions on May 22. Having
already made his position clear to Moscow on May 10–11, Beck empha-
sized three points to the British: (1) It seemed people in Paris and London
did not realize that Russia and Germany had no common frontier; (2) Pol-
ish-Russian relations must be reciprocal, so Poland cannot be the object of
any agreement made between other states; (3) The projected [Franco-Brit-
ish] agreement [with the USSR] envisioned war and was perhaps good and
useful in such a case. However, if there was no war and France and Britain
wished to organize Europe on peaceful principles, the Soviet alliance would
make conversations with Berlin difficult, while at the same time British
policy would be unpopular in some of the states of Central, Northern, and
Eastern Europe. Beck concluded by saying that his comments were not
motivated by the desire to hamper British and French freedom of action in
matters not engaging Poland, for every state had the right to conclude de-
fensive alliances.62

The British government kept Polish views in mind, but only as long as
they did not interfere with its policy goals—or run counter to public opin-
ion at home. In fact, by late May, public opinion in both Britain and France
was calling for an alliance with Moscow and the two governments had to
take this into account. Thus, French and British statesmen worked out a
joint proposal, presented by Seeds and Payart to Potemkin on May 25. It
envisaged a tripartite pact, though without a guarantee of the Baltic States.
Furthermore, it proposed the discredited article 16 of the League Covenant
as the basis for mutual aid, an idea that appealed greatly to Chamberlain.
Molotov criticized the Western proposals to French and British diplomats

61. On Cabinet discussion before Halifax’s departure for Geneva, see Cabinet
Foreign Policy Committee (36) 48th meeting, Friday, May 19, 1939, CAB 27/625,
62–68, Public Record Office, London, [henceforth: PRO]. For the Franco-British
talks in Geneva on the new proposal to the USSR, see DBFP 3rd ser. V, nos. 576,
578; Foreign Office memo on the pros and cons of an alliance, ibid., no.589.

62. For Polish views and objections, see Kennard’s report on conversation with
Beck to Under-Secretary of State Alexander Cadogan, May 22, 1939, DBFP. ibid.,
nos. 586, 649; for Polish record of same, see GMM 396/WB/9, Polish embassy
London, A.12, PISM.
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in Moscow on May 27, and did so publicly in a speech to the Supreme
Soviet on May 31. On the same day, Molotov presented the Soviet counter-
proposals, with critical remarks on the Anglo-French proposal. He named
eight states to be defended, including the Baltic States, and demanded that
military and political agreements be signed at the same time. On June 6,
Halifax wrote the British ambassador in Paris, Sir Eric Phipps: “The Rus-
sian business is quite infuriating, it blocks everything and frays everybody’s
nerves.” Still, he hoped it would bring results soon.63

It is against this background that one should view an important conversa-
tion which took place in Berlin on May 30 between Weizsäcker and
Astakhov. German historian Fleischhauer sees Weizsäcker’s account of it
as marking “the first German initiative.” This is true, but it was also a
reaction to Molotov’s proposal of a political agreement made to Schulenburg
on May 20. Weizsäcker—acting on instructions but pretending to express
only his own views—reported that he asked Astakhov whether the request
to make the Soviet Trade Office in Prague a branch of the Soviet Trade
Delegation in Berlin was meant to lead to a provisional or a longer ar-
rangement. Astakhov answered it was the latter. He then stated that he was
informed of the Molotov-Schulenburg conversation. He said the Soviet side

63. For the Franco-British proposal presented to Molotov on May 25, see SPE,
nos. 229, 230 and DBFP, no.649, 679–80, Russian: GK 1, nos. 379,380, DVP
1939, no.339. Article 16 mandated League members’ severance of relations with an
aggressor and foresaw financial and economic sanctions against him; also the League
Council was to recommend what military action should be contributed by member
countries. The article was not invoked against Japan after the latter’s aggression
against China, nor against Germany after the annexation of Austria and the Czech
lands. Economic sanctions failed to stop Mussolini’s aggression in Ethiopia, and
were not invoked against him when he invaded Albania in April 1939. For French
support of an alliance with the USSR, see DDF, 2nd ser. XVI, no.289, also Suritz
report of May 24 that the French General Staff, especially Generals Maurice Gamelin
and Maxime Weygand, pressed for an alliance and military agreement with the
USSR, see DVP ibid., no. 331. For Potemkin-Seeds conversation, May 25, see DVP
ibid., no.333; for Molotov-Seeds-Payart conversation May 27, see DBFP ibid., no.
648, 657, GK 1, no.379, and DVP ibid., no.339. For Molotov’s speech to the Su-
preme Soviet, May 31, 1939, see SPE, no. 232, Degras, SDFP III, 332–340; for the
Soviet draft proposal of June 2, see ibid., 340–41, also DBFP 3rd ser.V, p.753, SPE
no. 233. On Russian business “infuriating,” see Halifax to Phipps, June 6, 1939,
DBFP 3rd ser. VI, no.272. There was a meeting of the “Stalin Cabinet” on the night
of June 1–2, at which both political and military matters seem to have been dis-
cussed. Molotov stayed from 6:10 p.m.–2:50 a.m. and Voroshilov 7:40–2:50 a.m.;
the chief of the general staff, Army Commander [later General] Boris Shaposhnikov,
attended 11:45–2:50 a.m.; Andreev and Zhdanov stayed from a few minutes after
10 p.m. to 2:50 a.m., and Mikoyan attended, 10 p.m.–1:30 a.m., IA 1995, no. 5–6,
38.
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did not see economic negotiations as a “game,” and cited Molotov as say-
ing that economics and politics could not be separated in German-Soviet
relations. He added that Potemkin had “apparently” told the German eco-
nomic attaché in Moscow [Gustav Hilger] that the planned economic ne-
gotiations should not be a game. Weizsäcker, for his part, hinted that Ger-
many had much to offer the USSR, to which Astakhov responded that the
German government had rejected a Soviet offer of alliance before conclud-
ing a treaty with Poland, also that Germany had showed little understand-
ing for the Soviet view that domestic and foreign policy need not conflict
with each other. Weizsäcker then noted Astakhov’s statement that he would
ask Moscow again for its views about the branch Soviet Trade Office in
Prague, also for information on what exactly Molotov had wished to tell
Ambassador Schulenburg. Astakhov added that, despite mistrust of Ger-
many, Molotov did not wish to shut the door to further German-Soviet
discussions.64

Astakhov’s record generally agrees with Weizsäcker’s, but gives a some-
what different presentation. In mentioning Molotov’s declaration to
Schulenburg, Weizsäcker allegedly said this was different from what
Merekalov had told the Foreign Ministry; that is, that economic relations
could develop separately from political ones. To this Astakhov answered
that he was familiar only with part of Molotov’s conversation with
Schulenburg and could not give a definite interpretation of the commissar’s
declaration. However, he had no grounds to believe that Molotov was defi-
nitely opposed to Schnurre’s trip to Moscow and to economic negotia-
tions. He would ask the “Center” about this and then give a clarification.
At the same time, he recalled that Merekalov had often stated in conversa-
tions with Weizsäcker that “economics is condensed politics.” He also re-
called that at a breakfast given by Merekalov for Schulenburg, the latter
had agreed that an improvement in political relations could follow im-
proved economic relations. Astakhov then went on to recount Weizsäcker’s
“personal” statements, noting he could not render them precisely due to

64. Memorandum by Weizsäcker, May 30, 1939, DGFP D VI, no. 451, empha-
sis added, A.M.C. There is no published record of the Potemkin-Hilger conversa-
tion. On May 29, Ribbentrop told Italian Ambassador Bernardo Attolico that
Weizsäcker was to speak to the Russian chargé in Berlin, rather than Schulenburg
to Molotov in Moscow. He asked Attolico not to inform Italian foreign minister
just yet, because he had not yet fully clarified his own thoughts, but Attolico imme-
diately informed Ciano, see Documenti Diplomatici Italiani [henceforth: DDI], 8th

ser. vol. XII (Rome, 1952), no. 53. Likewise, a member of the Italian embassy in
Berlin told one of French Ambassador Coulondre’s informants that advances, or at
least soundings, were made recently by the Axis powers directly or indirectly to the
Kremlin. The Italian diplomat said Ribbentrop would march with the Soviets, but
they were turning a deaf ear, see Coulondre telegram to Bonnet, June 1, 1939, DDF
2nd ser. XVI no. 329.
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the camouflaged and contorted manner in which they were made. The main
points were—and here Astakhov’s account agrees with Weizsäcker’s—that
Hitler had given up any designs on Ukraine, giving as an example the fate
of Carpathian Ukraine. Also, Weizsäcker pointed out that Hitler had not
made any negative comments on the USSR in his speech of April 28, when
he denounced both the German-Polish nonaggression agreement of 1934
and the Anglo-German naval agreement of 1935. Weizsäcker said it was
now up to the USSR to choose between England and Germany. Astakhov
reported that he replied, also informally, by pointing out past German anti-
Soviet policy, good Soviet-Italian relations, also the fact that the Soviet
Union had always desired good relations with Germany. Here he recalled
that just before the conclusion of the Franco-Soviet and Czechoslovak-
Soviet pacts, the Soviet government had proposed mutual assistance pacts
to Germany and Poland. To this Weizsäcker said: “I did not know this,” as
if catching himself unawares. Astakhov then asked about the significance
of the rumors flying around Berlin about a German-Soviet agreement, but
did not record an answer. Finally, he told Weizsäcker he would forward his
questions to Moscow, while his account of the rest of the conversation
would be presented as unofficial statements.65

Two aspects of this conversation, present in both records, are signifi-
cant. First of all, Astakhov indicated that he had been informed of at least
part of the Molotov-Schulenburg conversation of May 20, and mentioned
a conversation between Potemkin and Hilger, saying he would contact
Moscow to clarify certain points. Thus, it is clear that he could hardly have
been acting on his own initiative. Secondly, he mentioned Soviet offers of
mutual assistance pacts to Germany and Poland, made according to
Weizsäcker’s account, before the German-Polish treaty [January 1934], but
according to Astakhov, just before the conclusion of Soviet alliances with
France and Czechoslovakia in [May] 1935. There is no record of such a
Soviet proposal to Poland, but proposals to Germany at this time were also
mentioned by Kandelaki in his Berlin conversations at the turn of 1936–
37.66 Perhaps both Kandelaki and Astakhov referred to the suggestion
Litvinov made to Schulenburg on May 8, 1935, to start negotiations for a
nonaggression pact, or there may have been some other “concrete” proposal,

65. See Astakhov record of conversation with Weizsäcker, May 30, 1939, GK I,
no. 384 (emphasis added, A.M.C), and his telegram to Foreign Affairs Commis-
sariat, May 30, DVP 1939 I, no. 342. The Carpathian Ukraine was part of Austria-
Hungary before 1918 and then of Czechoslovakia. It had been viewed as a poten-
tial German bridge to Soviet Ukraine, but part of it was awarded to Hungary by the
Vienna Accord of 1 November 1938, and the rest in late March 1939, see Paul
Robert Magocsi. Historical Atlas of East Central Europe (Seattle and London, 1993,
reprint 1994), map 39c, 132–133.

66. On Kandelaki, see note 40 above.
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the trace of which has been lost. Whatever the case may be, Astakhov’s
reference to a previous Soviet proposal of a mutual assistance pact to Ger-
many in 1935 looks very much like a calculated hint directed at Hitler and
Ribbentrop through Weizsäcker, who certainly favored a return to Rapallo
but did not make German policy.

While the Germans were cautious, the Soviets were not shy about drop-
ping hints. Thus, on June 3, Weizsäcker noted a conversation with the
Estonian minister in Berlin. The latter, known as a good judge of Russian
affairs, said he thought the Russians viewed the democratic states with
greater mistrust than totalitarian ones. Also, he had the impression from
speaking to the Russian chargé d’affaires that the Russians were only wait-
ing for “a friendly gesture” to say so.67 Twelve days later, on June 15, Ernst
Woermann, the Nazi head of the Political Department in the German For-
eign Ministry, recorded some very striking statements by Astakhov, as re-
ported by the Bulgarian minister in Berlin [Parvan Draganov]. According
to the latter, the Soviet diplomat stated the Soviet Union had three choices:
a pact with Britain and France, further delaying those negotiations, or a
nonaggression pact with Germany. Astakhov said the third option was the
most desirable for the USSR, and that different “world views” did not have
to play any role. He also said the USSR did not recognize Romanian pos-
session of Bessarabia and feared a German occupation of the Baltic States.
If, however, Germany made it clear that she would not attack the Soviet
Union, the latter would abstain from concluding a pact with the Western
powers—but the Soviets did not know what Germany wanted.68 Gorlov
admits that Draganov, in a report to the Bulgarian foreign office, confirmed
these statements were made by Astakhov, but the Russian historian gives
credence to the Soviet diplomat, who in his “Dairy” [sic] presented the
statements attributed to him by Draganov—as made to him by the latter.
Gorlov also notes there is a detailed, four-page unpublished report by
Astakhov on this conversation in the Russian archives, but does not say
when it was received by Molotov.69 Geoffrey Roberts also points out the
discrepancy between the Draganov and Astakhov accounts, but speculates

67. Weizsäcker note, June 3, 1939, DGFP D VI, no. 469; Karl Tofer was the
Estonian minister in Berlin.

68. Ernst Woermann’s record of a conversation with the Bulgarian minister, June
15, 1939, DGFP D VI, no. 529; emphasis added, A.M.C.

69. Gorlov, “Sovetsko-germanskii dialog,” 21–23 (see note 46 above), and
Astakhov’s diary entry for June 14, 1939, GK 2, no. 403. Astakhov’s detailed re-
port on the conversation, cited by Gorlov as f. 011, op. 4, p.27, d. 59, 123–127,
Foreign Policy Archives, Moscow, was not published in DVP 1939 I. Instead, there
is a political report by Astakhov to Molotov, dated June 14, beginning with the
words: “The last few days here passed without any special events,” see ibid., no.
370.
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that Astakhov made the statements on his own initiative, so they could be
seen as “an instance of personal kite flying.” Roberts admits that Astakhov
had asked Molotov for instructions on how to answer persistent questions
put to him on Soviet policy, but concludes that Astakhov might have sounded
out Draganov on his own initiative.70 Neither Gorlov nor Roberts is will-
ing to entertain the possibility that Astakhov had been instructed to “fish”
for German proposals, though given the Stalin-Molotov control of Soviet
diplomacy, this must have been the case.

Furthermore, the Germans did not treat Astakhov as a free lance agent
but as a bona fide Soviet representative, whom they expected to transmit
their statements to Molotov. Weizsäcker had done this on May 30. The
next to do so was Schulenburg, who was instructed to follow up on the
Draganov report. During a brief stay in Berlin, the ambassador visited
Astakhov on June 17, and told him there were no serious problems be-
tween Germany and the Soviet Union. Schulenburg reported Astakhov’s
claim that Weizsäcker’s statements were rather general and vague, noting
the Soviet diplomat had said the same to the Bulgarian minister, probably a
reference to Astakhov’s statement to Draganov that the Soviet Union did
not know what Germany wanted. The ambassador denied this, and re-
peated the statement, made to him personally by Ribbentrop, that Ger-
many did not fear England and France, because she had a strong line of
fortifications, but “an agreement with Russia makes sense.” Schulenburg
also reported Astakhov as saying that things had gone well for Germany
and Russia when they were friends, and badly when they were not. The
ambassador, for his part, said that Germany had experienced difficulties in
fulfilling Mikoyan’s “A and B programs” [Soviet demands in the projected
trade agreement] because of her own needs, but that the situation had im-
proved after the “union” with Czechoslovakia. This was clearly a hint that
Germany would welcome the renewal of German-Soviet trade-credit nego-
tiations. Astakhov’s account of this conversation is generally in keeping
with Schulenburg’s, except for his statement on German-Russian relations
as reported by the German ambassador.71

70. Roberts, The Soviet Union and the Origins of the Second World War, 78.
71. Schulenburg account, June 17, DGFP D, VI, no. 540, emphasis added, A.M.C;

Astakhov account, DVP 1939 I, no. 378. Mikoyan’s A and B programs referred to
1938 Soviet demands for German manufactured goods, especially armaments; for
these programs and German deliveries to the USSR as agreed on 19 August 1939,
see GK 2, no. 575, 284–285; for the C program (list) of Soviet deliveries to Ger-
many, not published in GK 2, see Zorya and Lebedeva, “Around the Non-Aggres-
sion Pact,” International Affairs, no. 10 (1989), 101. Timber led the way, followed
by agricultural goods and phosphates, but raw cotton, manganese ore, gas oil, and
other goods were also included. See also note 126 below.
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In the meanwhile, Anglo-Soviet negotiations were stalemated because, as
Seeds was informed from London on June 12, the British government could
not agree that guarantees be imposed on states unwilling to receive them.
Indeed, like Poland and Romania, the Baltic States did not want to be
guaranteed by the USSR, while the latter insisted that their security must
be guaranteed. On June 13, a Pravda editorial written by Zhdanov expati-
ated on the need to defend the Baltic States [Latvia, Estonia, and Finland,
but not Lithuania] against aggression. Seeds was to have traveled to Lon-
don for consultations but came down with flu, so Robert Strang, a high
official in the Foreign Office, left London for Moscow on June 14 with a
new set of proposals.72 Seeds handed them to Molotov on June 15. They
provided for consultation in case of a threat to one of the states envisaged,
but still included article 16 of the League Covenant as the basis for aid.
Molotov rejected the proposal the next day, insisting on the inclusion of
the three Baltic States and full reciprocity. By this time, Chamberlain and
the cabinet, as well as most British officials and diplomats, saw an alliance
with the USSR as necessary, if only to prevent a German-Soviet pact. At a
meeting of the Cabinet Foreign Policy Committee on June 20, Lord
Chatfield, the minister for Coordination of Defense, said a treaty of mu-
tual defense with Russia would at least prevent the Soviets from making a
pact with Germany. Halifax agreed, but said that if Germany invaded Po-
land, nothing could prevent a Soviet-German arrangement to partition that
country.73 There were, of course, some British officials and diplomats who
still opposed an agreement with Moscow. Sir Nevile Henderson, the pro-
German British ambassador in Berlin, wrote Halifax on June 17 that he
was uneasy about the negotiations with the Russians because: “History
contains nothing but examples of the unwisdom of putting one’s faith in
the Slavs; they have always and invariably proved a bitter disappointment
to their allies from the days of Maria Theresa to 1917.” This diatribe earned
an ironic marginal comment from one Foreign Office reader: “What about
1812–1815?”74

72. Foreign Office Memorandum: “Instructions for Sir William Seeds, June 12,
1939,” DBFP 3rd ser. v. VI, no. 35. Robert Strang was head of the Central Depart-
ment, Foreign Office, 1937–39, and assistant under-secretary of state, 1939–43.

73. For the British proposal and Molotov reply, June 15, 16, see SPE, nos. 245–
246; DBFP, 3rd ser. VI, nos. 73, 103, 122,123; Zhdanov article of June 13, Franco-
British proposals and Molotov rejection, GK 2, no. 401, 404, 406, 407; DVP 1939
I no.373. The visitor record for the “Stalin Cabinet” on June 15, shows Molotov;
Voroshilov; Andreev; Nikolai M. Shvernik, president of the Trade Union Federa-
tion; Kaganovich, Mikoyan, and Beria. Molotov stayed the longest, 11:10 p.m.–
3:10 a.m., see I A 1995, no. 5–6, 40. For the British cabinet meeting of June 20, see
CAB. 27/626, 39, PRO, emphasis added, A.M.C.

74. For N. Henderson to Halifax, June 17, and marginal comment, F.0. 800.315,
217, PRO.
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On the Berlin-Moscow sector, the Germans were still cautious, while the
Russians insisted on their economic demands. Schulenburg told Molotov
on June 28, that he was instructed by Ribbentrop to say Germany desired
not only a normalization but also an improvement of mutual relations, and
that this was approved by Hitler. Molotov, however, replied that it would
be better for the German embassy to answer Mikoyan’s questions [regard-
ing a trade-credit agreement], and only then would a decision be made as
to whether Schnurre should come to Moscow.75 Molotov’s arrogant stance,
confirmed by Potemkin in a conversation with Schulenburg on July 1,76 led
to the suspension of German probing and thus the interruption of German-
Soviet diplomatic conversations in both Moscow and Berlin. However, pre-
sumably to encourage the Germans, the Russian air attaché in London,
Ivan Cherny, told the assistant German air attaché that the Soviet govern-
ment had no interest in concluding a pact with Britain and France. In a
telegram of June 29 reporting this item, the German ambassador in Lon-
don, Herbert von Dirksen, also transmitted the correct version of the pro-
posal sent that day to the British ambassador in Moscow. He did so with-
out citing the “reliable source,” which was perhaps so well established by
this time that it needed no mention. In this proposal, presented to Molotov
on July 1, Latvia, Estonia, and Finland were to be listed as guaranteed
states in a separate, secret annex to the alliance treaty—which was a French
suggestion. The British and French also insisted that besides Poland, the
guarantees include Romania, Turkey, Greece, Belgium, Luxemburg, the
Netherlands, and Switzerland.77 On June 29, Pravda published another
article by Zhdanov, titled: “The British and French Governments do not
want agreement with the USSR.”78

On July 3, Molotov handed the British and French ambassadors a
counterdraft excluding Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Switzerland from
the projected guarantee. He told the ambassadors orally that the Soviet
government would only agree to the inclusion of the last two if Poland and
Turkey concluded mutual assistance pacts with the USSR. The Soviet draft
also stipulated assistance in case of direct or indirect aggression, defining

75. Schulenburg telegram, June 29, 1939, DGFP D VI, no. 579; Soviet record
GK 2, no. 442, also Schulenburg July 3, DGFP ibid., no. 607.

76. Potemkin-Schulenburg conversation, July 1, 1939; Russian record, DVP 1939
I, no. 402; no German record published.

77. German Ambassador, London, Telegram to Ministry of Foreign Affairs, June
29, 1939, DGFP D VI, no.581. Anglo-French draft handed to Molotov, July 1,
1939, DBFP 3rd ser., VI, no. 209; SPE no. 271; GK 2, no. 453. Thirty-eight visitors
to Stalin were listed on the evening of July 1; of these, Molotov, Voroshilov and
Kaganovich stayed about five hours, I A 1995, no. 5–6, 42.

78. Zhdanov article, June 29, SPE no.269, Degras, SDFP, III, pp. 352–353.
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the latter as “an internal coup d’état or a reversal of policy in favor of the
aggressor.” Furthermore, Molotov insisted orally on the simultaneous en-
try into force of the military and political agreements. Of course, he knew
very well that Poland and Turkey did not wish to ally with the USSR, so his
proposal may have been intended to drag out the negotiations. In any event,
on July 6, the British ambassador was instructed to agree to the omission
of Switzerland and the Netherlands, but to reject the simultaneous entry
into force of the military and political agreements, also the Soviet defini-
tion of indirect aggression. However, the instruction to Seeds reiterated the
July 1 inclusion of the list of guaranteed states in an unpublished protocol.
This suggests that Britain and France were willing to bypass Polish, Roma-
nian, and Baltic objections. Indeed, on July 7, the Polish chargé d’affaires
in London, Antoni Ja¿d¿ewski, was informed “briefly” about the state of
Anglo-Soviet negotiations. In particular, he was told that “the Soviet Union
must obtain some compensation for coming to our assistance in the event
of our having to implement our guarantee to Poland.” This implied Anglo-
French readiness to conclude a military and political treaty with the USSR
and making some concessions to the latter’s demands. On July 8, the am-
bassadors handed a new draft agreement to Molotov, to which the com-
missar added a draft supplementary letter stipulating the conditional inclu-
sion of the Netherlands and Switzerland. This letter also defined indirect
aggression as the action of any of the guaranteed states under the threat of
force by another power, or without any such threat, involving the use of its
territory and forces by that power for the purposes of aggression, and con-
sequently the loss of the state’s independence. On July 11, Halifax sug-
gested to the French that, in return for Russian acceptance of the Anglo-
French formula on indirect aggression (which was limited to change of
policy under direct threat, as in the Czechoslovak case in 1938), both gov-
ernments should agree to the Russian demand for the simultaneous signing
of the military and political agreements. The French at first opposed this,
but then advised the British to accept the Soviet demand rather than risk
the breakdown of negotiations.79

79. Soviet counterdraft, July 3, 1939, SPE no. 273; GK 2, no.458, emphasis
added, A.M.C. On the stipulation of conditionally including the Netherlands and
Switzerland, see Molotov to Soviet Ambassadors Maisky and Suritz, July 3, 1979,
SPE no. 274, GK 2, no. 459. Halifax instructions to Seeds, July 6, 7, 1939, DBFP
3rd ser. VI, nos. 251–253; on conversations with Molotov, see Seeds to Halifax,
DBFP ibid., nos. 279, 281–282. Correspondence on linking the Anglo-French defi-
nition of indirect aggression with signing a military-political agreement, see DBFP,
ibid., nos. 290, 295, 307. For the Anglo-French proposal of July 8, and Molotov’s
supplemental letter July 9, see SPE nos. 278. 279, GK 2 nos. 465, 467, DVP 1939
I, no. 417. For information to Poles, see Halifax to Clifford Norton, British chargé
d’affaires, Warsaw, July 12, 1939, DBFP, ibid., no. 306, cf. Ja¿d¿ewski telegraphic
report on July 7 conversation with Ivone Kirkpatrick of the Foreign Office, Warszawa,
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Meanwhile, on July 7, Berlin made a move that proved crucial for rapproche-
ment with Moscow. On that day, the German embassy in Moscow was in-
structed to offer Mikoyan a credit of 200 million reichsmarks—the same
amount as in the 1935 agreement and as offered in December 1938—and
also to propose a list of issues to be discussed in negotiations for a trade-credit
agreement. Three days later, the embassy reported that Mikoyan had received
these proposals with great interest, saying he would inform his government
and give an answer soon.80 On July 19, Astakhov reported to Molotov, with
whom he was obviously in close touch, that the Germans let no opportunity
slip “to let us understand their readiness to change their policy toward us, and
that all depended only on us.”81 Clearly, the German side was anxious to
proceed with talks. Moscow was forthcoming as well, for Stalin decided that
E. I. Babarin should return to Berlin as deputy head of the Soviet Trade Del-
egation to negotiate the trade-credit agreement. On July 13, Babarin attended
a meeting of the “Stalin Cabinet,” so it is likely that he received his new
instructions that evening. Schulenburg reported the decision on sending Babarin
on July 16, and the Soviet press announced his departure to conduct negotia-
tions in Berlin on July 22. Ribbentrop assumed that Astakhov and Babarin
would immediately report every German statement to Moscow, so the German
experts were instructed to infiltrate certain statements by Hitler into the negotia-
tions and to keep in close telephone touch with the German foreign minister.82

teleg. szyfr. no. 120, 121, Polish embassy, London, archives, A.12, ciphers, PISM.
For French views and advice to the British, see: DDF, 2nd ser., XVII (Paris, 1984), pt.
II (documents from June 29 through July 11).

80. For Weizsäcker’s instruction to the Moscow embassy, July 7, 1939, see DGFP
D VI, no. 628, also Schulenburg report of July10, ibid., no. 642. No Russian record of
this conversation has been published, but Schulenburg reported earlier, June 29, that
Molotov told him that day (telegram sent June 29, 2 a.m. so referred to June 28) he
approved Mikoyan’s attitude in his conversation with Hilger, and that after this mat-
ter was settled it might be useful for Schnurre to come to Moscow; ibid., no.579;
Russian record, GK 2, no. 442. On the evening of July 10, Stalin saw Molotov,
Voroshilov, Beria, Kaganovich and Mikoyan; Molotov came at 8.45 p.m., the rest at
9 or 10 p.m., see: I A 1995, 5–6, no. 44.

81. Astakhov letter to Molotov, July 19, 1939, GK 2, no. 485..
82. For an earlier Mikoyan-Hilger conversation mentioning Babarin on June 2, see

ibid., no. 388. Schulenburg’s report on this conversation does not mention Babarin,
DGFP D VI, no.465. Babarin had gone to Berlin earlier but returned, presumably to
receive new instructions. The July 13 session of the “Stalin Cabinet” was attended by
a total of seventeen visitors, of whom Molotov, as usual stayed longest, from 1:45 to
7:15 p.m; Babarin came at 6:45 and left at 7:05 p.m, see IA 1995, no.5–6, 44. For
Schulenburg’s report on Babarin trip, July 16, see DGFP ibid.,no.677. For Weizsäcker’s
July 22 instruction to Schulenburg on the end of the waiting period mandated to him
at the end of June, and instructing him to start political conversations, ibid., no. 700.
For Schnurre’s daily telephone contact with Ribbentrop during the talks with Babarin,
see his letter to Schulenburg, August 2, ibid., no. 756.
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Babarin paid a visit to Schnurre on July 18, and stated he had been empowered to
negotiate a trade treaty in the German capital, while the German ambassador was
to pick up the threads in Moscow.83 It seems Stalin had decided that trade negotia-
tions could, after all, go forward before establishing a “political base” or, as is
more likely, that he expected the trade negotiations to lead to a political agreement.
Perhaps sending Babarin to Berlin marked another date at which Stalin decided to
throw in his hand with Hitler?

Japan was also an element in Soviet policy in 1939. Some historians see the
fighting between Japanese and Soviet forces in summer 1939 in the Far
East, on the frontier between Manchukuo and Mongolia, as very impor-
tant or even central to Stalin’s policy at this time. However, it does not
seem to have been significant, given the small size of the forces involved.84

Furthermore, the brilliant Soviet intelligence agent in Tokyo, Richard
Sorge—who had excellent contacts in high Japanese government circles—
reported in June that the Japanese army would not be ready for a major
offensive for another two years or so, and the Japanese government did not
plan a war against the USSR.85 This information, together with Soviet mili-
tary reconnaissance reports, should have convinced Stalin that there was
no threat of a major war with Japan. However, it is impossible to evaluate
the role of this protracted, distant conflict in Stalin’s European policy, be-
cause the records of high-level Politburo and Stalin Cabinet foreign policy

83. See Schnurre’s report on conversation with Babarin, July 18, 1939, GDFP D
VI, no. 685.

84. On May 11, Japanese-sponsored Manchukuo (Manchurian) cavalry units
had driven Soviet-controlled Outer Mongolian troops across the Holha River on
the disputed Nomonhan/Ghalkin Gol section of the frontier between Manchukuo
and Mongolia. Three days later, a Japanese reconnaissance unit advanced into this
area, but was destroyed by Soviet troops on May 28. The Japanese Kwantung Army
then decided to send its 23rd division, later supplemented by additional forces, all of
which were combined later into the 6th Army. The Japanese attack began with the
bombing of Soviet positions on June 28, and developed into a land offensive in the
first days of July, but ran into Georgii K. Zhukov’s armored and motorized troops,
with good artillery support, so it stalled two days later. The Japanese launched
another attack on July 23 and pushed the Soviet forces back in two days, but suf-
fered heavy casualties. What followed was a war of attrition until Zhukov launched
a victorious offensive on August 20, totally defeating the Japanese forces by August
31. The Japanese 6th Army numbered about 75,000 men while Zhukov’s lst Army
Corps numbered 57,000, but the Japanese were spread out over a large area. An
armistice was agreed by Molotov and Japanese Ambassador Shigenori Togo in
Moscow on September 15, and signed locally the next day, see DVP 1939, pt. II.,
docs. 586, 591. For a discussion of the political and military aspects, see Jonathan
Haslam, The Soviet Union and the Threat from the East, ch. 5.

85. For Richard Sorge telegram, see Haslam, ibid., 131; this telegram was not
published in DVP 1939 1.
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discussions are unavailable. Another event in the Far East that may have
caused some concern in Moscow involved British policy in that region.
After the Japanese blockade of the British concession at Tientsin in June,
the British government signed an agreement with Japan on July 22, recog-
nizing Japanese gains in China. This was resented in Moscow, which was
supporting Chiang Kai-Shek.

However, it is likely that another development concerning Britain was
more worrisome to Stalin, because it was closer to home. The British gov-
ernment now showed a renewed interest in reaching an agreement with
Hitler, and this became public knowledge through leaks to the British press.
Helmuth Wohlthat, a high official in Hermann Goering’s Four-Year Plan
Office, conducted talks in July with some prominent British officials in
London. They included Chamberlain’s close adviser Sir Horace Wilson,
who allegedly expressed great interest in a peaceful settlement with Ger-
many by way of a nonaggression pact, which would make it possible for
Britain to discard her East European guarantees. There was also talk of a
large loan to Germany. Some details of Wohlthat’s conversations were leaked
to the press by Robert S. Hudson, secretary of the Board of Overseas Trade,
who had earlier led a British trade delegation to Moscow. These leaks ap-
peared in the British press on July 22, with the charge that at least one
member of the government was involved in a new attempt at appease-
ment.86

Meanwhile, however, the British and French governments had agreed
on July 12 to include in the treaty a formula on indirect aggression closer
to the Soviet version. On July 17, the two ambassadors presented a draft to
Molotov including their agreed definition of indirect aggression. This as-
sumed armed Soviet action in case a state changed its policy under a clear
threat of force by another power, and this change involved the abandon-
ment of its independence or neutrality, but in other cases there were to be
consultations. Assistance was to be given according to League of Nations
principles, but without the need to follow League procedure or await its
action. They also proposed a secret protocol listing the countries to be
guaranteed—which included Poland, Romania, Estonia, Latvia, and Fin-
land. Molotov rejected the Anglo-French formula on indirect aggression,
saying it did not cover all contingencies. He offered Czech President Emil
Hacha’s acceptance of Hitler’s terms in mid-March 1939 as an example of
a state bowing to a threat without it being acknowledged as such. He then

86. For Wohlthat’s July 24 report on his London talks, see DGFP D VI, no.716;
for confirmation by German Ambassador Herbert von Dirksen, see ibid., nos.710,
746, 752. British historians deny that Wilson made the proposals reported by
Wohlthat, since there is no British documentary confirmation, Watt, How War Came,
399–400. For press reports and Chamberlain reactions, ibid., 400–401. Wilson
made the same proposal to Dirksen on August 3, 1939, DBFP 3rd ser. VI, no. 533.
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said that if the British and French did not accept the Soviet formula on
indirect aggression, there was no point in continuing the conversations.
After this ultimatum, however, he went on to insist that the political and
military agreements should be signed at the same time and declared this
was the “fundamental principle.” Once this was settled, he said: “The ques-
tion as to how agreement on the text of the political articles was to be
recorded was a technical matter of secondary importance.” Finally, he asked
whether or not the British and French governments “were really willing to
open military conversations.” The two ambassadors assured him they were
and French Ambassador Émile Naggiar even said his government would be
willing to begin military conversations immediately, without waiting to
sign the political agreement. Seeds, however, stated the British government
was ready to start technical conversations only if agreement was reached
on the article under discussion. Naggiar then asked whether the Soviet
government would agree to open military talks at once before the conclu-
sion of political discussions, but proceeding parallel with them. Molotov
said he thought the Soviet government might agree. Stalin won this point,
which was presumably the goal of Molotov’s diatribe, for the ambassadors
were authorized on July 21 to agree to the Soviet demand for the simulta-
neous entry into force of the military and political agreements. They in-
formed Molotov of this on July 22—the day that the leaks appeared in the
London press—whereupon he insisted that military conversations start at
once without resolving outstanding issues in a political agreement. The
Anglo-French agreement to this demand was transmitted on July 21 by
“the reliable source” to the German embassy in London, which reported it
to Berlin. On July 25, the appropriate instructions were sent from London
to Ambassador Seeds.87

The Polish government was skeptical of positive results in these negotia-
tions. It viewed bargaining with the Soviets as shopping in an “oriental
bazaar,” that is, dealing with a devious merchant who constantly upped
the price. In any case, as mentioned earlier, the Poles were certain the Sovi-
ets would help them in the event of German aggression, for “the Soviet
government would be anxious to see Hitler as far from its frontiers as
possible.” Meanwhile, Beck warned that any Anglo-French commitments
involving Poland or the Baltic countries would have “an unfortunate ef-
fect.” This was a veiled warning against pushing them into Germany’s arms,

87. For the Anglo-French proposal of July 17, see SPE no.286, DBFP 3rd ser. VI,
no.338, emphasis added, A.M.C; French urging acceptance of Soviet demands, ibid.,
no.337; Halifax insisting on the British formula on indirect aggression, ibid., no.338;
British agreement to military conversations, ibid., no.435. For secret information
on French views and “reliable source” report on Halifax instruction to Seeds of
July 21, see Dirksen telegram, July 21, DGFP D, VI, no.695.
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which the British always feared and thus wished to avoid. It is worth not-
ing, however, that the British envisaged the passage of Soviet troops in the
event of a German attack on Poland. Thus, “the instructions to the British
Military Mission to Moscow August 1939” for staff conversations with
Russia did not preclude Russian entry into Poland, though they indicated
some naiveté about the beliefs of the Polish and Soviet governments. The
real reason for Polish opposition was fear that the Russians would stay—
which was true—but also the alleged fear that the Soviet sojourn there
would lead to “communizing the peasantry,” which was not a Polish pho-
bia. At the same time, the authors of the memorandum believed the Rus-
sians were not enthusiastic about having their troops in Poland for fear
they would come under “bourgeois influences,” which was not a fear en-
tertained in Moscow. Finally, the “Instructions” perceived the real prob-
lem to be that while the Poles might accept Russian “air forces” and raw
materials, they did not want Russian soldiers on their soil. The conclusion
to this section read: “The position is one that will have to be handled with
considerable tact.”88

Meanwhile, as instructions were being drawn up for the British delega-
tion in preparation for its depature, Anglo-Soviet relations were at a low
ebb. On July 31, R. A. Butler, the parliamentary undersecretary of state for
foreign affairs, stated in the House of Commons that the chief difference
between the Western powers and Moscow was “the question whether we
should infringe the independence of the Baltic States or not.” This infuri-
ated the Kremlin. Izvestiia commented on August 2 that the chief differ-
ence was in the British formula leaving a loophole for an aggressor to do
just that. That same day, the Anglo-French formula on indirect aggression,
defined as a clear threat to the independence of a Baltic State and consulta-
tion in other cases, was offered again to Molotov, who did not welcome it.
At this point, the Western-Soviet negotiations lapsed, though the British, at
least, expected them to continue parallel to the military talks. On August 4,
just as Strang was ordered to leave Moscow for London, the French and
British delegations set out for Russia on a small, slow merchant ship, “The
City of Exeter.” They arrived in Leningrad on August 10, and reached
Moscow the next morning. Travel on a merchant ship was chosen because
the RAF could not spare its two Sunderland flying boats to accommodate
the joint mission, while a railway trip through Germany was clearly unad-
visable and Halifax thought that sending the mission on a destroyer through
the Baltic would be provocative. In any case, the British delegation mem-
bers were told they were only negotiators, for the final agreement to
any military convention rested with the French and British governments.

88. For Polish views as reported from Warsaw on July 21 and 31, see DBFP 3rd

ser. VI, nos. 394, 489. Instructions to British military mission, on Polish-Russian
relations, ibid., Appendix V, 772.
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Moreover, “the main issue is to define the circumstances in which France
and Great Britain would assist the Soviet Government should the latter feel
obligated to defend the independence or neutrality of one of the Baltic
States. Agreement on this point has not been reached.” Thus, they were
instructed: “Until such time as the political agreement is concluded, the
Delegation should therefore go very slowly with the conversations, watch-
ing the progress of the political negotiations and keeping in very close touch
with His Majesty’s Ambassador.” By contrast, the French delegation was
given full powers to negotiate and told to return with a signed agreement.
On August 12, the day the Anglo-French-Soviet military talks began in
Moscow, Chamberlain is said to have approved a new definition of indi-
rect aggression very close to the Soviet one, but as it turned out, there was
no opportunity to discuss it.89 By that time, the Soviet leadership had other,
increasingly tempting German proposals to consider, which allowed them
to take an ever stiffer attitude toward France and Britain in the Moscow
negotiations.

As mentioned earlier, the “reliable source” had informed the German em-
bassy in London on July 21 of the forthcoming Anglo-French-Soviet nego-
tiations. This impelled the Germans to speed up their efforts to reach an
agreement with the USSR, which were evident in the talks that now took
place in Berlin. The German-Soviet trade-credit negotiations provided an
excellent opportunity for both sides to sound each other on a possible po-
litical deal. Indeed, at this time the future German-Soviet agreement on
spheres of influence was outlined in talks between Schnurre on the one
hand and the two Soviet representatives, Astakhov and Babarin, on the
other. In a preliminary conversation between Schnurre and Astakhov on
July 24, the former gave the German view of three stages in improving
relations: a trade-credit agreement, press and cultural relations, and politi-
cal rapprochement. He said there was no conflict between Soviet and Ger-
man interests, and Germany did not envisage doing anything in the Baltic
or in Bessarabia that would harm Soviet interests.90 The most significant

89. On Butler statement, July 31 and Izvestiia, August 2, see DBFP, ibid., no.
512, also SPE no. 300 and Degras SDFP III, 356. For the Anglo-French draft on
indirect aggression, August 2, see SPE no.301, GK 2, no. 519; on Molotov reac-
tion, DBFP, ibid., nos. 525, 527. Instructions to British delegation to go slow, DBFP,
ibid., pp. 762–763. For instruction to French delegates, DDF, 2nd ser., vol. XVII
(Paris, 1984), doc. 364. On a definition of indirect aggression allegedly approved
by Chamberlain, August 12, see Sidney Aster, 1939. The Making of the Second
World War (New York, 1973), 300; the text of the definition is not given.

90. No German record of this conversation was printed, but see Fleischhauer,
Der Pakt, 268; for Astakhov record, see GK 2, no.294 and DVP 1939 I, no. 434;
see also his diary notes of conversations with Peter Kleist, a member of Ribbentrop’s
office, and Schnurre, July 24, ibid., no.431.
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conversation took place on July 26. According to Schnurre’s report, he
talked with Astakhov and Babarin during dinner in the Ewest Restaurant,
and the conversation lasted until about 12.30 a.m. The German official
again listed the three stages for improving relations, then stated there was
no conflict of interest between Germany and the USSR in the region stretch-
ing from the Baltic to the Black Sea—which was to be the slogan used in
German declarations to Moscow from now on. According to Schnurre,
Astakhov said it was clear the Danzig and Corridor questions would be
resolved one way or another to Germany’s advantage. He then asked
whether the former Austrian lands would also return to Germany, espe-
cially the Galician and Ukrainian regions. Schnurre replied that in all these
matters there was no conflict of interest between Germany and Russia. He
also said it would be even easier to reach an understanding on Poland, and
emphasized that his statements were sanctioned by Ribbentrop. Astakhov
said he would report all this to Moscow. At this point, the trade-credit
issue came up, but Schnurre gave no details in his report. He concluded by
stating his opinion that the Soviet government had not yet made up its
mind and was drawing out negotiations with England in order to keep
both the British and the Germans guessing.91

In his record of the conversation, Astakhov did not report making the
statements attributed to him by Schnurre. Instead, he wrote that the Ger-
man official had gone all out in expressing the German wish for better
German-Soviet relations, assuring the Soviet diplomats that Germany had
no intention of acting against Soviet interests in the Baltic States, and that
she had given up any interest in Ukraine. Astakhov commented that it was
not clear whether this included the Ukrainian lands of the former Austro-
Hungarian Empire.92 Molotov congratulated Astakhov in a telegram sent
on July 28, for merely listening to Schnurre’s declarations and saying he
would transmit them to Moscow.93 Although Gorlov acknowledges this
contact between Astakhov and Molotov, he does not admit it implies pre-
vious reports and instructions. Nor does he see any indication of this in
Molotov’s telegram to Astakhov of July 29, replying to the latter’s report.
The commissar wrote that if the Germans were sincere in their wish to

91. By Galician and Ukrainian regions, Astakhov meant former East Galicia—
later western Ukraine—then in Poland, and Carpathian Ukraine, then in Hungary;
both had belonged to the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Revised Polish estimates of
the 1931 census figures show the Ukrainians and Poles of eastern Poland at just
under 5 million each; in this part of Poland, there were also about 2 million
Belorussians and one and a quarter million Jews, see Tadeusz Piotrowski, Poland’s
Holocaust (Jefferson, N.C., 1998), 297, note 14. For Schnurre’s record of the July
26 conversation, see DGFP, D, VI, no.729.

92. For Astakhov record, see GK 2, no.503, and diary notes, DVP 1939 I, no.421.
The “Stalin Cabinet” met on July 26 and 27, see: IA 1995, no. 5–6, 45.

93. For Molotov to Astakhov, July 28, see GK 2, no. 503.
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improve relations with the USSR, then they must say just how they thought
this should be done. He noted Schulenburg had also said recently that Ger-
many wished to improve relations with the USSR, but had made no con-
crete proposals. Molotov concluded: “The matter depends entirely on the
Germans. Of course, we would welcome any improvement of political re-
lations between the two sides.”94 Clearly, Stalin and Molotov wanted the
Germans to say exactly what they were willing to pay for a political agree-
ment with Moscow.

Indeed, the Germans were now more than interested; they were anx-
ious. The Franco-British decision to send a combined military delegation
to Moscow to negotiate a military alliance with the USSR had a galvaniz-
ing effect on Hitler and Ribbentrop. They ordered Weizsäcker to instruct
Schulenburg on July 29 to sound out Molotov on his impressions of the
Berlin talks between Babarin, Astakhov, and Schnurre. Ribbentrop showed
his impatience by making the German position official on August 2; he
then repeated personally, to Astakhov, Schnurre’s statement on the absence
of conflict between German and Soviet interests in the area between the
Baltic and Black Seas, and said that an agreement could be reached with-
out difficulty. As for Poland, he thought Germany could destroy it in a
military campaign of a week to ten days, though he hoped this would not
be necessary. Astakhov repeated Molotov’s message that Moscow awaited
concrete proposals, to which Ribbentrop answered that he wanted to know
first if the Soviet government was interested in conducting talks either in
Berlin or in Moscow.95 Ribbentrop instructed Schulenburg to repeat his
statements to Molotov, and the ambassador did so on August 3. However,
Molotov was unforthcoming despite Schulenburg’s repetition of
Ribbentrop’s statement on there being no conflict of German and Soviet
interests between the Baltic and Black Seas. The commissar reminded the
ambassador of German support for Japanese aggression against the USSR,
and insisted on the economic agreement being signed first. He also used a
phrase similar to the one in his July 29 telegram to Astakhov: “Now every-
thing depends on the German side’s line of conduct.” Schulenburg had the
impression that the Soviet government still mistrusted Germany and would
conduct long negotiations with the French and British, whom it also dis-

94. For Molotov to Astakhov, July 29, after receipt of Astakhov’s full report, see
GK 2, no. 511; Gorlov, “Sovetsko-germanskii dialog,” 28. (See note 46 above).

95. On sounding out Molotov’s reaction to the talks with Babarin and Astakhov,
see Weizsäcker to Schulenburg, July 29, 1939, DGFP D VI, no. 736; on Ribbentrop’s
statement to Astakhov, August 2, 1939, see his telegrams to Schulenburg, August 3,
4, ibid., nos. 758, 770, and Schnurre report of August 3, ibid., no. 761. For Astakhov
report, see GK 2, no. 523, longer version in DVP 1939 I, no. 445. Schnurre wrote
of the Astakhov-Ribbentrop meeting as taking place on August 3, but both Astakhov
and Ribbentrop give August 2 as the date.
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trusted. He wrote that the Germans would have to make strenuous efforts
to bring the Soviet government around.96

While the Germans pressed for negotiations, Molotov kept insisting that
they make concrete proposals and that the trade-credit agreement be signed
first. On August 8, Astakhov sent Molotov a list of what the Germans were
ready to concede, and it was a great deal: disinterest in the fate of the Baltic
States—except for Lithuania—and also Bessarabia, as well as “Russian
Poland” [central Poland, including Warsaw, part of the Russian Empire in
1914]. They also distanced themselves from any aspirations to Ukraine. In
exchange, they wished to receive confirmation of Russian disinterest in
Danzig and in former German Poland [western or Prussian Poland in 1914],
with adjustments in Germany’s favor up to the Warta, or even the Vistula
line, and also in Galicia. Of course, discussions on the above could only
take place if there was no Anglo-French-Soviet military and political agree-
ment.97 Two days later, on August 10, Astakhov cabled that according to
Schnurre, who had just returned from seeing Ribbentrop at Obersalzburg
on August 8–9, the Germans wanted to know the Soviet attitude toward
either a peaceful or military solution of the Polish-German dispute over
Danzig and the Corridor. If there was war, Germany would not impinge on
Soviet interests, but wanted to know what these were. There was no con-
flict between German and Soviet interests in the region between the Baltic
and Black Seas, but the conclusion of a Soviet pact with Britain and France
would be a bad introduction to Soviet negotiations with Germany. Thus, it
is clear that on August 8–9 Hitler decided to press Stalin for an agree-
ment.98 On August 11, Molotov telegraphed Astakhov that the list of Ger-
man objectives cited in his letter of August 8, “interests us,” but their dis-
cussion required preparation. Intervening steps should take the form of a

96. For Schulenburg’s report on his conversation with Molotov, August 3, 1939,
see DGFP D VI, no.766; Molotov’s record, GK 2, no. 525, DVP 1939 I, no.446.
Stalin had eleven visitors on the evening of August 4. Molotov and Voroshilov were
there twice at the same time: 5 .00–9.15, and again 10.30–11.50 p.m., IA 1995, 5–
6, 47.

97. By Galicia, Schnurre meant East Galicia, now western Ukraine, see Astakhov
letter to Molotov, August 8, 1939, GK 2, no. 534, DVP 1939 I, no. 455. On the
evening of August 8, Stalin had 21 visitors; Molotov was there twice: 5.35–6.45,
and 9.55 p.m. to12.00 midnight, IA ibid.

98. See Astakhov telegram to Molotov, August 10, 1939, GK 2, no. 538, DVP
1939 I, no. 460; there are minor stylistic differences between the two texts. For
Hitler’s final decision on August 8–9 to seek an agreement with the USSR, see
Fleischhauer, Der Pakt, 292–295. On the evening of August 10, Stalin had 23 visi-
tors. Commissar for Defense Voroshilov and the Chief of the General Staff,
Shaposhnikov, visited twice; Zhdanov came as usual; Molotov was absent but prob-
ably saw Stalin earlier. The first visitor, Malenkov, arrived at 3.30 and the last
visitors left at 1 a.m.; see: IA 1995, 5–6, 47–48.
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trade-credit agreement, and agreement on other questions. He expected
the negotiations to take place in Moscow.99

Astakhov’s account of what the Germans were ready to offer, and then
his report of what Schnurre had told him on August 10, may have con-
vinced Stalin and Molotov that the time had come to begin “concrete”
negotiations, or this may have been due to some military information, or a
combination of both. Fifty years later, in late December 1989, Alexander
N. Yakovlev, Central Committee member and chairman of the commission
to examine Stalinist crimes and rehabilitate the victims, told the Second
Congress of People’s Deputies about the decision to begin negotiations with
the Germans. He stated that Stalin was informed on August 7 of German
readiness to start military action [against Poland] any day after August 25.
He said the situation was discussed on August 11 at a Politburo meeting,
which also took into account Hitler’s attempts to establish direct contact
with Chamberlain and the pessimistic prognosis of the [forthcoming] mili-
tary negotiations [with the Anglo-French delegation] in Moscow. In view
of all the above, it was decided to begin an official discussion of the ques-
tions raised by the Germans and to inform Berlin accordingly. This deci-
sion, said Yakovlev, led to the beginning of German-Soviet negotiations at
Molotov’s meeting with Schulenburg on August 15.100

The news allegedly received by Stalin on August 7 may have come from
German diplomat Rudolf von Scheliha, a paid Soviet agent in the German
embassy, Warsaw, with extensive contacts in high German political and
military circles. According to a Russian document, Scheliha reported on
August 7 that according to the German military attaché at the German
embassy in Warsaw, Colonel Gerstenberg, who had just returned from Ber-
lin, Hitler had decided on war and the start of military action against Po-
land was expected any day after August 25.101 This is the same wording as
that used in the Yakovlev report. However, there is no record of Hitler

99. See Molotov’s telegram to Astakhov, August 11, 1939, GK 2, no. 540.
100. For Yakovlev’s report on the secret protocol, December 24, 25, 1989, see

note 3 above. On the commission, the rifts within it, and Yakovlev report of De-
cember 23, 1989—but not the key report of Dec. 24—see Bezymensky, “The Secret
protocols of 1939” in Gorodetsky, Soviet Foreign Policy 1917–1991, 80–83.

101. Some of Rudolf von Scheliha’s reports were published in SPE, where his
name is consistently misspelled as “von Scheliah”; for his report of August 7, see
ibid., no. 308. Gerstenberg was presumably Alfred Gerstenberg, the German mili-
tary attaché in Bucharest in September 1940. Von Scheliha, a counselor in the Ger-
man embassy, Warsaw, was recruited in 1937 by Soviet intelligence for money he
needed to keep up his lavish lifestyle. In August, presumably after he sent this re-
port, he was transferred to the Information Section of the German Foreign Minis-
try, Berlin, where he continued to gather valuable information for Moscow until his
arrest in October 1942; he was executed. See Christopher Andrew and Oleg
Gordievsky, KGB. The Inside Story (New York, 1990), 240–241, 255–256, 276.
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making such a decision around August 5–7, though it is known that he was
furious at the Poles over a crisis in Polish-Danzig relations and reports
about the mistreatment of Germans in Poland. (The French and British
ambassadors cabled their government that these reports were false). It is
also known that Hitler fumed at the Poles to Hungarian Foreign Minister
István Csáky, whom he received at Berchtesgaden on August 8, but said he
still hoped the Poles would be reasonable. Also, the German ambassador
to Poland, Hans Adolf von Moltke, was instructed not to return to Po-
land.102 Thus, if Gerstenberg had said what Scheliha reported on August 7,
this was based probably on rumors in high German military circles and not
on any decision by Hitler. Finally, according to German records, Hitler did
not tell his military and political leaders of the date of the attack on Po-
land—August 26—until August 22. Indeed, it is clear he set this date on
August 21, when he had the agreement with Stalin in the bag. (On August
25, the attack date was changed to September 1). It is possible, though not
mentioned by Yakovlev, that Stalin knew of the meeting on August 7 of a
group of British businessmen with Hermann Goering on the island of Sylt
to sound out peace possibilities.103 Whatever the case might be, on August
12—the very day on which the Anglo-French and Soviet military conversa-
tions began in Moscow—Astakhov told Schnurre that he had instructions
from Molotov to say the Soviet government was interested in discussing
the groups of questions that had been raised earlier, but this could only be
undertaken gradually and in Moscow, leaving the choice of negotiator to
the Germans.104 Hitler rejoiced and shared the good news with Italian For-
eign Minister Galeazzo Ciano, who was visiting with him at the time.105

Perhaps August 11 marked the moment of Stalin’s final decision to align
with Hitler—or was it a significant step forward in this direction?

102. For Hitler-Csaky conversation, see DGFP D, VI, no. 784; instruction to
Moltke not to return to Warsaw, DGFP D, VII (London, Washington, 1956), no.
99.

103. It was actually Chamberlain who was sounding out Hitler, as witness Sir
Horace Wilson’s conversation with German ambassador Dirksen on August 3 (see
note 86 above). Goering told the British businessmen at Sylt on August 7, that no
Anglo-German conversations were possible unless Britain and Poland settled the
Danzig question with Germany. Later, Wilson proposed a nonaggression pact, again
in secret conversations with Fritz Hesse, press attaché at the German embassy, but
Hitler’s answer on August 20 was that Germany must have her demands on Poland
settled first, see Watt, How War Came, 404 ff. On August 11, Stalin saw Molotov
at 7.45–10.30 p.m. and Voroshilov, at 7:40–10:30 p.m. See IA 1995, no. 5–6, 48.
For Hitler’s statement of August 22, that the attack on Poland would begin August
26, see DGFP D VII,, no. 192.

104. See Astakhov’s letter to Molotov, August 12, 1939, GK 2, no. 541, DVP
1939 I, no. 462, and Schnurre telegram to Schulenburg, August 14, DGFP D VII,
no. 50.
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The Germans did not waste time after hearing Astakhov’s message of
August 12. After two days of frenetic consultations, Ribbentrop instructed
Schulenburg to transmit, through Molotov, Hitler’s personal message for
Stalin, and the ambassador did so on the evening of August 15. Hitler
proposed that Ribbentrop come to Moscow as soon as possible to lay the
Führer’s views before Stalin. The key part of the message read:

The Reich Government are of the opinion that there is no question between the
Baltic Sea and the Black Sea which cannot be settled to the complete satisfaction
of both countries. Among these are such questions as: the Baltic Sea, the Baltic
States, Poland, South-Eastern questions, etc.

Molotov said he would give an answer after communicating the message
to his government, but he made a significant statement. He referred to
what had been reported to him in June by the Soviet minister in Rome as
the “Schulenburg Plan” to improve German-Soviet relations. He said this
“plan” stipulated: (1) German-Soviet cooperation in regulating Soviet-Japa-
nese relations and the liquidation of their frontier conflicts; (2) the conclu-
sion of a nonaggression pact and a mutual guarantee of the Baltic States;
(3) a broad economic agreement between the two powers. Molotov now
asked whether the German government was interested in “refreshing” or
supplementing existing German-Soviet agreements, or in a nonaggression
pact? If so, there could be concrete negotiations. Schulenburg said he would
telegraph Molotov’s questions to Berlin.106 This was certainly a direct So-
viet proposal.

105. Schmidt record of Hitler-Ciano conversations at Obersalzburg, August 12,
ibid., no. 43, p. 49; Italian record, DDI, 8th ser., vol. XIII (Rome, 1953), no.4, p. 6.

106. Emphasis added, A.M.C. The German-Soviet agreements Molotov had in
mind were the Rapallo Treaty, 1922 and the Treaty of Berlin, 1926. For Ribbentrop’s
instruction to Schulenburg and the latter’s record of conversation with Molotov,
August 15, DGFP D VII, nos.51, 56, 79; Russian record, GK 2, no. 556, DVP
1939, I, no.468. This record was first published in Russia, along with records of
German-Soviet conversations on August 17, 19, the German-Soviet Credit Agree-
ment of August 19, also a translation of the German text of the nonaggression pact
and secret protocol of August 23 1939, and other documents in: International Af-
fairs, no. 10 (1989), 81–116, 143. For Soviet Chargé d’Affaires Leon B. Helfand’s
report from Rome, June 26, 1939, on the so-called Schulenburg Plan, see GK 2, no.
437, longer version in DVP 1939 I no. 399. This may have been an Italian effort,
perhaps inspired by Berlin, to speed up the German-Soviet agreement, for the coun-
selor of the German embassy, Moscow, Werner von Tippelskirch, reported on June
26, that the Italian ambassador, Augusto Rosso, told him the previous day he had
received a telegram from his government saying the moment had come to bring
about the breakdown of the Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations, see DGFP, D VI,
no.569. Helfand is not listed in vol. I. of the Russian diplomatic dictionary (Mos-
cow, 1984), presumably because he defected to the West in summer 1940.
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Though Molotov and Stalin did not seem to be in a hurry to conclude an
agreement with Germany, they gave Hitler—who was in a hurry—some
indirect encouragement. On August 16, an official in the News and Press
Department of the German Foreign Ministry reported that a M. Legrenier
(not identified) and a Mr. Barnes, described as a former correspondent of
the New York Herald Tribune in Moscow, both of whom were known to
enjoy excellent relations with the Soviet embassy in Berlin, had each given
independent but similar accounts of their conversations with Astakhov and
the Soviet press attaché, Smirnov. The Soviet diplomats were reported as
saying that Moscow intended to draw out negotiations with the Western
powers until Germany settled the Danzig question with Poland, a settle-
ment in which Moscow did not expect the Western powers to be involved.
After this, Russia would enter into political discussions with Germany. This
statement was also noted by an official of Ribbentrop’s office.107 It must
have made Hitler even more eager to secure an agreement with Stalin.

It has been known for some time that the German proposals which
Schulenburg put to Molotov on August 15 were reported that day to Wash-
ington by the American ambassador in Moscow, Laurence A. Steinhardt.
They had been communicated to Charles Bohlen of the U.S. embassy by his
tennis partner, Hans Heinrich (“Johnny”) von Herwarth, first secretary at
the German embassy, Moscow, and personal assistant to Ambassador von
Schulenburg. Both were covert opponents of the Nazi regime, but wished
for the peaceful return of Danzig and part of the Polish Corridor to Ger-
many. Indeed, Schulenburg hoped a German-Soviet agreement would ac-
complish this aim and thus prevent war. It is worth noting that information
on earlier German-Soviet talks had also reached Washington and had pro-
voked a reaction from President Franklin D. Roosevelt. Herwarth had passed
on to Bohlen the contents of the Schulenburg-Molotov conversation of
August 3, which the U.S. embassy transmitted to Washington. There is no
evidence that it was passed on to the British, French, or Polish govern-
ments, but Roosevelt warned the Soviet ambassador to the United States,
Konstantin A. Oumansky, that if war broke out in Europe and the Far
East, and if the Axis powers were victorious, then both the United States
and the USSR would be affected, but the latter would be affected immedi-
ately. Therefore, the president believed that an agreement against aggres-
sion on the part of other European powers would have a stabilizing effect.
This message was repeated by Steinhardt to Molotov on August 16, but it

107. Report on Soviet diplomats’ statements by Legrenier and Barnes, DGFP D
VII, no.84. Ralph Barnes had been the New York Herald Tribune correspondent in
Berlin, then Moscow, and in 1939 he was again in Berlin.
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did not seem to have any effect.108 After this, Washington did pass on
Steinhardt’s second report to the British. On August 17, the U.S. Under-Secre-
tary of State, Sumner Welles, told the British ambassador in Washington, Sir
Ronald Lindsay, that the German ambassador in Moscow had seen Molotov
two days earlier and transmitted an oral statement from Hitler to Stalin to the
effect that Germany had no aggressive intentions towards the Soviet Union,
and that there was no conflict of interest between the two powers “from the
Baltic to the Black Sea.” Thus, Germany was ready to discuss any territorial
questions in Eastern Europe and conversations should start very soon be-
cause she was ready to send a negotiator to Moscow immediately.109 How-
ever, this message was intercepted and delayed, most likely by Francis Herbert
King. Six years later, at the Potsdam Conference, Anthony Eden told Bohlen
that due to a communist spy in the Foreign Office code room, it was not
received until after Berlin had announced Ribbentrop’s forthcoming visit to
Moscow. The Lindsay telegram was, indeed, officially registered in the for-
eign office on August 18 at 9.30 a.m., but was not received in the Central
Department until August 22.110 Halifax told the U.S. ambassador, Joseph F.
Kennedy, on August 23, that [Sir Robert G.] Vansittart [the chief diplomatic
adviser to the Foreign Office] “believes there is a provision in the agreement
providing for the fourth partition of Poland.”111 Perhaps, Vansittart had read
the Lindsay telegram, or perhaps also the report sent that day to Paris by the
French ambassador in Berlin, Robert Coulondre. Whatever Vansittart’s source,
he informed Halifax, who passed it on to Kennedy.

108. For Steinhardt report, August 15, 1939, see FRUS 1939, I, 334–35; see
also Charles Bohlen, Witness to History 1929–1939 (New York, 1973), 80–82, and
Hans von Herwarth, with S. Frederick Starr, Against Two Evils (New York, 1981),
159–160. For report on German proposals of August 3, see U.S. Chargé in the Soviet
Union (Grummon) to secretary of state, Moscow, August 3, 1939, FRUS 1939, I,
292–293. For President Roosevelt’s warning to Ambassador Oumansky, with re-
quest that Steinhardt repeat it to Molotov, see under secretary of state to Steinhardt,
August 4, 1939, ibid., 293–294; for Steinhardt’s report on conversation with Molotov,
August 16, ibid., 296–298; Russian record: SPE no.329, GK 2, no. 564.

109. For Welles’ report on German proposals of August 15 to the British ambas-
sador, see Sir Ronald Lindsay to Halifax, Washington, August 17, 1939, DBFP 3rd

ser. VII (London, 1954), no.41.
110. See Watt, “Francis Herbert King,” Intelligence and National Security, vol.

3, no. 4 (1988): 79, and his “An Intelligence Surprise: The Failure of the Foreign
Office to Anticipate the Nazi-Soviet Pact,” Intelligence and National Security, vol.
4, no. 3 (1989): 524; here Watt names the Soviet agent as John Herbert King. For
Eden to Bohlen at Potsdam, see Bohlen, Witness to History, 80–82. Herwarth writes
that the message was not deciphered until after the spy was replaced, Against Two
Evils, 161, but this is incorrect because King was arrested after September 4, see
note 116 below.

111. Kennedy to secretary of state, August 23, 1939, FRUS, 1939, I, 339–340.
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There is no documentary evidence that the British government commu-
nicated the contents of Lindsay’s telegram—once it had reached the For-
eign Office Central Department on August 22—either to the French or the
Polish governments. The same is true of the information regarding the
German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact signed on August 23. This news was
transmitted again by Herwarth to Bohlen, reported by Steinhardt to Wash-
ington on August 24, and communicated by the latter that same day to the
British ambassador in Moscow.112 It must be assumed that the latter in-
formed his government, but there is no published document showing the
State Department transmitted this news to the British or French ambassa-
dor in Washington. It is also clear that the Polish ambassador in Washing-
ton was not informed, even though some high U.S. officials were fully cog-
nizant of what it meant for Poland. Instead, President Roosevelt decided to
launch another appeal for peace to European heads of state, including Hitler
and President Ignacy Móscicki of Poland.113 It is also strange that though
Ambassador Coulondre had warned Paris on August 22 of an imminent
German-Soviet agreement, and two days later communicated reports from
high Berlin circles that a German-Soviet understanding had been reached
“regulating” the situation in Eastern Europe—including a partition of Po-
land along the Vistula River—there is no evidence of this being communi-
cated to the Polish ambassador in Paris. Vansittart probably heard of it
through his own channels in Berlin or Paris. Perhaps French Premier Daladier
hoped that, despite the German-Soviet Nonaggression Pact, French agree-
ment to the passage of Soviet troops through Poland—sent to General Jo-
seph Doumenc in Moscow on the night of August 21—might still allow the
conclusion of a Franco-British-Soviet alliance to deter Hitler from war, even
if it meant the Soviet annexation of eastern Poland, as reported by Coulondre
three days later on August 24. (In fact, Bonnet may have envisaged this in

112. See Herwarth, Against Two Evils, 166–167, and Bohlen, Witness to His-
tory, 82–83; Steinhardt to secretary to state, August 24, 1939 noon (received Wash-
ington, August 24 11:15 a.m.), FRUS, 1939, I 342–343; on informing the British
ambassador and his incredulity, see Steinhardt to secretary of state, August 24, 5
p.m (received 5:.40 p.m), ibid., 343–344. For Polish text and comments, see Piotr S.
Wandycz, “Telegram Steinhardta,” Zeszyty Historyczne, no. 84 (Paris, 1988): 204–
207.

113. Under Secretary of State Adolf A. Berle noted in his diary on August 24 that
in view of what was known in Washington about the German-Soviet agreement to
partition Poland, “a strong message” to the latter, as urged from London by Am-
bassador Joseph P. Kennedy, would have to start with some such words as: “In view
of the fact that your suicide is required, kindly oblige” etc., see Adolf A. Berle,
Navigating the Rapids, 1918–1971 (New York, 1973), 243. For Roosevelt’s peace
appeal of August 24 to Móscicki and the latter’s reply see FRUS 1939, I, 361–62,
368.
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May).114 If so, it would not be in Daladier’s interest to inform the Polish
government of the Coulondre report.

The grounds for the decision of the British and French governments not
to communicate to the Poles the terms of the forthcoming Nazi-Soviet agree-
ment, and then the agreement itself, are not known. It is most likely they
still hoped to secure Soviet alliance or neutrality, if need be, at Poland’s
expense. Furthermore, in the second half of August, Hitler was intensifying
his pressure on Poland, so British and French statesmen were primarily
focusing on this crisis, which threatened to erupt into war. But it is also a
fact that, though Halifax had mentioned the possibility of a German-So-
viet agreement at a Cabinet meeting in June, the Foreign Office—like the
Poles—refused to take it seriously, and this despite a number of reports
received between May and July 1939.115 In particular, Krivitsky’s warnings
about the imminence of a Nazi-Soviet pact had been dismissed by the for-
eign office as “twaddle,” “rigmarole,” and “directly contrary to all our
other information.” It was only after the conclusion of the pact that he was
listened to with more respect. After this, he was instrumental in unmasking
Soviet spies in the Foreign Office. According to an unpublished entry in
Under-Secretary of State Alexander Cadogan’s diary on September 4, a
telegram was received that day from Washington with some information
on “leaks over the last four years, from someone in communications.”
King was arrested soon thereafter and on September 26, Cadogan noted
that investigators were “on the track of others” who remain unknown. In
any case, the whole staff of the communications department was dismissed
and a new order established, though Soviet moles elsewhere would con-
tinue espionage on Moscow’s behalf for many years to come.116

114. See Coulondre to Bonnet, August 22, 1939, DDF, 2nd ser. XVIII (Paris,
1985), no. 253, 301–302 (the document heading erroneously lists François-Poncet
as the ambassador, whereas he was then French ambassador in Rome, A.M.C); for
Coulondre report, August 24, on German information about the partition of Po-
land, see ibid., no.377, 451 (here Moscow is erroneously listed instead of Berlin, as
the origin of the telegram A.M.C). For Bonnet’s note of a conversation with Suritz,
May 26, with the former’s comment on abandoning the Baltic States and part of
Poland as the price of the Soviet alliance, see DDF 2nd ser. XVI, no. 289. However,
the editorial note states this may have been written by Bonnet later to justify his
policy (presumably, his appeasement of Germany, A.M.C) see ibid., p. 571. For
Daladier telegram to Doumenc of August 21, received the next day, see discussion
of Moscow negotiations later in this paper.

115. See Watt, “An Intelligence Surprise,” especially the appendix listing twenty-
two “Warnings or intimations of Nazi-Soviet Negotiations which are recorded as
having reached British representatives, April-August 1939,” 532–534.

116. On the arrest of King and others, see Watt, “Francis Herbert King,” 7.
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As mentioned earlier, Poland was frequently blamed by Soviet and Western
sources, both at the time and since, for the breakdown of the Anglo-Franco-
Soviet military negotiations in Moscow. However, German documents avail-
able since the late 1950s, as well as recently published Russian documents,
do not support this conclusion. Indeed, one Russian document throws new
light on Stalin’s thinking just before the Anglo-French mission arrived in
Moscow. On August 7, Stalin dictated instructions to Voroshilov on how
to conduct the negotiations with the British and French military delegations.
By this time, of course, the “Vozhd” knew that Hitler was ready to offer him
what he wanted regarding Poland, the Baltic States, and southeastern Europe.
What is striking in these instructions is Stalin’s deep distrust of France and
Britain and the listing of Russian demands that he expected their representa-
tives to refuse. The instructions are worth quoting in full:

1. agreement by both sides on secrecy;
2. first, present our full powers to conduct negotiations, and then ask the

leaders of the Anglo-French delegation whether they also have full
powers from their governments to sign a military convention with the
USSR.

3. If they do not have such full powers, show surprise, throw up your
hands, and “respectfully” ask what was the purpose of their govern-
ments in sending them to the USSR.

4. If they answer that they were sent to negotiate and prepare the ground
for signing the military convention, ask them if they have any plan to
defend the future allies, i.e. France, England, USSR etc., against ag-
gression by the aggressors’ bloc in Europe.

5. If it appears that they don’t have any concrete plan of defense against
aggression in one variant or another, which is unlikely, then ask them
on the basis of what questions, what defense plan, the French and
English think they will conduct negotiations with the military delega-
tion of the USSR.

6. If the French and English still insist on negotiations, then direct these
to the discussion of separate, principal questions, mainly on allowing
the passage of our armies through the Vilna corridor and Galicia, also
through Romania.

7. If it appears that the free passage of our armies through the territory of
Poland and Romania is ruled out, then declare that without [the fulfill-
ment of] this condition agreement is impossible, because without the
free passage of Soviet armies through the indicated territories any vari-
ant of defense against aggression is doomed to failure, [and] that we
do not consider it possible to participate in an undertaking that is
doomed to fail.

8. To requests that we show the French and English delegations our de-
fense factories, institutes, military units and military instruction centers,
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say that after the visit of the pilot Lindbergh to the USSR in 1938, the
Soviet government forbade showing defense enterprises and military
units to foreigners, except to our allies—when these appear on the
scene.117

It is true that in his earlier memorandum on Soviet ideas for the negotia-
tions, the chief of the Soviet General Staff, Boris M. Shaposhnikov, had
specified the passage of Soviet troops through Poland (against Germany)
and through Romania (to aid Turkey).118 These would, indeed, be the logi-
cal directions of Soviet military action against Germany—if it was intended.
However, no Russian documents have surfaced to prove that it was. More-
over, Stalin’s instructions to Voroshilov indicate that a Franco-British agree-
ment to Soviet demands was not expected. Indeed, Voroshilov told a mem-
ber of the French delegation almost at the outset that he did not believe the
Polish and Romanian governments were asking for Soviet help, and ac-
cording to a French report, the Soviet demands for troop passage through
those countries did not seem to be sincere.119

In fact, the Soviet government had not raised the issue until Voroshilov
did so at the first official meeting of the delegations on August 12, and
made it the key Russian condition two days later. It is worth noting that on
that day, August 14, Voroshilov asked for a fifteen-minute interval when
the head of the British delegation, Admiral Ernle Drax, asked how Soviet
armed forces would be used if permission were given for passage through
the Poland and Romania. After the interval—when Voroshilov clearly con-
sulted Stalin—he read a statement that talks could not go on since, without

117. See DVP 1939, I, no. 453, p.584 (trans. A.M.C). Voroshilov was with
Stalin on August 7 between 6.35 and 10 p.m; other visitors included Molotov,
Zhdanov, Malenkov, and Kaganovich, see: IA 1995, no. 5–6, 47. The Lindberghs
had paid flying visits to the USSR in 1931 and 1933, and flew in for a short visit in
August 1938. They received royal treatment, so the Russians were greatly angered
by a report on Lindbergh’s negative remarks on the Russian air force and bad Soviet
conditions, also his expectation that the Soviet system would collapse. The report
was printed in the London news sheet, The Week, see Wayne S. Cole, Charles A.
Lindbergh and the Battle Against American Intervention in World War II (New
York and London, 1974), 29.

118. For Shaposhnikov’s memorandum of August 4, 1939, see GK 2, no. 527;
DVP 1939, I, no. 447; on passage through Poland and Romania, p.575.

119. In his end report on the negotiations, Jacques Antoine Williaume, French
corvette captain and professor at the École de Guerre Navale, noted that at the
August 14 session, there was an atmosphere of great doubt about the sincerity of
Soviet demands for troop passage through Poland and Romania. He also recorded
Voroshilov as saying: “Je ne crois pas que la Pologne et la Roumanie demandent
notre aide,” see Williaume report, Monday, August 14, section 29, DDF 2nd ser.
XVIII, Addenda, V, p. 598.
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a positive solution to this question, the attempt to conclude a military con-
vention was “doomed to failure.” However, once a positive answer was
received, the Soviet military mission would be willing “to set out its plan
for joint action against aggression in Europe.” Three days later, in the early
afternoon of August 17, he announced that the negotiations were suspended
until August 20 or 21, justifying this by the lack of a Franco-British reply
on the passage of Soviet troops through Poland and Romania. However,
he agreed with the British suggestion that the negotiations resume on the
later date.120

The suspension of the Moscow talks led to strenuous Anglo-French ef-
forts—more French than British—to secure the Polish government’s agree-
ment to the passage of Soviet troops. However, the Poles said the Russians
were not to be trusted. There was no assurance, they said, that once they
were on Polish soil, they would fight the Germans. The USSR was expected
to be neutral in a Polish-German war, so once the Russians came in they
would not fight but just stay, i.e., annex eastern Poland. There was also
mention of the Pi³sudski dogma that no foreign troops could be allowed on
Polish soil, and of the Polish belief that while the Germans threatened the
Poles with physical destruction, the Soviets threatened to destroy their souls.
Ultimately, all that could be obtained on August 19 was Polish agreement
for the Anglo-French military mission either to convey the Poles’ negative
answer, or to say the question had not been raised in Warsaw. Captain
Beaufre, sent to the Polish capital from Moscow, left with this message on
August 20, arriving in Moscow the next day. The French military attaché
in Warsaw, General Félix Musse, telegraphed the news to Paris that after-
noon and, according to Beaufre, also to General Doumenc in Moscow.121

120. For the Russian record of the military talks through August 17, see: SPE
nos. 314–317, 319, 327–328, 33; GK 2, nos. 546–548, 559–560, 566, and sum-
mary in DVP 1939, I, no.506; British record, DBFP D 3rd ser., VI, appendix V;
French record, DDF 2nd ser., XVII , part II, and Addenda; XVIII, part I.

121. For Beaufre’s account of his Warsaw mission, see note 6 above; for French
documents on the efforts to obtain Polish assent to Soviet troop passage, August 17–
20, see DDF 2nd ser. XVIII, note 108. See also account by Léon Noël, Polonia Restituta.
La Pologne entre deux mondes (Paris, 1984), ch. XXI. In writing this negative ac-
count of prewar Poland, the aged ambassador did not bother to read the DDF docu-
ments, but relied on his memory and older sources. For the Polish side, see £ukasiewicz
papers, “Franco-British-Soviet Negotiations in Moscow,” Diplomat in Paris, 233–
252 and Dyplomata w Pary¿u, 283–304. For Polish diplomatic documents on Anglo-
French-Soviet negotiations, see “Polskie akty dyplomatyczne odnosz¹ce siê do rokowañ
brytyjsko-francusko-sowieckich w okresie przed wybuchem drugiej wojny óswiatowej,”
Bellona, styczeñ-marzec (1955): 60–77. See also the notes on the allied negotiations
with Russia and pressure exerted on Poland, written later from memory by the Polish
Chief of Staff, General Wac³aw Stachiewicz, Wiernósci dochowás ¿o³nierskiej, edited
by Marek Tarczyñski (Warsaw, 1998), 126–140.
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It should be noted that just before and during the Moscow negotiations,
Soviet hints to the Germans seemed designed to increase Berlin’s desire for an
agreement with the USSR. Thus, on August 10, Schulenburg reported from
Moscow that according to “a reliable source,” the British were conceding the
Soviet right, in the event of a direct attack on a Baltic State, to move in troops
under the guarantee, even if the state in question did not request assistance.
This may have referred to a new formula discussed in the Foreign Office. If
so, it could have been obtained by King and passed on to Moscow. On Au-
gust 14, the German embassy in London passed on another report from the
“reliable source” that Strang, who had just returned from Moscow, was opti-
mistic about an alliance between Britain, France, and the USSR Furthermore,
as mentioned earlier, on August 16, the German Foreign Ministry learned
that, according to Astakhov and Smirnov , the Soviet side was deliberately
drawing out the negotiations until the Danzig-Corridor question was settled
to Germany’s advantage Finally, on August 17, the German embassy in Lon-
don reported that according to the “reliable source,” the Moscow negotia-
tions were going well and the Poles were ready to begin staff talks with the
Soviets.122 This news is unlikely to have come from the Anglo-French mission
or the British Foreign or War Offices, so it may have been a Soviet fabrication
meant to worry the Germans.

As it turned out, the Soviet leaders did not wait for the results of Anglo-
French efforts in Warsaw, but decided to suspend the military negotiations
before these efforts began. In fact, there was a direct connection between
Hitler’s instruction of August 16 to Schulenburg to see Molotov, and the
suspension of the military negotiations by Voroshilov the next day. Hitler’s
directive to Schulenburg to seek an immediate appointment with Molotov
led the ambassador to instruct Counselor Hilger at 10 a.m. on August 17
to request an audience for the ambassador with the commissar. On hearing
this, Stalin ordered Voroshilov to confront the French and British military
delegates with the demand that they provide an answer on Soviet troop
passage through Poland, and as mentioned earlier, the negotiations were
suspended that afternoon until August 21. Stalin also instructed Molotov
on August 17 to see the German ambassador by 8 p.m. at the latest, to hear
what he had to say.123 When Molotov met with Schulenburg that evening,

122. Schulenburg report, August 10, see DGFP D VII, no. 14. On Strang being
optimistic (which he was not), see report of August 14, ibid., no.55. For Legrenier
and Barnes on Astakhov and Smirnov statements, see note 107 above; report on
alleged on Polish-Russian staff talks, August 17, DGFP, ibid., no. 99.

123. For the linkage between Schulenburg’s message to Hilger and the suspen-
sion of the military negotiations on August 17 by Voroshilov, see Fleischhauer, Der
Pakt, 320–321 . For the Russian record of the discussions by military delegations
on August 17 and the suspension of talks, see GK 2, no. 566.
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the German ambassador declared his government was ready to conclude a
nonaggression pact with the USSR and to give a joint German-Soviet guar-
antee to the Baltic States. It was also ready to use its offices to improve
Soviet-Japanese relations. Furthermore, Hitler believed that given the dan-
gerous situation—imminent war with Poland—Ribbentrop was ready to
come to Moscow as the German plenipotentiary any time after August 18,
to negotiate and sign the nonaggression agreement. Schulenburg also gave
the commissar an aide-mémoire to this effect. Molotov, for his part, gave
the ambassador an aide-mémoire stating that the first step should be the
conclusion of the trade-credit agreement, and then the signature of a non-
aggression pact or confirmation of the neutrality treaty of 1926; this should
be signed simultaneously with a secret protocol on the interest of the two
parties in these and other questions of foreign policy. The protocol would
be an organic part of the pact. Schulenburg asked about the secret proto-
col, but Molotov said that first there must be a draft of the nonaggression
pact, or the confirmation of a neutrality agreement. Ribbentrop could come
to Moscow that week, or the next.124

Two days later, on August 19 at 9.30 p.m. Paris time—11.30 p.m. Mos-
cow time—Daladier received a telephone message from General Musse in
Warsaw on the failure of French efforts to get the Poles to agree to the
passage of Soviet troops. Even if this news reached Stalin immediately, ei-
ther from Warsaw or from Paris, it is unlikely it could have been deci-
phered until late that night, and in any case, Molotov had proposed a non-
aggression agreement and secret protocol to the German ambassador two
days earlier. What is more, on the afternoon of August 19—that is, before
the Polish reply was reported by Musse to Daladier in Paris and/or to
Doumenc in Moscow—Molotov twice called in Schulenburg to see him.
On the second occasion, he handed the ambassador the proposed Soviet
text of the nonaggression treaty, though he did not supply a draft of the
secret protocol, saying this would be negotiated later. It is significant that,
unlike previous Soviet nonaggression pacts, this one did not stipulate abro-
gation if one of the parties was involved in aggression against a third coun-
try. Thus, Hitler knew that Moscow had no objection to his attack on
Poland. As in the Soviet aide-mémoire of August 17, the postscript to the
Soviet draft of August 19 stated the pact would come into force only with
the simultaneous signature of a separate protocol based on points of inter-
est to the foreign policy of both sides, and that this protocol was to form an

124. Emphasis added, A.M.C. For the Russian record of the Molotov-Schulenburg
conversation, August 17,with Russian and German aide-mémoires, see GK 2, no.570,
DVP 1939 I, no. 470; German record and same, DGFP D VII, no. 105.
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integral part of the pact.125 Thus, it is clear that the Soviet side stipulated
this condition. As for the German-Soviet trade-credit agreement, it was
signed in Berlin on August 19. However, as Schnurre told Fleischhauer
many years later, the directive for Babarin to sign did not arrive from Mos-
cow until very late that night.126

It is not known exactly what impelled Stalin to have Molotov give
Schulenburg a draft of the nonaggression pact on August 19, though it can
be assumed that Hitler’s pressure for Ribbentrop’s visit to Moscow within
the next few days may have been the key factor. However, Fleischhauer
and most Russian historians offer another explanation, which is in general
agreement with part of Yakovlev’s report of December 23, 1989, on the
nonaggression pact. Yakovlev stated that on August 19–20, Stalin received
documented indications that England, France, and Poland would not change
their attitude. Yakovlev went on to say that Stalin apparently hoped to
influence England and France by concluding the pact but miscalculated,
for after it was signed the Western powers lost all constructive interest in
the USSR.127 However, it should be noted with regard to the first statement
that Molotov had told Schulenburg two days earlier, on August 17, that
the Soviet government was ready to sign a nonaggression pact with Ger-
many, and that a secret protocol must be an integral part of it. As for
Yakovlev’s second statement, it is not true that France and Britain lost
interest in a treaty with the USSR, as witness Daladier’s agreement on Au-
gust 21 to the passage of Soviet troops through Poland. The British de-
clared their agreement on August 24, that is, after the signing of the nonag-
gression pact (see below). Still, it is possible that Stalin intended to use the
pact as a lever to force the western powers to grant his demand regarding
Poland and Romania, for he could only have welcomed British and French
approval of Soviet military entry into those countries. Or he might have
calculated that if he had agreements with both sides and Germany seized
western, northern, and central Poland, he could annex eastern Poland and

125. Emphasis added, A.M.C. For the German record of the Molotov-
Schulenburg conversations August 19, see: DGFP D VII, no.132; Russian record:
GK 2, no. 572, DVP 1939 I no.474. Fleischhauer believes the fighting in the Far
East was at the heart of Stalin’s nonaggression draft proposal, Der Pakt, p.332, but
see note 84 above.

126. For Schnurre’s account of the delays, see Fleischhauer, Der Pakt, 522, note
471 to part III; for the text of the agreement, except part C, listing what the USSR
was to supply to Germany, see: GK, 2, no.575; on part C, see note 71 above. For
the text of the Credit Agreement, see also Edward F. Ericson, Feeding the German
Eagle: Soviet Economic Aid to Nazi Germany, 1933–1941 (London, 1999), Ap-
pendix B; for lists of goods exchanged by Germany and the USSR, 1939–41, ibid.,
Tables 2.7–3.1.
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justify this by Soviet security reasons without jeopardizing an alliance with
the Western powers. Whatever Stalin’s calculations may have been, on
August 21, he agreed to Hitler’s personal request that Ribbentrop come to
Moscow and the date was set for August 23.128 He could hardly refuse the
Führer’s request without risking the loss of the nonaggression pact.

As mentioned earlier, the German and Soviet governments announced
the signature of the economic agreement and Ribbentrop’s forthcoming
visit to Moscow on August 21 and 22 respectively. The Anglo-French-So-
viet talks, suspended on August 17, resumed at 11.03 a.m. on August 21,
but were adjourned at 5.25 p.m. for an indefinite time. They were not
resumed despite Daladier’s instruction, sent to General Doumenc on the
night of August 21, that France agreed to the passage of Soviet troops
through Poland, that is, through the Wilno corridor and, if necessary, also
through Galicia and Romania. Delivery of this instruction was delayed by
Soviet intelligence for several hours, so it was conveyed by the French gen-
eral to Voroshilov at 6.30 p.m. the next day. The latter did not find it
sufficient because the British delegation had not announced its government’s
agreement, even though they did not dissent. [Drax was instructed to asso-
ciate himself with Doumenc on August 24]. Moreover, Voroshilov now
made a new demand: that the Polish and Romanian governments them-
selves give their agreement, and Molotov repeated the same demand to
Naggiar.129 The French government seized on this straw to pursue an agree-
ment with the USSR regardless of the nonaggression pact. In 1946, Daladier
defended himself publicly against charges of preventing an Anglo-French-
Soviet alliance in 1939. He claimed to have called in Polish Ambassador
£ukasiewicz on the morning of August 21 and told him that if he did not
inform him that afternoon, after telephoning Warsaw, that the Polish

127. For Yakovlev’s statement of December 23, 1989 on information received
by Stalin on August 19–20 that Britain, France, and Poland did not intend to change
their position, and on Polish refusal of the passage of Soviet troops, see 1939 God,
486, also other sources listed in note 3 above.

128. For Schulenburg’s delivery of Hitler’s message to Molotov August 21, and
the latter’s communication of Stalin’s agreement to Ribbentrop’s arrival on August
23, see DGFP D VII, nos. 157, 159; for the Russian texts of the Hitler-Stalin mes-
sages, see GK 2, nos. 582, 583; Stalin message, DVP 1939 I, no. 478. Fleischhauer
sees August 21 as the date of Stalin’s decision to line up with Hitler, Der Pakt, 339.
The question of Ribbentrop’s arrival may have been discussed on the evening of
August 20, when Stalin saw 14 visitors, of whom Molotov stayed the longest as
usual, from 6 to 10.35 p.m., see: IA 1995, 5–6, 48–49.

129. For Daladier to Doumenc, August 21, see DDF, 2nd ser., vol. XVIII, no.182,
p.232 and note 5. Voroshilov’s conversation with Doumenc, August 22, SPE no.342;
for Doumenc to Daladier, August 23, 1.32 a.m., DDF ibid., no. 268 (the document
number is misprinted as 2 instead of 268); Naggiar’s report on Molotov to Naggiar,
ibid., no. 267. On Drax associating himself with Doumenc, August 24, ibid., no.348.
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government agreed to the passage of Soviet troops, he, Daladier, would
raise the whole question of the Franco-Polish alliance at a meeting of the
Council of Ministers. If, however, the ambassador did not manifest Polish
opposition by the afternoon, Daladier would telegraph General Doumenc
authorizing him to sign the military convention that was proposed [by the
Soviets]. However, Ambassador £ukasiewicz denied Daladier had presented
him with this ultimatum. The ambassador wrote that if this had occurred,
he would have refused to accept it, or proposed it be sent to Ambassador
Noël for delivery in Warsaw, or he would have threatened to resign and
made this public, something that would have been very inconvenient for
Daladier.130 As mentioned above, Daladier sent the French agreement to
Doumenc anyway.

The Polish government and press received the news of the nonaggression
pact calmly. In an instruction of August 23 to Polish diplomatic posts, Beck
wrote the pact was proof of the Soviets’ double-dealing, indicating they did
not want to engage themselves on either side, but would welcome the pos-
sibility of a European war. He took comfort from the assumption that like
other Soviet nonaggression pacts, this one too must have a clause abrogat-
ing the agreement if one of the parties became involved in hostilities with a
third party.131 British Ambassador Kennard reported on August 24 that
Polish reaction to the news of the pact was calm; the Polish press was
taking the line that Russia was withdrawing from Europe, and nothing had
changed.132 This view, as well as the fact that Britain supported Soviet troop
passage only if Germany attacked Poland, made it easier for the Poles to agree
to a formula allowing the continuation of the Franco-British-Soviet talks in
Moscow. As General Musse wrote in his final report, Ambassador Noël made
an urgent démarche to Beck in the late evening of August 23, and the Polish
foreign minister accepted a formula that General Doumenc was to use in
speaking to the head of the Soviet delegation in Moscow. He could state:

We have acquired the certainty that, in case of common action against a German
aggression, collaboration between Poland and the USSR, in technical conditions
to be determined, is not excluded (or is possible).

130. For Daladier’s claim of what he allegedly said to the Polish ambassador and
the latter’s rebuttal, see Diplomat in Paris, 252–253, Polish text in Juliusz
£ukasiewicz, Dyplomata w Pary¿u 1936–1939, 298–299.

131. For Beck’s Instruction, August 23,1939, see Akty dyplomatyczne, 75, re-
printed in W³adys³aw T. Kowalski, Polska w polityce miêdzynarodowej (1939–
1945). Zbiór dokumentów, 1939 (Warsaw, 1989), no.163, 466.

132. For Kennard’s report of August 24, 1939 on Polish calm, see British Docu-
ments on Foreign Affairs, part II, series F, vol. 58, Poland, 1939 (Lanham, MD,1990),
doc. 303, 307.
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The French and British General Staffs therefore consider that all the hypoth-
eses for collaboration should be studied immediately.

The text of the British message to Moscow, as agreed with the Poles,
was more specific and closer to Polish thinking. It read:

We have learned for certain that in the event of common action against German
aggression, collaboration under technical conditions to be settled subsequently
between Poland and the USSR, is not to be excluded.133

However, there was no communication between the Anglo-French military
mission and Voroshilov, who did not answer their joint letter to him until
August 25 when he met separately with the British and French delegation
leaders. When Doumenc reiterated his message to Voroshilov, he was told
that the talks between the military delegations could not continue because
“political conditions had changed.” [The Anglo-Polish Mutual Assistance
Treaty was signed in London that afternoon]. When British Admiral Drax
asked whether, in view of the change in the international situation, the Soviet
government still desired to continue the talks, Voroshilov said he had been
unable to reply to the joint letter of the French and British delegations—
because he had been on a duck hunt ! He then said that, to his regret, the change in
the international situation made any further conversations useless.134

As is known, the Nazi-Soviet Nonaggression Pact was signed on August
23, while the secret protocol was worked out and signed at the Kremlin on
the night of August 23–24. No Russian record of these negotiations has
been published, but it is clear the Germans quickly gave up any claims they
may have had to East Galicia. Furthermore, according to German sources
Stalin demanded the inclusion of the Latvian ports of Libau (Liepaja) and

133. For the French version of the formula agreed in the late evening of August
23 between Beck and Noël, see the latter’s telegram of August 23, DDF 2nd ser.
XVIII, no. 275, and Musse report of August 24, ibid., no. 396, p. 480 (trans. A.M.C).
Halifax informed Kennard on August 22, that Britain gave general support to France
regarding the passage of Soviet troops through Poland, but only if the latter was at
war with Germany, DBFP 3rd ser. VII, no. 150. For the text of the Polish message, as
reported by the British ambassador, see Kennard to Halifax, August 23, 1939, 3. 30
p.m., ibid., no.176. The Polish version, as communicated by Beck to £ukasiewicz,
did not mention an eventual agreement between Poland and the USSR; see Diplo-
mat in Paris, p. 257.

134. For the meeting between Voroshilov and key members of the Anglo-French
Mission, August 25, 1 p.m., see DDF, ibid., no. 457 and DBFP, ibid., no. 277
(including Voroshilov on duck hunt), and Appendix II, pp. 613–614. Voroshilov
also saw the British and French ambassadors, but separately so they could not
communicate with each other, see point 7 in report by General T.G. Heywood,
DBFP, 3rd ser. VI, 607.
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Windau (Ventspils) in the Soviet sphere of influence, and Ribbentrop re-
ceived Hitler’s agreement to this by telephone. On August 28, the Pisa River
was added, at Molotov’s request, to the northern part of the demarcation
line in Poland.135 Indeed, this line, which ran through the middle of War-
saw, was shown as the demarcation line between the Soviet and German
armies on the map published in Pravda on September 23. This map was
published in several Soviet newspapers over the next few days.

In the early hours of September 17, just after Stalin informed the Ger-
man ambassador that Soviet troops were about to enter Poland, Potemkin
read an official note, signed by Molotov, to Polish Ambassador Grzybowski,
who was summoned to Potemkin’s office at 2 a.m. The note—which the
ambassador refused to accept, but was delivered to the Polish embassy
during his interview with Potemkin—read as follows:

The Polish-German war has revealed the internal bankruptcy of the Polish State.
In ten days of hostilities, Poland has lost all its industrial regions and cultural
centers. Warsaw no longer exists as the capital of Poland. The Polish govern-
ment has collapsed and shows no signs of life. Therefore, the treaties concluded
between the USSR and Poland have ceased to operate. Abandoned to its fate and
left without leadership, Poland has become a fertile field for any accidental and
unexpected contingency, which may constitute a threat to the USSR. Because of
this, the Soviet Government, which had been neutral hitherto, can no longer
maintain a neutral attitude toward these facts.

Nor can the Soviet Government remain indifferent when its blood brothers,
the Ukrainians and Belorussians living on Polish territory, having been aban-
doned to their fate, are left without protection.

In view of this state of affairs, the Soviet Government has instructed the high
command of the Red Army to order troops across the frontier and to take under
their protection the lives and property of the population of Western Ukraine and
Western White Russia.

At the same time, the Soviet Government intends to take every step to deliver
the Polish people from the disastrous war into which they have been plunged by
their unwise leaders, and to give them an opportunity to live a peaceful life.136

135. On the negotiation of the secret protocol at the Kremlin during the night of
August 23–24, see Fleischhauer, Der Pakt, 381–399; for German documents, see
DGFP D VII, nos.205, 206, 210. Herwarth writes that he was sitting at the tele-
phone in the German embassy, passing Soviet requests to Hitler, as transmitted by
Ribbentrop. He was surprised that Hitler approved each request immediately, see
Against Two Evils, 165. For the addition of the Pisa River to the line of August 23,
in the agreement signed by Molotov and Schulenburg on August 28, see GK 2,
no.614, DVP 1939 I, no. 507.

136. Potemkin note to Grzybowski, September 17, 1939, PWB no. 175, DPSR
I, no.43, Degras, SDFP III, 374; Russian text: DiM VII, no. 105, Dokumenty



The Nazi-Soviet Pact of August 23, 1939 213

Vneshnei Politiki, vol. XXII, 1939, Kniga II (Moscow, 1992) no.597 (henceforth:
DVP 1939 II]; for Potemkin record of the conversation, see: ibid., no. 596; for
Grzybowski’s account, see his “Final Report,” PWB no.184, DPSR I, no.69. The
same note was sent to foreign ambassadors in Moscow, see Steinhardt to Secretary
of State, September 17, 1939, FRUS 1939 I, 428–429.

137. In a previous version of this statement, the Soviet government was to say
that it was coming to help their Ukrainian and Belorussian brothers threatened by
the German Wehrmacht. Molotov explained to the Germans that this was to justify
the Soviet intervention in the eyes of the masses, so it would not appear as the
aggressor, but Ribbentrop voiced strong objections, see DGFP D, VIII (London,
Washington, 1954), nos. 46, 70, 78. For Molotov’s radio speech of September 17,
1939, see Degras, SDFP, III, 374–376.

138. NKVD informants in Leningrad reported shock and confusion among the
people at the nonaggression pact, seen as a treaty with “the fascists.” When the Red
Army entered Poland, there was talk about “secret treaties” and Soviet-German
collusion in the destruction of Poland; see Sarah Davies, Popular Opinion in Stalin’s
Russia. Terror, propaganda and Dissent, 1934–1914 (Cambridge and New York,
1997), 98–99. See also the memoirs of an erstwhile communist, then a teenager in
the USSR, later a professor at Yale University, Wolfgang Leonhard, Betrayal. The
Hitler-Stalin Pact of 1939 (New York, 1989), ch. 2., “The Pact and the People in
the Soviet Union,” 45–72.

Molotov repeated these statements in his radio speech of the same day.
To his German partners he explained that these declarations were neces-
sary for both foreign and domestic opinion.137 Indeed, Soviet opinion was
shocked by the pact in August and once the Red Army moved in in Septem-
ber, some citizens were critical of the USSR’s apparent collusion with the
Germans in the destruction of Poland.138

As for the date of Soviet aggression against Poland, the cease-fire signed
by the Soviet and Japanese commanders in Nomonhan/Ghalkin Gol on
September 16, 1939, does not seem to have been decisive for Stalin’s agree-
ment that evening to German pleas for Soviet military action and the order
that the Red Army move into eastern Poland the next day. In fact, the
Ukrainian and Belorussian fronts had been mobilized on September 7 and
only awaited marching orders. These were dated originally September 14,
but the date of readiness, end September 16, was inserted later. It was also
on this date that the Germans informed Stalin of the allegedly impending
fall of Warsaw, and this news, together with reports that the Polish govern-
ment had crossed the border into Romania, may have been decisive for the
Soviet leader, for if the Polish state no longer existed, this could at least
technically absolve the USSR of attacking it. However, contrary to the claim
regarding the fall of Warsaw, which was based on German disinformation,
and proclaimed by Molotov that day on the radio—and repeated by German
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139. For Soviet-German talks on September 16–17, see: DGFP D VIII, nos. 78,
80. For Fleischhauer on Stalin sending the Red Army into eastern Poland only after
the fall of Warsaw, see Der Pakt, 385. For the marching orders to the Belorussian
and Ukrainian Fronts, originally dated September 14, then changed to September
16, see Russian Katyn documents: Katyñ. Plenniki nieob’iavlennoi Voiny, edited by
Nataliia S. Lebedeva, Wojciech Materski et al. (Moscow, 1997), doc. nos. 3, 4;
Polish text, Katyñ. Dokumenty Zbrodni, 1, Jeñcy nie wypowiedzianej zbrodni
(Warsaw, 1995), doc. no.3 and Supplement 1.

140. For Beck telegram to Polish embassies, September 17, also notes presented
by Polish ambassadors in London and Paris protesting the invasion, see PWB, nos.
176–178; for Grzybowski telegram to Foreign Ministry and Polish government pro-
test, see DPSR I, nos. 44, 45.

141. For ¤ Smig³y-Rydz order to Polish troops of September 17, see ibid., doc. no.
6. For a photo copy of President Móscicki’s address to the Polish nation, including
handwritten corrections, see Dariusz Baliszewski and Andrzej Krzysztof Kunert,
eds., Prawdziwa historia Polaków. Ilustrowane wypisy źród³owe 1939–1945, vol.
I, 1939–1942 (Warsaw, 1999), doc. no.80, 73. For Ambassador Drexel Biddle’s
report on the war and retreat to Romania, see “The Polish-German Conflict and
The Embassy’s Activities,” Poland and the Coming of the Second World War. The
Diplomatic Papers of A. J. Drexel Biddle Jr. United States Ambassador to Poland,

historian Fleischhauer fifty years later139—the capital was still defending it-
self. As for the Polish government, it was still on Polish soil. On September
17, Beck telegraphed the Polish embassies in Paris and London as follows:

Ambassador Grzybowski has refused to accept M. Molotov’s note and has pre-
sented a protest against the aggression. I have approved his attitude, instructing
him to ask for his passports and to withdraw from Moscow. The Polish Govern-
ment, which is functioning on Polish territory and is in contact with the Diplo-
matic Corps, has made a protest against the Soviet insinuation. Our frontier
troops have resisted the invasion.

He also instructed the Polish embassies in London and Paris to protest the
Soviet invasion.140

That same day, however, on learning of the speedy Red Army advance
into Poland, which threatened the security of the Polish government itself,
the latter decided to cross into neighboring Romania. By this time, having
retreated east and southeast ahead of the German armies, they were lo-
cated, together with the diplomatic corps—which included U.S. Ambassa-
dor Anthony J. Drexel Biddle—and high command, on the Polish-Roma-
nian border. Marshal Edward ¤Smig³y-Rydz issued an order to Polish troops
not to fight the Red Army unless attacked or threatened with disarma-
ment. President Móscicki issued an address to the nation, condemning the
German and Soviet aggression against Poland and explaining the govern-
ment was going abroad to secure the constitutional continuity of Polish
sovereignty.141 The government and high command crossed into Romania
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1937–1939, Philip V. Cannistraro, Edward D. Wynot, Jr., Theodore P. Kovalev,
eds. (Columbus, OH, 1976), 94–165.

142. On the Polish government’s retreat from Warsaw eastward, then south-east
to the Polish-Romanian border, and its internment in Romania, see Anna M.
Cienciala, “Internowanie rz¹du R.P. w Rumunii we wrzésniu 1939 r.” Niepodleg³ósæ,
vol. XII [po wznowieniu] (New York and London, 1989), 18–65.

143. See Steven Zaloga & Victor Madej, The Polish Campaign 1939 (New York,
1985, reprint 1991), 103–152.

144. On the Soviet invasion of eastern Poland, ibid., 152–146. For a compre-
hensive collection of mostly Russian documents, translated into Polish, on the op-
erations of the Soviet Ukrainian and Belorussian fronts in Poland, September 1939,
see Czes³aw Grzelak, Stanis³aw Jaczyñski, Eugeniusz Koz³owski, eds., Agresja
sowiecka na Polskê w ́swietle dokumentów. 17 wrzésnia 1939 (Warsaw, 1994,1995,
1996), vols. 1–3. For a brief Russian account, see Mikhail Meltiukhov, Sovetsko-
Pol’skie Voiny. Voenno-politicheskoe protivostoiianie 1918–1939 gg (Moscow,
2001), 303–350. The author’s interpretation of interwar Polish foreign policy gen-
erally follows the old Soviet line.

145. For the English language texts of the German-Soviet Boundary and Friend-
ship Treaty and secret protocols of September 28, 1939 see DGFP D VIII (London
and Washington, 1954), nos. 157–160, DPSR I, nos. 52–55; Russian texts, DVP
1939 II, nos. 640–643.

on the night of September 17–18, with the intention of proceeding to France
to continue the fight there and with a French invitation to do so. However,
they were interned in Romania though they were formally still recognized
by the Polish diplomatic representatives abroad and by Poland’s allies as
the Polish government until a new one was established in Paris on Septem-
ber 30.142 Warsaw defended itself until there was no food or water, and
capitulated after a three-week siege on September 27, while General
Franciszek Kleeberg’s troops, the last Polish force fighting the Germans,
laid down its arms at Kock on October 5.143 There were also some pitched
battles between Polish and Soviet troops, and the town of Grodno defended
itself for three days.144

One day after the surrender of Warsaw, a German-Soviet “Boundary and
Friendship Treaty” was signed in Moscow. It established a new frontier be-
tween the two countries in Poland, running in the north well to the east of the
August 23 line. It gave more Polish territory to Germany (Lublin and the
eastern part of Warsaw province) in exchange for German recognition of all
of Lithuania—except for the southern part of the country including the Memel
[Klaipeda] territory—as belonging to the Soviet sphere of interest, for which
Stalin undertook to pay an additional $7 million in gold. Also, the Soviet
Union gave the Wilno [Vilnius] region to Lithuania. One of the secret proto-
cols signed on September 28 provided for cooperation against any “Polish
agitation which affects the territories of the other party,”145 that is, against
any Polish attempts to restore a Polish state. The new German-Soviet frontier
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146. Record of Lozovskii conversation with Norwegian chargé d’affaires, M.
Bolstad, August 23, 1939, DVP 1939 I, no. 486.

147. On the Paris Initiative Group, see Anna M. Cienciala, “The Activities of
Polish Communists as a Source for Stalin’s Policy Toward Poland in World War II,”
International History Review, vol. VII, no. 1 (1986): 129–145.

in Poland became known as the Molotov-Ribbentrop Line, similar in the
center and south both to the Curzon Line—proposed by British Foreign Sec-
retary Lord Curzon as an armistice line between the Soviet and Polish armies
in July 1920—and to the Polish-Soviet frontier established in 1944–45.

It is clear from a study of available Russian and German documents that
Polish foreign policy did not play any part in Stalin’s decision to align with
Hitler. Even at the time, a high Soviet official admitted as much. Deputy
Foreign Commissar Solomon S. Lozovskii told a Norwegian diplomat on
August 23, that Poland’s independent attitude had nothing to do with the
conclusion of the German-Soviet pact, because political relations followed
naturally from the economic agreement. He also touted the nonaggression
pact as a peaceful measure, pointing out that previous Soviet nonaggres-
sion agreements always contained a clause that if one of the parties became
an aggressor, this did not involve the other.146 This indicates that he was
either ignorant of the details of the pact, which is unlikely, or deliberately
misled the Norwegian diplomat. It is true, of course, that the Soviet atti-
tude toward Poland was always one of deep distrust. Her government was
portrayed as pro-German and fascist. It was expected to give in to German
demands, and even to join the Germans in an attack on the USSR. Still,
before Britain granted a guarantee to Poland, Stalin seems to have toyed
briefly with the idea of a Popular Front government in Warsaw, presum-
ably to be organized and perhaps led by Polish communists. But he had
dissolved the Polish Communist Party in 1938 on charges of infiltration by
Polish police, so he allowed the establishment of an “Initiative Group” in
Paris in January 1939. These were selected Polish communists whom he
apparently viewed as the embryo of a new Polish Communist Party. They
published three issues of a bulletin up to and including April 1939, calling
for a Polish coalition government to resist Germany. However, after the
British guarantee, they called for its overthrow. Stalin shelved them in April,
when he apparently decided they were no longer needed.147 Perhaps he
perceived a German attack on Poland as more likely because of Polish
acceptance of the British guarantee, and decided at this time to try for an
agreement with Hitler to partition Poland.

Whatever the case may be, Soviet policy toward Poland in spring and
summer 1939 was characterized by friendly declarations as well as talk of
Soviet help and benevolent neutrality. At the same time, however, great
distrust is documented in the correspondence between Litvinov, then
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148. See note 57 above.
149. On Soviet-style elections in eastern Poland, October 1939, and Soviet rule

there, see Jan T. Gross, Revolution from Abroad. The Soviet Conquest of Poland’s
Western Ukraine and Western Belorussia (Princeton, N.J., 1988); also Keith Sword,
ed., The Soviet Takeover of the Polish Eastern Provinces, 1939–41 (New York,
1991), and his, Deportation and Exile. Poles in the Soviet Union, 1939–48
(Basingstoke, England and New York, 1994). The number of deported Polish citi-
zens was estimated by the Polish government-in-exile at about 1,200,000, but NKVD
figures released after 1991, put them at about 325,000, which seems too low; see
Marek Tuszyñski, “Soviet War Crimes against Poland During the Second World War
and Its Aftermath. A Review of the Factual Record and Outstanding Questions,”

Molotov, with the Soviet ambassadors in London and Paris, as well as by
Soviet demands regarding the prospective political and military alliance
with France and Britain. No official Soviet offer of cooperation was ever
made to Poland, nor was there any official proposal for the passage of
Soviet troops, though a low-level Soviet sounding was recorded in Wilno
in spring 1939.148 In fact, Lithuania was not included in the Soviet list of
states to be guaranteed by the Soviet Union and the Western powers, per-
haps because it did not border on the USSR. Also, Litvinov may have as-
sumed—or pretended to assume—that Poland would, in her own interest,
come to the defense of Lithuania in case of German aggression. No official
Soviet proposal was ever made to the Polish government that Polish offic-
ers participate in the Moscow negotiations. Indeed, it is possible that if the
Polish government had agreed to the Soviet demand for troop passage,
Stalin could have portrayed this at the appropriate time as sanctioning the
Soviet occupation and then annexation of eastern Poland. The latter took
place officially in early November 1939, when the Supreme Soviet acceded
to the “requests” of the Soviets [assemblies] of western Belorussia and
western Ukraine [East Galicia]—elected under Soviet rules and in an atmo-
sphere of terror—for union with the Soviet Belorussian and Ukrainian Re-
publics. According to wartime Polish estimates, about one million Polish
citizens were deported from these territories into the depths of the USSR,
of whom about 50 percent were ethnic Poles and 30 percent were Jews,
with Ukrainians and Belorussians making up the rest. (Soviet figures, com-
piled at the time by the NKVD and released after 1991, put the number of
deported Polish citizens at about 325,000, which seems too low) . Further-
more, about four hundred thousand Poles are estimated to have been killed
by Soviet authorities in former eastern Poland between September 17, 1939,
and June 21, 1941. Finally, according to Soviet sources, of the some two
hundred thousand Polish prisoners of war taken in September 1939, 21,857
officers and some civilians were held in special camps as well as prisons in
Belorussia and Ukraine. They were murdered by special NKVD troops on
orders signed by the Soviet Politburo on March 5, 1940.149 That is how
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Stalin brought a “peaceful life” to the Polish population of western Ukraine
and Belorussia. At the same time, the “liberation” of the Ukrainians and
Belorussians meant terror, arrests, and deportations for “enemies of the
Soviet people,” with collectivization of the land and nationalization of all
means of production imposed on the population.

So when did Stalin decide to align the USSR with Nazi Germany? On the
basis of all the documentation available up to now, it is clear that the
“Vozhd” was very interested in an agreement with Hitler, if not as far back
as 1934—as Krivitsky claims—then certainly in 1935–36, as evidenced by
the proposals made by Litvinov to Schulenburg in May 1935, and even
more so by Kandelaki to Schacht at the turn of 1936–37. If Stalin had not
decided to seek cooperation with Germany earlier, he might have done so
after the British guarantee to Poland on March 31, 1939, which he appar-
ently suspected of being directed against the USSR. Or he might have done
so with the dismissal of Litvinov on May 3 that year, as surmised by Jonathan
Haslam and Lev. I. Ginzburg, and affirmed years later by Andrei Gromyko.
If this was so, the primary goal of Soviet diplomacy, at least from this time
onward, was an agreement with Germany. In any case, Molotov told
Schulenburg on May 20 that a political basis had to be found for the eco-
nomic agreement between the two countries. After a hiatus in the Molotov-
Schulenburg talks—though talks continued in Berlin—the Germans became
anxious to make a deal. On August 11, 1939, the Soviet chargé in Berlin,
Georgii Astakhov, listed the territorial concessions the Germans were will-
ing to make and Molotov found them of great interest, but said it was now
up to the Germans. Perhaps the final decision to start concrete negotiations
was made that day, as Yakovlev claimed in December 1989, saying it was
due to news of Hitler’s impending attack on Poland any time after August
25. However, there is no documentary evidence that Hitler made this deci-
sion before he was sure that he could strike a deal with Stalin, and this
occurred on August 21. In any case, the Germans were told on August 15
that they could send a negotiator to Moscow. On August 17, Molotov

(note 149 continued) Polish Review, vol. 44, no. 2 (1999): 183–216. For a brief study
of Soviet oppression of Poles and Polish citizens, citing NKVD documents, see Stanis³aw
Ciesielski, Wojciech Materski and Andrzej Paczkowski, eds., Represje sowieckie wobec
Polaków i obywateli polskich (Warsaw, 2000). For Russian documents on the arrest,
imprisonment, and mass murder of Polish prisoners of war in the western USSR in
spring 1940, see Nataliia Lebedeva, Wojciech Materski et al., eds. Katyñ. Plenniki
neob’iavlennoi voiny, and, Katyñ. Dokumenty zbrodni. Tom I. Jeñcy niewy-
powiedzianej wojny (see note 140 above); Materski, Lebedeva, et al., eds., Katyñ.
Dokumenty Zbrodni; Tom II. Zag³ada (Warsaw, 1998), and Lebedeva, Materski et
al., eds., Katyñ. Mart 1940—sentiabr 2000 g. Rasstrel. Sud’by zhivykh. Ekho Katyni.
Dokumenty (Moscow, 2001). The publication of an English language volume by Yale
University Press, edited by the author of this article, is expected in 2003.
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handed a Soviet aide-mémoire to Schulenburg, proposing a nonaggression
pact, and on August 19 he gave the German ambassador the Soviet draft of
this pact. Yakovlev stated this was done on that day because Stalin allegedly
heard from “documented sources” that the Western powers and Poland would
not change their attitude. Fleischhauer writes that Stalin made his decision on
August 21, when it was clear the Western powers had not persuaded the Poles
to grant the key Soviet demand for passage of troops, also because of the
Soviet-Japanese fighting in the Far East. However, Yakovlev said the decision
to negotiate with the Germans had been made on August 11. If August 21
was the date of the final decision to make a deal with Berlin, Stalin was likely
to have made it because he could not afford to refuse Hitler’s demand that
Ribbentrop arrive in Moscow by August 23.

Summation

While the lack of Russian documents on the decision-making process at
this time does not allow fixing the exact date of Stalin’s decision, it is clear
that Astakhov’s talks with German officials in Berlin in the period from
mid-April to August 12 paved the way for the Nazi-Soviet agreement.
Gorlov’s thesis, supported by Roberts, that the absence of any instructions
from Molotov to Astakhov during this time proves the latter was acting on
his own initiative is clearly untenable. Not only did German officials, in-
cluding Ribbentrop, treat Astakhov as a bona fide representative of the
Soviet government, but it is also clear that he was in close touch with
Molotov all the time. Indeed, even Astakhov’s published correspondence
with Moscow shows that he was not acting on his own. Thus, it is quite
possible that Stalin and Molotov decided on an agreement with Germany
at least as early as Litvinov’s dismissal in early May, if not earlier, and then
played a consummate diplomatic game until they were sure that Hitler
would grant all their demands. This assumption is supported by Astakhov’s
Berlin conversations, as well as by the “leaks” provided to the German
embassy in London from the “reliable source” who was most likely the
Soviet agent in the Foreign Office Communications Department, Francis
Herbert King. It is striking that very few such hints and leaks of German-
Soviet negotiations were made to the Western powers, and those came from
the Germans who informed the French. Also, Molotov’s tone in his meet-
ings with the British and French diplomats in Moscow was almost always
rough, and even rude, while Western policy was strongly criticized in the
Soviet press as insincere at best and exploitive at worst. This was in con-
trast to the generally polite tone adopted by the Soviet press toward Ger-
many and by Molotov toward Schulenburg.

What is particularly noticeable is the parallelism between the German-
Soviet talks and the Franco-British-Soviet negotiations between mid-April
and the end of July. This became even more striking in August. Thus,
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Astakhov told the Germans on August 12—the day that Franco-British-
Soviet negotiations opened in Moscow—that the Soviet government was
ready to negotiate and would accept a German negotiator in the Soviet
capital. Stalin’s readiness to sign a nonaggression pact was expressed by
Molotov to Schulenburg on August 17, the day that military negotiations
with the French and British were suspended after Stalin learned of a mes-
sage from Hitler to be delivered by Schulenburg. This was before intensive
Anglo-French efforts took place in Warsaw to persuade the Poles to agree
to the passage of Soviet troops. Molotov handed the Soviet draft of a non-
aggression pact to Schulenburg in the late afternoon of August 19, before
the French government, and presumably Doumenc in Moscow, received
the news of the Polish refusal that day. It is possible that Stalin judged the
time was right to negotiate an agreement with Germany sometime in Au-
gust 1939, but if so, this was the culmination of a long, preparatory pe-
riod. At the same time, it is most unlikely that Stalin only made up his mind
on August 21, allegedly because he learned that the French and British
delegations failed to receive a positive reply from Poland regarding the
passage of Soviet troops. In fact, Stalin seems to have expected a negative
outcome to these military negotiations. If he did, he may have agreed to
them in order to pressure Hitler into an agreement with the USSR—and
perhaps, at the same time, receive a Western sanction for entering eastern
Poland. As for the Japanese-Soviet fighting in the Far East, it did not amount
to a full-scale war. Furthermore, a highly placed Soviet intelligence agent in
Tokyo (Richard Sorge) reported in June that Japan was not planning to
attack the USSR, so it is unlikely that this fighting played a significant role
in Stalin’s decision.

Did Stalin fear a German attack on the USSR? Perhaps, but German
documents do not indicate that Hitler intended to attack the Soviet Union
through Poland in 1939, and Soviet intelligence should have reported this
to Stalin. D. C. Watt may be right in his judgment that Stalin expected
Hitler to attack France and Britain, not the USSR. Whatever the case may
be, one may ask whether Hitler would have attacked Poland if the USSR
had an alliance with France and Britain? Setting this question aside, it is
clear that the lack of a clause abrogating the German-Soviet nonaggression
pact in case one of the two parties engaged in an aggressive war against a
third country—a clause present in other nonaggression pacts signed by the
USSR before August 1939150—was certainly a strong encouragement for
Hitler to attack Poland. Bearing all this in mind, can Stalin’s policy be

150. For example, art. 2 of the Polish-Soviet nonaggression pact of July 25,
1932, stated: “If one of the Contracting Parties commits an act of aggression against
a third State, the other Contracting Party shall have the right to be released from the
present Treaty without previous denunciation.,” DPSR, I, no. 6.
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described simply as appeasement of Germany, and can he be viewed as a
wise statesman for concluding the nonaggression pact with Hitler?151

The lack of authoritative Soviet documentation allows the debate on dat-
ing Stalin’s key policy decision to continue, and the same holds true of the
interpretation of Stalin’s motives for concluding the pact with Hitler. As far
as short-term goals are concerned, one may, for example, ask whether Stalin
thought he could sign a military alliance with the Western powers if he
obtained their agreement to enter eastern Poland while bound by a nonag-
gression pact to Nazi Germany? Daladier, for one, was certainly willing to
let Soviet troops enter eastern Poland, and presumably stay there, as wit-
ness his cable to Doumenc of August 21. The British agreed to this on
August 24. This may have encouraged the Soviet leader to speculate that
he could have his cake and eat it too, that is, he could have both an alliance
with the Western powers and a nonaggression pact with Nazi Germany.
This hypothesis seems to be supported by the fact that, between August 23
and 25, both Molotov and the Soviet press proclaimed there was no con-
tradiction between a military alliance with the Western powers and a non-
aggression pact with Germany. The Soviet ambassador in Poland also talked
as if the situation had not changed. Indeed, as late as September 2, when
Poland was already under German attack, he suggested the Poles should
ask the USSR for supplies, mentioning Voroshilov’s positive statement on
this as published in the Soviet press on August 27.152 Was this simply cam-
ouflage aimed to strengthen Polish morale and so make the Poles fight the
Germans as long as possible, or was it something else? Did the Soviet talk
on August 23–25 that both the pact and the alliance were not inherently

151. “Das staatsmannische Interesse Stalins bei Abschluss dieses Paktes bestand
in einer Politik der Beschwichtigung, der Pakt selbst war vorrangig, ein Instrument
der sowjetischen beschwichtigungspolitik.” Fleischhauer, Der Pakt, 434.

152. Beck informed the Polish embassy in London on September 2, that the
Soviet ambassador had asked why Poland was not negotiating with the Soviet gov-
ernment regarding supplies, since the Voroshilov interview had opened up this pos-
sibility, PWB, no.171, DPSR, I, no.36. Indeed, on August 27, Izvestiia had reported
Voroshilov’s statement that aid in raw materials and war materials was a commer-
cial, not a military question, so no military convention was needed to supply Po-
land with them, see PWB, no 170, also Degras, SDFP III, 362, Russian text after
Izvestiia. DiM, VII, no.104. However, on September 8, Molotov informed the Pol-
ish ambassador that British and French intervention, of which Voroshilov was un-
aware when granting the [press] interview, had created an entirely new situation, so
the USSR was prepared to supply Poland only with the raw materials provided for
in the quotas for the current year, PWB no. 172, DPSR, I, no. 39; this document
and Molotov’s statement of September 8 to Grzybowski were not published in DVP
1939 II. Of course, France and Britain were not at war with Germany until Septem-
ber 3, while Voroshilov’s statement was published on August 27.
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contradictory reflect Stalin’s policy? It is possible that he may have allowed
talk on the compatibility of an alliance with the Western powers and a
nonaggression pact with Germany to secure Western agreement to his de-
mand regarding Red Army passage through Poland, or to exert pressure
on Hitler to make more concessions to the USSR, or both. Of course, with-
out access to relevant Soviet documents, these questions will remain unan-
swered.

There are also questions concerning Stalin’s long-term aims in conclud-
ing the pact with Hitler. As mentioned earlier, some Western, a few Rus-
sian, and most Polish historians believe that Stalin deliberately ensured
Hitler’s attack on Poland, thus risking the outbreak of a European war in
which the USSR would gain some territory, stay on the sidelines, and then
take advantage of the European powers’ exhaustion to expand both Soviet
power and communism. This view seemed to find confirmation in a Ger-
man newspaper report of July 1996 on a documentary “find” by a Russian
scholar. This was the text of a speech that Stalin allegedly made to the
Politburo on August 19, 1939. As it turned out, the speech had been pub-
lished as long as ago as 1939, and Stalin denied it at the time. Some histo-
rians believe it to be a forgery, while others think it is genuine. Neither
opinion can be proved correct without other documents to confirm it, but
the date of August 19 was cited by Yakovlev for Stalin’s final decision, and
the document does reflect Soviet thinking as recorded elsewhere. For these
reasons the text is given below:

Peace or war? This question has entered into its critical phase. Its solution de-
pends entirely on the position taken by the Soviet Union. We are absolutely
convinced that is we conclude an alliance treaty with France and Great Britain,
Germany will see itself obliged to draw back from Poland and to seek a modus
vivendi with the western powers. In this way, war could be avoided and then,
later development of this state of affairs will take on a character dangerous to us.

On the other hand, if we accept the proposal of Germany, that you know, to
conclude with her a nonaggression pact, Germany will certainly attack Poland
and the intervention of England and France will be inevitable.

In these circumstances, we will have a very good chance to stay out of the
conflict, and we will be able to wait our turn with advantage to us. This is
precisely what our interest demands.

Thus, our choice is clear: we should accept the German proposal and send
the Anglo-French missions back to their countries with a courteous refusal.

It is not difficult to foresee the advantage that we will draw from this way of
proceeding. It is evident to us that Poland will be destroyed even before England
and France are able to come to her aid. In this case, Germany cedes to us a part
of Poland right up to the outskirts of Warsaw—together with Ukrainian Galicia.

Germany leaves us complete freedom of action in the three Baltic states. She
does not oppose the return of Bessarabia to Russia. She is ready to cede us
Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary as our sphere of influence.
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There remains the question of Yugoslavia, the solution of which depends on
the position taken by Italy. If Italy remains at Germany’s side, she will demand
that Yugoslavia be included in her sphere of influence, and it is also through
Yugoslavia that she will obtain access to the Adriatic. But if Italy does not march
with Germany, the latter will have access to the Adriatic at Italian expense, and
in that case Yugoslavia will pass into our sphere of influence.

That is, if Germany is victorious in the war.
However, we should foresee the possibilities which will result from the defeat

as well as from the victory of Germany. Let us examine the case of a German
defeat. England and France will then have enough power to occupy Berlin and
destroy Germany, and we will not be able to give effective help to the latter.

Therefore, our goal is that Germany be able to carry on the war as long as
possible, so that England and France are tired and exhausted to such a point that
they are no longer able to knock out Germany.

Consequently our position is that while remaining neutral, we help Germany
economically, furnishing her with raw materials and food products. But it is
obvious that our aid should not exceed a certain limit so as not to compromise
our economic situation and not weaken the power of our army.

At the same time, we should, in a general way, conduct an active communist
propaganda, especially in the Anglo-French bloc, and especially in France. We
should expect that, in this country, our party will be obliged, in time of war, to
abandon legal measures and move to clandestine activity. We know that this
activity requires a lot of money, but we should consent to these sacrifices with-
out hesitation. If this preparatory work is duly carried out, German security will
be assured. The latter can contribute to the sovietisation of France.

Now, let us examine the second hypothesis, that of German victory. Some
[people] are of the opinion that this possibility represents the greatest danger to
us. There is some truth in this assertion, but it would be erroneous to think that
this danger is as near and as great as some imagine.

If Germany wins, she will come out of the war too tired to make war on us
for the following decade. Her main concerns will be to keep watch over defeated
England and France to prevent them from recovering.

On the other hand, a victorious Germany will have vast colonies at her dis-
posal. Their exploitation and adaptation to German methods will absorb Ger-
many to an equal extent for several decades. It is evident that Germany will be to
busy elsewhere to turn against us.

Comrades, concluded Stalin, I have expounded my considerations to you. I
repeat that is in your* interest that war breaks out between the Reich and Anglo-
French bloc. It is essential for us that this war lasts as long as possible, so that the
two sides are exhausted. It is for these reasons that we should accept the pact
proposed by Germany and work so that the war, once declared, is prolonged to
the maximum. At the same time, we should intensify economic work** in the
belligerent countries, so that we are well prepared for the moment when the war
ends.

As it turned out, the German newspaper report was based on a docu-
ment found a few years earlier by the Russian historian Tatiana Bushuyeva,
who discovered it among documents seized from the Nazis and then stored
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in the former Soviet war booty archive. She published it Russian transla-
tion in the Russian journal Novy Mir in October 1994. Bushueva believed
that since the text was in French, it was probably written by a French-
speaking Comintern member present at the meeting.153 There is no confir-
mation of the text from Russian sources, and many historians believe it is a
forgery.154 However, on September 7, Georgii M. Dimitrov, then head of
the Comintern, noted Stalin as saying:

We have nothing against their fighting and weakening each other. It
would not be bad if German hands shook up the wealthier capitalist coun-
tries (especially England). Hitler, though he does not understand or desire
it, is shaking up and undermining the capitalist system.

On the Soviet Union’s role in the war he said: “We can maneuver, sup-
port one side against the other, so that they fight each other all the bet-
ter.”155 It would be strange, indeed, if Stalin did not have such thoughts
before the conclusion of the pact with Hitler. Furthermore, there are Czech
and Polish reports on statements made by high Soviet officials in 1940–41

153. *“votre” [your interest] should probably be “notre.” [our interest]. ** It is
not clear what is meant by “economic work”; perhaps it was to organize worker
unrest so as to impede war production. The English translation by the author of this
article is from the original French text as printed in Eberhard Jäckel, “Über eine
angebliche Rede Stalins vom 19 August 1939,” Vierteljahrshefte für Zeitgeschichte,
no. 4 (Munich, 1958), 581–582. For the German article of 1996, see Carl Gustav
Strohm, Moscow, “Stalins Strategie für Krieg und Frieden. Geheime Dokumente
beweisen: Sowjetischer Diktator hat Hitlers Angriff auf Polen einkalkuliert,” Die
Welt, July 16, 1996; Russian translation from French by T. Bushueva in section
“Knizhnoe Obozrenie,” Novy Mir, 10 (1994): 232–233..

154. According to Eberhard Jäckel, the text of the alleged Stalin speech, first
summarized in a report by the French news agency Havas, was provided by an
unnamed source to Henry Ruffin, the Havas correspondent in Geneva. Jäckel noted
that the “speech” was published in Geneva in the Revue du Droit International
no.3 for July-September 1939, and that Stalin’s denial appeared in Pravda, 30 No-
vember 1939. The denial was also published in the German press, while the text
was reprinted in the Geneva journal in 1941 and in the Vichy France Revue
Universelle in 1944. Jäckel concludes that Stalin’s motives, as portrayed in the al-
leged speech, were “historically incorrect,” and that it was a piece of “prophetic
fiction” written by a specialist on Bolshevism, see: Jäckel, “Über eine angebliche
rede Stalins,” 589.

155. Emphasis added, A M..C. See F. I. Firsov, in Komintern: opyt, traditsii,
uroki, Moscow, 1989, 21; cit. in Nataliia S. Lebedeva, M.M. Narinskii, eds.,
Komintern i Vtoraia Mirovaia Voina, chast 1 do 22 iuniia 1941g., Moscow, 1994,
10–11. Ivo Banac, ed., The Diary of Georgii Dimitrov, 1933–1949, New Haven &
London, 2003, pp. 115–116.
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about Soviet plans for the Red Army to march into an exhausted Europe,
which would then become communist.156

It is, of course, possible to explain Stalin’s decision to align the USSR
with Germany because he expected the latter to invade Poland without any
significant military reaction by France and Britain, and because he needed
time to rearm. On this hypothesis, it would be obviously in the Soviet inter-
est to prevent the Germans from taking all of Poland and perhaps Lithuania,
Latvia, and Estonia as well, while making an ally of Finland. However, it
seems rather restrictive to view Stalin’s policy only in terms of traditional
“realpolitik,” based on the need to assure Soviet security while totally ig-
noring the role of communist ideology. Instead, it seems more appropriate
to see Stalin’s policy in 1939 as a combination of “realpolitik” and the old
goal of world revolution—in this case, the establishment of Soviet-domi-
nated communist governments in Europe after an exhausting war.

In conclusion, it seems most likely Stalin decided sometime in spring 1939
to align with Hitler. He must have calculated that he could risk having the
German army and air force much nearer to Moscow through a partition of
Poland, because he expected Hitler to become bogged down in a long war
with France and Britain. Therefore, he conducted negotiations with the
Western powers in order to pressure Hitler into an agreement with the
USSR. Such a policy would form part of the long-term Soviet goal of gain-
ing lasting security for the USSR, which was always identified with the
spread of communism across the world, but first of all in Europe. Like
Lenin in 1917–19, Stalin seems to have expected such a state of affairs only
in the wake of an exhausting war. Again, like Lenin, he seems to have
viewed Germany as the key European country in an expanded communist

156. Two Czech reports written in 1940–41 mention statements by Soviet offi-
cials about plans to communize Europe, and one even forecast an autonomous
Czech republic as part of the USSR; see reports to President Edvard Bene ¡s of No-
vember 6, 1940 and August 10, 1941, Jan Némeèek et al., eds., _eskoslovensko-
sovìtské vztahy v diplomatických jednáních 1939–1945. Dokumenty, díl 1 (bøezen
1939—èerven 1943) (Prague, 1998), nos. 98, 163. Statements by high NKVD offi-
cials on the Red Army marching to the English Channel and a postwar communist
Europe were recorded by a Polish cavalry captain, a surviving prisoner of war,
interviewed for military service by the head of the NKVD, Lavrenty P. Beria and his
deputy, Feodor A. Merkulov in fall 1940, see Narcyz £opianowski, Rozmowy z
NKWD, 1940–1941 (Warsaw, 1990), 32, 85 ff. £opianowski joined a group of
Polish officers willing to cooperate with the Soviet government, led by General
Zygmunt Berling, but did so in order to report on the group to his own command-
ing general, see ibid., 93.
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bloc, which included Poland as the land bridge between Germany and the
USSR. Finally, all the available documentation indicates that Poland did
not play any role in Stalin’s decision to align with Hitler in 1939, except as
a convenient scapegoat for breaking off the negotiations for a Soviet alli-
ance with France and Britain. Stalin’s view of Poland is probably best re-
flected in a statement noted by Dimitrov during the latter’s meeting with
the “Vozhd” on September 7, 1939. Stalin characterized it as “fascist state”
which oppressed Ukrainians and Belorussians, and said:

The destruction of this state in present circumstances would mean one bour-
geois, fascist, state less! Would it be a bad thing if, as a result of the defeat of
Poland, we expanded the socialist system to new territories and populations?157

It is more than likely that these were also Stalin’s thoughts about Poland
for a long time before he concluded his fateful agreement with Hitler in
August 1939.

157. See Lebedeva and Narinskii, Komintern, cit. note 155 above; trans. A.M.C.



Chapter 7

Poland, the GDR, and the
“Ulbricht Doctrine”1

Douglas Selvage

Most of the existing scholarship on the cold war in Europe during the
1960s posits the existence of an “Ulbricht Doctrine”: an East German dic-
tate, forced upon the other Warsaw Pact states, not to establish diplomatic
relations with Bonn until it first recognized the GDR. Most accounts date
the “Ulbricht Doctrine” back to the meeting in February 1967 of the War-
saw Pact foreign ministers in Warsaw.2 The term itself originated in the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), where analysts began to suggest in
early 1967 that at the very moment when Bonn was ready to drop (or at
least revise) the Hallstein Doctrine to permit diplomatic relations with East-
ern Europe, the GDR had stepped in with its own doctrine—an “Ulbricht
Doctrine”—to prevent their establishment. Such theorizing is in keeping
with most West German scholarship on the GDR, which tends to focus on

1. This article is based upon a paper presented to the National Convention of the
American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies (AAASS) in Boston,
Massachusetts, on November 15, 1996. Research for this article was supported in
part by a grant from the International Research and Exchanges Board (IREX), with
funds provided by the National Endowment for the Humanities, the United States
Information Agency, and the U.S. Department of State, which administers the Rus-
sian, Eurasian, and East European Research Program (Title VIII). I would also like
to thank the Bradley Foundation, the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD),
and International Security Studies at Yale for their support of this project.

2. See, for example, Timothy Garton Ash, In Europe’s Name: Germany and the
Divided Continent (New York, 1993), 55–6; Peter Bender, Die “Neue Ostpolitik”
und ihre Folgen: Vom Mauerbau bis zur Vereinigung, 3rd rev. ed. (Munich, 1995),
143–4; William E. Griffith, The Ostpolitik of the Federal Republic of Germany
(Cambridge, MA, 1978), 151; Michael J. Sodaro, Moscow, Germany and the West:
From Khruschev to Gorbachev (Ithaca, NY, 1990), 100; Jochen Stadt, Die geheime
Westpolitik der SED 1960–1970: Von der gesamtdeutschen Orientierung zur
sozialistischen Nation (Berlin, 1993), 230.
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comparisons and interactions between the two German states and to ig-
nore linkages among the GDR and the other socialist states, with the pos-
sible exception of the Soviet Union.3

The situation within the Warsaw Pact, however, was more complicated
than that suggested by the “Ulbricht Doctrine” thesis. In fact, Poland’s
communist leader, W³adys³aw Gomu³ka, stood behind the successful con-
vocation of the Warsaw Pact foreign ministers’ meeting in February 1967.
The secret agreement that came out of the conference reflected as much
Polish, as East German, thinking. It listed a number of preconditions that
Bonn would have to meet before the other socialist states would be al-
lowed to establish diplomatic relations with the FRG, including not only
recognition of the GDR, but also recognition of Poland’s western border,
the Oder-Neisse Line. Within the Soviet bloc, this list of demands came to
be known as the “Warsaw Package,” and not the “Ulbricht Doctrine.”4

The “Warsaw Package” had its origins in the threat of isolation that
arose for both Warsaw and East Berlin as a result of Bonn’s adoption of a
more active Ostpolitik in 1966. At a time when the FRG still refused to
recognize either the GDR or Poland’s western border, the Oder-Neisse Line,
the other Warsaw Pact states were on the verge of normalizing relations
with Bonn. Both the “Southern Tier” of the pact (Hungary, Romania, and
Bulgaria) and, increasingly, Czechoslovakia saw in closer political relations
with Bonn an opportunity to increase trade and obtain much-needed capi-
tal to purchase investment goods from the West. These differences of opin-
ion found expression in the Warsaw Pact’s Bucharest Declaration of July
1966: a compromise, brokered by the Soviet Union, between the hard-line,
anti-West German stance of Poland and the GDR, and Romania’s wish,
vaguely backed by Hungary, to improve economic and political ties with
Bonn. One section of the declaration had recognized the existence of
antirevanchist, “peace-loving” elements in West Germany and had called
for an improvement in cultural and economic relations among all Euro-
pean states—including, of course, the FRG. In accordance with Polish and
East German thinking, yet another section of the declaration had condemned
“revanchism” and “militarism” in West Germany. This section demanded
that Bonn recognize, not only the GDR and the Oder-Neisse Line, but also
acknowledge the invalidity of the Munich Agreement, ex tunc; renounce
its claim to West Berlin; and forswear access to nuclear weapons in any
form. The declaration did not make these demands a precondition for dip-

3. Beate Ihme-Tuchel, Das “nördliche Dreieck”: Die Beziehungen zwischen der
DDR, der Tschechoslowakei und Polen in den Jahren 1954 bis 1962 (Köln, 1994),
16.

4. Jan Ptasiñski, Ambassador of the People’s Republic of Poland (PRL) in Mos-
cow, “Radzieckie opinie o polityce zagranicznej PRL w sprawie niemieckiej,” 4
January 1970. Archiwum Akt Nowych (AAN), KC PZPR, p. 123, t. 75, pp. 9–21.
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lomatic relations with Bonn, however. At the time, the FRG was still cling-
ing to the Hallstein Doctrine, which forbade diplomatic relations with any
country that recognized the GDR. Diplomatic relations were thus a moot
point for the GDR’s Warsaw Pact allies.5

This began to change, however, in the fall of 1966. Bonn began to re-
consider its eastern policy, including the Hallstein Doctrine. Warsaw and
East Berlin awakened to a threat of isolation following the visit of the
FRG’s economics minister, Kurt Schmücker, to Bucharest in September 1966.
During his visit, the Romanian communists expressed a willingness to es-
tablish diplomatic relations without any preconditions; they would allow
Bonn to retain its “legal standpoint” on the German question.6 This legal
standpoint impinged, however, upon the vital interests of both Poland (rec-
ognition of the Oder-Neisse Line) and the GDR (recognition of its exist-
ence). The question arose: If Bonn revised the Hallstein Doctrine to allow
for diplomatic relations with Eastern Europe, should the Warsaw Pact place
its own preconditions upon diplomatic relations with Bonn? Clearly, Ro-
mania did not think so.

Within a month, both Ulbricht and Gomu³ka were in Moscow to com-
plain about Romania and to discuss methods for blunting Bonn’s political
offensive to the east. Ulbricht, who visited Moscow one week after
Schmücker’s visit to Bucharest in September, proposed a unilateral East
German response, backed by Moscow, to Bonn’s offensive. The GDR, he
suggested, should submit an aide-mémoire to the other socialist states warn-
ing about Bonn’s new tactics and conclude friendship treaties with its so-
cialist-bloc neighbors, Poland and Czechoslovakia (ÈSSR).7 In contrast,
when Gomu³ka visited Moscow in October, the Polish leader called for a
multilateral response by the entire Warsaw Pact. He explained to Brezhnev:
“We cannot rule out that [Bonn] might abandon the Hallstein Doctrine in

5. See the speeches of the Warsaw Pact foreign ministers from the preparatory
conference held from June 6–17 in Moscow: “Im Auftrage des Genossen Kohrt
anbei Reden und Bemerkungen auf der Beratung der Außenminister der Staaten des
Warschauer Vertrages,” 11 June 1966, in Stiftung Archiv der Parteien und
Massenorganisationen der DDR im Bundesarchiv (SAPMO BA), J IV 2/202–258.
On the Soviet Union’s role, see Hegen, Staatssekretär und Erster Stellvertreter des
MfAA, to Ulbricht, Stoph, Honecker, and Axen, 15 June 1966, in ibid. On Hun-
gary: Herbert Krolikowski, Stellv. des Ministers für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten to
Ulbricht, Stoph, Honecker, and Axen, 16 June 1966, in ibid. For the Bucharest
Declaration of July 5, 1966, see Dokumente zur Deutschlandpolitik (Bonn, 1970),
Vol. IV/12: 1061–71. Henceforth, DzDP.

6. “Interview des Bundesministers Schmücker für die Deutsche Welle in Bukarest,”
6 September 1966. DzDP, IV/12: 1293–97.

7. “AUFZEICHNUNG ÜBER DAS GESPRÄCH ZWISCHEN GENOSSEN
WALTER ULBRICHT UND L.I. BRESHNEW IM ZK DER KPdSU IN MOSKAU
AM 10. SEPTEMBER 1966 (Zweiter Teil),” n.d. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/201–735.
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relation to the socialist states. The question arises: Will we conduct a com-
mon policy, or will every country act independently? . . . It seems to me that
a common policy is needed here.” Implying that it should serve as a model
for the entire alliance, Gomu³ka repeated Warsaw’s three conditions for
diplomatic relations with Bonn: its recognition of the existing borders, in-
cluding the Oder-Neisse Line; de facto recognition of the GDR, and renun-
ciation of access to nuclear weapons in any form. When Brezhnev brought
up Ulbricht’s idea for friendship treaties, Gomu³ka expressed his support,
but questioned its timeliness. He proposed a series of friendship treaties
among Warsaw, Prague, and East Berlin in order to build a “central core”
for the Warsaw Pact.8 In other words, the treaties should provide more
than just bilateral support for the GDR.

During his talks with Ulbricht and Gomu³ka, Brezhnev never took a
stance on diplomatic relations between the socialist states and Bonn. This
most likely reflected differences of opinion within the Soviet leadership.9

At the time, Moscow was more concerned about its relations with China.
Since the launching of the Cultural Revolution in August 1966, the Chi-
nese Communist Party (CCP) had escalated its propaganda attacks against
Moscow. Mobs were blocking the streets outside the Soviet embassy in
Beijing. Moscow’s preoccupation with China, as opposed to the FRG, was
reflected in Brezhnev’s remarks to Ulbricht. He admonished the East Ger-
man leader to exercise a “maximum of comraderie and patience” in deal-
ing with the other socialist states, especially Romania. If the GDR sent a
letter to the Romanians, it should be written in a “comradely tone.” The
Warsaw Pact meeting in June, he said, had “had its effect” upon the Roma-
nians. At the meeting, despite their balancing act between Moscow and
Beijing, the Romanians had approved a joint declaration by the Warsaw
Pact on Vietnam—a sore point in Sino-Soviet relations.10

Moscow’s failure to take a stance on diplomatic relations led the other
socialist states to explore a rapprochement with Bonn; Warsaw and East
Berlin grew increasingly isolated. By December 1966, Bulgaria, Hungary,
and Czechoslovakia had joined Romania in considering diplomatic rela-
tions.11 During that month, at a conference of foreign relations institutes in
Warsaw, an argument broke out among the delegations from the various

8. “Wizyta polskiej delegacji partyjno-rz¹dowej w ZSRR, 10–15 październiku
1966 r.,” AAN KC PZPR, p. 114, t. 131.

9. Sodaro, Moscow, Germany, and the West, 88–90.
10. “AUFZEICHNUNG ÜBER DAS GESPRÄCH ZWISCHEN GENOSSEN

WALTER ULBRICHT UND L.I. BRESHNEW . . . ”; China and the Soviet Union,
1949–84, Keesing’s International Studies, compiled by Peter Jones and Sian Kevill
(London, 1985), 73.

11. Both Budapest and Prague had expressed their willingness to establish diplo-
matic relations with Bonn through secret contacts with the West German SPD. See
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Warsaw Pact states over how to apply the Bucharest Declaration to the
new situation. The Poles and East Germans argued that until Bonn recog-
nized the status quo in Europe, there could be no talk of diplomatic rela-
tions. The Czechoslovak delegation, which favored an improvement in eco-
nomic and cultural relations with Bonn, disagreed. Its chairman declared:
“[T]he demand for a normalization of relations between West Germany
and the GDR could be viewed as a Hallstein-Doctrine-in-reverse, and would
be unacceptable to the FRG.” Although the other delegations were more
reticent on the issue of diplomatic relations, they were more optimistic
than the Poles or East Germans about the upcoming formation of a grand
coalition in Bonn. The leader of the Soviet delegation, for one, believed
that the participation of the West German Social Democrats (SPD) in the
coalition government would have a moderating effect upon Bonn’s foreign
policy. The Poles and East Germans disagreed. If the new government in
Bonn employed more flexible methods, the Polish delegation declared, these
would only be “salami tactics” aimed at “undermining the unity of the
socialist states, isolating the GDR, and better preparing the ground for
[Bonn’s] aggressive aims.”12

Indeed, the new West German chancellor, Kurt Georg Kiesinger, had
little to offer either the Polish or East German communists in his inaugural
address on December 13, 1966. In the speech, he declared his government’s
willingness to improve relations with Eastern Europe, up to and including
diplomatic relations. At the same time, however, he renewed Bonn’s legal
stances on sole representation, West Berlin, and the Polish-German bor-
der.13 On December 15, Ulbricht publicly dismissed Kiesinger’s program as
a mere continuation of Bonn’s “revisionist” policies. In effect, he publicly
warned the other socialist states not to normalize relations with Bonn until

Hans-Jürgen Wischnewski to Willy Brandt, Fritz Erler, Herbert Wehner, Helmut
Schmidt, and Egon Bahr, “Aktennotiz,” 4 November 1966. Archiv der sozialen
Demokratie der Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung (AdSD), Bestand SPD-Bundestagsfraktion,
5. WP, Büro Herbert Wehner, Bd. 1930; Erhard Eppler, “Aktennotiz für den
Bundesaussenminister über ein Gespräch mit dem Leiter der Ungarischen
Nachrichtenagentur MTI Pecsi Ferenc in Anwesenheit des Bonner Korrespondenten
Denes Polgar,” 9 December 1966, in ibid., Bd. 1922.

12. “Bericht über die wissenschaftliche Konferenz zu Fragen der eur’n Sicherheit
vom 7.–10.12.1966 in Warschau,” 12 December 1966. SAPMO BA, NL 182/1301,
pp. 179–87; cf., “Informacja o miêdzynarodowej konferencji naukowej na temat
‘Bezpieczeñstwo europejskie i wspó³czesne koncepcje Zachodu’ /Warszawa, 8–10
grudnia 1966r./”, [n.d.], AAN, KC PZPR, p. 125, t.87.

13. See the excerpts from Kiesinger’s speech in DzDP V/1: 56–62.
Although Kiesinger expressed his understanding for Poland’s desire “to live in a

state with secure borders,” he also reiterated Bonn’s stance on the Polish-German
border: “ . . . [T]he borders of a reunified Germany can only be fixed in a freely-
reached agreement with an all-German government.”
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it had done so with the GDR. For Prague’s benefit, Ulbricht expounded at
some length upon Kiesinger’s failure to declare the Munich Agreement in-
valid ex tunc.14

Warsaw, for its part, avoided making public demands upon its allies. In
keeping with Moscow’s wait-and-see attitude, it initially held off on criticiz-
ing the Kiesinger government.15 In order to avoid isolation alongside the GDR,
it continued to stall on a friendship treaty with East Berlin.16 At the same time,
Gomu³ka pressured the Soviets to call a meeting of the Warsaw Pact foreign
ministers. On December 28, he told Yuri Andropov and Boris Ponomarev of
the Soviet Central Committee: “We should work out a common line for deal-
ing with the Kiesinger government. No one should act according to his own
whims. The Warsaw Pact does, after all, obligate us to something.” Andropov
reassured Gomu³ka that Moscow was considering such a meeting.17 Thus
reassured, Warsaw renewed its attacks against Bonn. On January 11, 1967,
the Polish foreign minister, Adam Rapacki, finally received his East German
counterpart, Otto Winzer, in Warsaw to discuss a draft friendship treaty. During
the talks, Rapacki made it clear that a Polish-East German treaty depended
upon Prague’s willingness to conclude similar agreements with both Warsaw
and East Berlin.18 This stipulation was of great importance. At the time of the
Polish-East German talks, a delegation from the West German Foreign Office
was in Prague to discuss diplomatic relations.

14. “Rede des Staatratsvorsitzenden Ulbricht auf der 14. Tagung des ZK der
SED,” 15 December 1966. DzDP V/1: 114–24.

15. On Moscow’s attitude, see J. F. Brown, “Eastern Europe and the Kiesinger
Offensive,” Radio Free Europe Research, 4 February 1967, in Radio Free Europe,
Background Reports: Foreign Relations Series—East-West Relations (Radio Free
Europe, 1982), fiche 24.

16. Ulbricht had proposed a Polish-East German friendship treaty to Gomu³ka
in a letter dated October 11, 1966. Over a month later, Gomu³ka expressed his
acceptance of the offer in a November 19 letter to Ulbricht. He noted with approval
East Berlin’s plans to sign a similar treaty with Prague. By the beginning of Decem-
ber, however, the East Germans had concluded that Poland was stalling on the
matter. Letter, Ulbricht to Gomu³ka, 11 October 1966; Letter Gomu³ka to Ulbricht,
19 November 1966; Letter Winzer to Ulbricht, Stoph, Honecker and Axen, 5 De-
cember 1966, and attachment, “Abschrift: Telegramm Nr. 133/66 v. 2.12.1966 vom
Genossen Mewis, Warschau”; Mewis, Warsaw, “Vermerk über ein Gespräch mit
Genossen Kliczko [sic],” 5 December 1966, SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–371.

17. “Protokó_ ze spotkania I sekretarza KC PZPR W³adys³awa Gomu³ki z
sekretarzami KC KPZR—Jurijem Andropowem i Borisem Ponomariewem /28
grudnia 1966r./,” n.d. AAN, KC PZPR, sygn. 2641, 644–58.

18. “Protokoll der Ausführungen des Genossen Rapacki am 11.1.1967,” n.d.
SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–371; Kohrt, Staatssekretär und Erster Stellvertreter des
Ministers für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten, to Ulbricht, Stoph, Honecker and Axen,
12 January 1967, ibid.
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It was January 13, 1967, before Moscow finally took a stance on the
Kiesinger government. It only contributed, however, to the existing confu-
sion within the Soviet bloc. In a speech at Gorky, Brezhnev combined harsh
words for the FRG and declarations of support for the GDR with veiled
encouragement for a change in policy in Bonn. “We shall support every-
thing sensible and useful for peace in Europe,” he declared, “including
appropriate steps by the FRG, should such steps be taken.” Although he
declared “unconditional recognition” of the GDR a “basic precondition”
for a “true normalization” in Europe, he did not make it a precondition for
diplomatic relations with Bonn. He failed even to mention the issue of
Poland’s western border.19

In the week following Brezhnev’s speech, it became obvious that Mos-
cow intended to sneak an initiative past Poland and the GDR permitting
the other socialist states to establish diplomatic relations with Bonn. Dur-
ing talks with Ulbricht and the East German leadership on January 17,
Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Vladimir Semenov discussed a memo that
Moscow was planning to send to the other socialist states. Although the
memo, like Brezhnev’s speech, harshly criticized Bonn, it also intimated for
the first time that Moscow would permit individual socialist states to es-
tablish diplomatic relations. The Soviets were working from the assump-
tion, Semenov explained, that this would lead to a “further breakdown in
the Hallstein Doctrine.” To assure that this would be the case, Moscow
would ask the other socialist states to adopt the same stance that it had in
establishing relations with Bonn in 1955—namely, to declare the existence
of two German states, stress the final character of the borders in Europe,
and underline that the “FRG’s jurisdiction applied exclusively to its own
territory.”20

Ulbricht expressed strong misgivings about the Soviet memo. He doubted
that the other socialist states, especially Romania, would follow Moscow’s
wishes. More importantly, the Bucharest Declaration, he argued, not the
“Moscow 1955 model,” marked the proper point of departure for the so-
cialist states. “No formulations may be used or tolerated,” he declared,
“like it happened with Adenauer in 1955, when he wrote about reunifica-
tion and the Paris Treaties.” He joined Gomu³ka in calling for a foreign
ministers’ meeting. By the end of the talks, however, he made the mistake
of suggesting that the Soviets could discuss their memorandum with the
other socialist states.21

19. See the excerpts from Brezhnev’s speech in DzDP, V/1: 305–7.
20. “Vermerk über die Unterredung zwischen Genossen Walter Ulbricht und

Genossen W.S. Semjonow, Stellvertreter des Ministers für Auswärtige
Angelegenheiten der UdSSR (17.1.67),” n.d. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/201–1094.

21. Ibid.
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Brezhnev exploited Ulbricht’s concession the following day, January 18,
during secret talks with Gomu³ka and the Polish leadership in eastern Po-
land. Moscow, he informed Gomu³ka, was planning to send a letter to the
“fraternal parties” about the Kiesinger government and its policies. Gomu³ka
asked if the Soviets thus considered a foreign ministers’ meeting unneces-
sary. “One does not preclude the other,” Brezhnev replied. It would be
difficult, however, for Moscow to tell the other socialist states not to estab-
lish diplomatic relations with Bonn when Moscow had already done so.
The best the Soviets could do, he said, was to ask that they adopt the same
stance that Moscow had in 1955. At this point, Brezhnev declared: “We
consulted with Comrade Ulbricht about the letter . . . He fully agrees with
the stance contained in it, 100%. He told this to Semenov . . . Soon, our
ambassadors will be going to work. We did not want to begin this action,
however, before we discussed the matter with you.” It later came out dur-
ing the meeting that the Soviets had in fact already distributed the memo-
randum to their ambassadors in the other East European states.22

After the Soviets read their memorandum, Gomu³ka launched into a
bitter tirade against disunity within the Warsaw Pact and Moscow’s failure
to counter it. The situation, he said, was beginning to remind him of what
Khrushchev had accused Beria of doing in 1953—i.e., selling out the GDR.
He dismissed the “Moscow 1955 model” and repeated Warsaw’s three
conditions for diplomatic relations with Bonn—including de facto, not de
jure, recognition of the GDR. He was particularly unnerved that Moscow
had put in writing that it was not opposed to diplomatic relations with
Bonn. When Brezhnev protested that there was nothing else that Moscow
could do, Gomu³ka accused the Soviets of secretly favoring the movement
within the alliance towards diplomatic relations with Bonn.23 If the Soviets
could not block the establishment of diplomatic relations themselves—and
indeed wanted to block it, Gomu³ka implied—then a Warsaw Pact meeting
was all the more necessary.24 At one point, he snapped: “If Romania estab-
lishes diplomatic relations with Bonn without any preconditions, I would
tell them: Go to hell.”25

If Gomu³ka was playing the role of tutor, by the end of the meeting,
Brezhnev was acting like his chastened pupil. Brezhnev blamed the other
socialist states for the movement towards normalization with Bonn; Andrei

22. “Protokók ze spotkania przywódców Polskiej Zjednoczonej Partii Robotniczej
i Komunistycznej Partii Zwi¹zku Radzieckiego /18 stycznia 1967 roku—£añsk/,”
n.d. AAN, KC PZPR, sygn. 2642, p. 11.

23. “We received news from Cologne,” Gomu³ka said, “about a statement by
Tsarapkin . . . that the USSR has approved the establishment of diplomatic relations
by other countries.” Ibid.

24. Ibid.
25. Ibid.
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Gromyko and his other advisors were responsible for the offending pas-
sage in the Soviet letter. He promised to phone Moscow the same day and
have the Politburo vote on a foreign ministers’ meeting. After the vote,
Gromyko would immediately contact the other Warsaw Pact first secretar-
ies to inform them about the meeting, which would be held in a matter of
days, preferably in East Berlin. The Soviet leader’s promise seemed to pla-
cate Gomu³ka, at least for the time being.26

It was January 24, 1967, almost a week later, before Moscow announced
the foreign ministers’ meeting, to be held from February 6–8 in East Berlin.
By that time, the East Germans had already sprung into action. On Janu-
ary 18, a day after Semenov’s departure, Ulbricht had received an analysis
of the “Moscow 1955 model” from the International Division of the SED
Central Committee. The documents exchanged between Bonn and Mos-
cow in 1955, it reported, had all contained wording suggesting that prob-
lems relating to Germany as a whole could be resolved without the GDR’s
participation. “If today, in 1967, the establishment of diplomatic relations
between a socialist state and the West German Federal Republic ensued in
such a form and with similar formulations,” the analysis concluded, “then
it would be . . . a serious setback that we could not bear.”27 On January 24,
the day of Moscow’s announcement, the SED Politburo ordered the GDR
foreign ministry to distribute its own memorandum on relations with Bonn
to the socialist states. The final memorandum, dated January 25, asked the
GDR’s allies not to enter into negotiations with Bonn until the Warsaw
Pact had established a common stance on diplomatic relations. If the GDR’s
allies felt that they had to establish diplomatic relations, it asked that they
take three steps: first, inform the states of the “anti-Hitler coalition” that
their act should contribute to a normalization of relations between both
German states; second, publicly reaffirm their support for the demands
addressed to Bonn in the Bucharest Declaration; and third, notify neutral
and nonsocialist countries that they recognized the existence of two Ger-
man states.28

26. Ibid.
27. Gerhard Kegel, ZK SED, to Ulbricht, “‘Moskauer Modell 1955’ bei evt.

Aufnahme diplomatischer Beziehungen zwischen der UdSSR und Westdeutschland,”
18 January 1967. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–79. The memo’s title suggests where the
GDR’s greatest fears lay—with the USSR.

28. On the day of the Soviet memorandum, the SED Politburo ordered the GDR
foreign ministry to revise a memorandum that it had prepared for distribution to
the other socialist states as an aide-mémoire. “Protokoll Nr. 3/67 der Sitzung des
Politbüros des Zentralkomitees am 24. Januar 1967,” SAPMO BA, J IV 2/2–1.095,
pp. 1–7; and attachment, “Erwägungen des Ministeriums für Auswärtige
Angelegenheiten der DDR zur Frage der diplomatischer Beziehungen sozialistischer
Staaten mit der westdeutschen Bundesrepublik,” 24 January 1967, in ibid., pp. 77–
80. For the final version of the aide-mémoire, see the “Denkschrift” dated 25 January
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Both the GDR’s unilateral action and Moscow’s continued foot-drag-
ging on a foreign ministers’ meeting clearly upset Warsaw. The Poles made
their displeasure known. At a press conference in Paris on January 27,
1967, Rapacki listed only two factors as having an influence upon Polish-
West German relations: Bonn’s stance on nuclear weapons and its attitude
towards the existing borders in Europe, including the Oder-Neisse Line. He
made only passing reference to the GDR.29 Having issued their warning, the
Poles returned to their original three conditions within a matter of days.30

It was Romania, in the end, which forced Moscow to take a clear stance
on relations with Bonn. On January 31, 1967, Bucharest established diplo-
matic relations. Ignoring both the “Moscow 1955 model” and the GDR’s
memorandum, the Romanians allowed the West Germans to repeat their
claims to sole representation and to the borders of 1937. On February 3,
Neues Deutschland charged the Romanians with violating the Bucharest
Declaration.31 On February 4, Bucharest responded by accusing the GDR
of “interven[ing] in the internal affairs of another socialist state.”32 After
the exchange, Romania refused to attend the Warsaw Pact foreign minis-
ters’ meeting unless it was postponed and held somewhere other than East
Berlin. To preserve a facade of unity, Brezhnev rescheduled the gathering
for February 8–10 in Warsaw.33 Privately, the Soviets expressed their dis-

(note 28 continued) 1967, in SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–79. Winzer’s subsequent
speech in Warsaw confirmed that the aide-mémoire had been distributed to the
GDR’s allies. See “Rede des Ministers für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten der DDR,
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der Außenminister der Warschauer Vertragsstaaten in Warschau,” 8–10 February
1967. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–260.

29. According to the Polish Press Agency (Polska Agencja Prasowa, PAP) as
cited in DzDP V/1: 398–400.
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Relations with West Germany, 1956–1967,” 26 February 1968, in Radio Free Eu-
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February 1967), as cited in DzDP V/1: 470–72.

32. As cited in ibid., 475–9.
33. When Brezhnev informed Ulbricht of Romania’s demands, the Soviet leader

suggested that the meeting be moved to Budapest. Ulbricht replied that Budapest
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Breshnew mit Genossen Ulbricht am 4. Februar 1967, 10 Uhr,” n.d. SAPMO BA, J
IV 2/2–1097, pp. 5–6.
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pleasure with the SED’s decision to attack Romania publicly in the pages of
Neues Deutschland.34

If the desire for unity led the Soviets, on the one hand, to adopt a concil-
iatory stance towards Bucharest, it also compelled them, on the other, to
reimpose bloc discipline upon the remaining socialist states. On February
6, 1967, Brezhnev and Andropov paid a “friendship visit” to Prague.
Brezhnev informed the Czechoslovak leadership that Moscow expected all
the socialist states to follow a common line on relations with Bonn. Since
the conflict with Beijing and support for Vietnam demanded Moscow’s full
attention, Brezhnev asked that Czechoslovakia support Moscow’s stance
at the upcoming foreign ministers’ meeting. The Czechoslovaks reluctantly
consented.35

The East Germans and Poles made their own preparations for the meet-
ing in Warsaw. On February 4, the GDR Ministry of Foreign Affairs fin-
ished a proposal for an “informal, oral agreement” by the Warsaw Pact
foreign ministers. According to the proposal, if the GDR’s allies established
relations with Bonn, they would promise to reject Bonn’s claims to sole
representation or any territorial changes; reaffirm that the FRG’s rule ap-
plied only to its own territory; and declare that West Berlin was an inde-
pendent political entity.36 Bucharest had failed to take any of these steps.
On February 7, the Politburo ordered the GDR foreign ministry to distrib-
ute an aide-mémoire to the Warsaw Pact first secretaries, repeating the
GDR’s stance from January 25. Apparently, the original memorandum,
addressed to the foreign ministries, had not been enough.37

Warsaw tried to use the meeting’s change in venue to play the role of
honest broker.38 Although Warsaw opposed Romania’s decision to establish

34. Hegen, Staatssekretär und Erster Stellvertreter des Ministers für Auswärtige
Angelegenheiten, to Ulbricht, Honecker and Axen, 10 February 1967. SAPMO BA,
NL 182/1232.

35. Hegen to Ulbricht, Honecker and Axen, 10 February 1967. By the beginning
of February, the increasingly violent demonstrations outside the Soviet embassy in
Beijing had compelled Moscow to evacuate the families of embassy staff. China and
the Soviet Union, 1949–84, 77–9.

36. MfAA, “Entwurf: Vorschlag für eine formlose mündliche Übereinkunft der
Außenminister der Staaten des Warschauer Vertrages,” 4 February 1967. SAPMO
BA, J IV 2/201–1129.

37. “Protokoll Nr. 6/67 der Sitzung des Politbüros des Zentralkomitees am
7.2.1967,” SAPMO BA, J IV 2/2–1098, p. 2; “Stellungnahme des Politbüros des
Zentralkomitees der SED zur Frage der Aufnahme diplomatischer Beziehungen
zwischen sozialistischen Ländern und der westdeutschen Bundesrepublik (Beschluß
des Politbüros des ZK der SED vom 7. Februar 1967),” 7 February 1967, SAPMO
BA, J IV 2/202–79.

38. See A. Korab, “Unbehagen über Bonns Ostpolitik,” Tagesspiegel (8 Febru-
ary 1967), as reprinted in DzDP V/1: 486–8.
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diplomatic relations, it refrained from lodging any official complaints in
Bucharest. It wanted to assure Romania’s attendance at the Warsaw meet-
ing. Rapacki invited Gromyko, East German Foreign Minister Otto Winzer,
and Czechoslovak Foreign Minister Václav David to Warsaw a day early,
February 7, to discuss strategy for the upcoming meeting.39 At a dinner
hosted by the Polish premier, the four ministers tried to work out a com-
mon stance. Despite their apparent failure, Rapacki, Gromyko, and Winzer
would continue to caucus throughout the foreign ministers’ meeting, some-
times joined by Foreign Minister David. Earlier in the day, Gromyko had
clearly stated Moscow’s stance during talks with Winzer: For the time be-
ing, it would be “inappropriate” for any of the remaining socialist states to
establish diplomatic relations with Bonn. He also “proposed” that the GDR
withdraw its latest aide-mémoire. Since Gromyko was adopting a harder
line than the GDR had expected, Winzer backed the Soviets’ stance.40

Speeches filled the first day of the foreign ministers’ meeting, February 8.
In a display of national sovereignty, Bucharest sent only its deputy foreign
minister. He began the meeting by opposing the publication of a press re-
lease.41 In the first speech of the day, Rapacki accused Bonn of trying to iso-
late the GDR and underlined the importance of the proposed triangle of friend-
ship treaties.42 David struggled in his speech to minimize the importance of
Prague’s recent contacts with Bonn. In the future, he said, Prague would re-
mind Bonn that it had to meet certain preconditions for diplomatic relations;
he recited the demands contained in the Bucharest Declaration.43 David’s speech
closely paralleled Gromyko’s, presented the following day.44

Winzer’s speech aroused a great deal of interest. He openly criticized the
“Moscow 1955 model”—which he attributed to West Germany!—and in-
directly accused the Soviets of violating the GDR’s sovereignty. The 1955
model, he argued, ignored the fact that Moscow had recognized the GDR’s

39. Oskar Fischer, Stellvertreter des Ministers für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten,
“Vermerk über eine Unterredung zwischen Genossen Oskar Fischer und dem
Botschafter der VR Polen, Genossen F. Baranowski, am 4.2.1967,” 5 February 1967.
SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–261.

40. Stellv. Abteilungsleiter, Abt. Internationale Verbindungen [KC SED],
“Vermerk,” 7 February 1967. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/201–1129.

41. P. Markowski, MfAA, to Ulbricht, 8 February 1967. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/
202–261.

42. See the German translation of Rapacki’s speech in “Stenografische
Niederschrift der Konferenz der Außenminister der Warschauer Vertragsstaaten in
Warschau,” 8–10 February 1967. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–260.

43. See David’s speech, esp. pp. 13–16, in ibid.
44. In his speech, Gromyko reaffirmed Moscow’s support for the catalog of

demands addressed to Bonn in the Bucharest Declaration. “Rede des Ministers für
Auswärtige Angelegenheiten der UdSSR am 9. Februar 1967,” p. 3, in ibid.
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sovereignty in 1955 and had reaffirmed it in its 1964 friendship treaty with
East Berlin. Echoing Gromyko’s private remarks, he declared: “The GDR
is of the opinion that the establishment of diplomatic relations . . . [with]
the West German Federal Republic is not appropriate at present.”45 Al-
though the foreign ministers of both Hungary and Bulgaria—according to
the East German record—gave rather weak speeches, Romania’s isolation
within the Warsaw Pact seemed complete.46

On the evening of February 8, the troika of Rapacki, Gromyko, and
Winzer finished work on an agreement. It listed the conditions that Bonn
would have to meet before the remaining socialist states would establish
diplomatic relations: “recognition of the existing borders, including the
Oder-Neisse border and the border between the Federal Republic and the
GDR”; recognition of the invalidity of the Munich Agreement, ex tunc;
“recognition of the fact that two German states exist; resignation from the
presumption to sole representation, the attempt to gain access to nuclear
weapons in any form, and the illegal claim to West Berlin.”47 The troika
met privately with individual colleagues to gather signatures.

The highlight of the three-day meeting was Gomu³ka’s speech to the
foreign ministers on February 9. He implicitly criticized Romania for es-
tablishing relations with Bonn and then declared point-blank: “[A]ll this
eagerness to establish diplomatic relations with Bonn disturbs us.” The
Western press, he said, was reporting that the socialist states were “stand-
ing in line to establish diplomatic relations.” Although Gomu³ka spent most
of his speech emphasizing the importance of the GDR’s recognition (de
facto) for the security of the entire socialist bloc, he embedded this demand
in Warsaw’s longstanding package of three conditions. Lest Gomu³ka’s
speech be misunderstood, Gromyko declared in the name of the Soviet
Central Committee that it also represented Moscow’s position. Winzer made
a similar proclamation; the East German delegation, he added, was “deeply
moved” by Gomu³ka’s kind words for the GDR. The Romanian delega-
tion, for its part, remained unimpressed.48

By February 10, 1967, Gromyko, Rapacki, and Winzer gained the ap-
proval of all the delegations—except the Romanians, whom they did not

45. “Rede des Ministers für Auswärtige Angelegenheiten der DDR, Genossen
Otto Winzer,” pp. 5, 17, 20–21, in ibid.

46. Markowski to Ulbricht, 8 February 1967. SAPMO BA, J IV 2/202–261.
47. “PROTOKOLLNIEDERSCHRIFT EINER VEREINBARUNG,” attached

to ibid. The Polish-language version can be found in AAN, KC PZPR, sygn. 2949,
pp. 28–9.

48. Stanis³aw Trepczyñski, “Protokó³ ze spotkania I sekretarza KC PZPR
W³adys³awa Gomu³ki z uczestnikami narady Ministrów Spraw Zagranicznych
pañstw-cz³onków Uk³adu Warszawskiego /Warszawa, 9 lutego 1967 r./,” AAN, KC
PZPR, p. 129, t. 103.
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ask—for their draft agreement. Gromyko did not even bother to speak
with the Hungarian foreign minister, Janos Peter. The Soviet ambassador
to Budapest met with the head of the International Division of the Hungar-
ian Central Committee. Acting on orders from Gromyko, he demanded
that the Hungarian leadership simply telephone Peter and order him to
sign the agreement, sight unseen. Hungarian First Secretary Janos Kádár
reluctantly complied with Gromyko’s request.49 The last holdout was David.
He signed the agreement on February 10 after gaining a few cosmetic
changes. Gromyko and Rapacki convinced Winzer to accept the changes
for the sake of unanimity.50 The final agreement remained a secret, even to
the Romanians at the conference; this explains in part the subsequent specu-
lation about an “Ulbricht Doctrine.” The final communiqué from the con-
ference, approved by the Romanian delegation, merely stated that a “friendly
exchange of opinions over international questions had taken place.”51

In the end, Moscow, Warsaw, and East Berlin could declare the foreign
ministers’ meeting a success. For the time being, they had halted Bonn’s
diplomatic offensive to the east and preserved unity within the Warsaw
Pact. For Warsaw and East Berlin, the threat of isolation had passed—at
least temporarily. The GDR had gained acceptance for its demands that
none of the remaining socialist states establish diplomatic relations with
Bonn until it recognized the GDR and renounced its claim to West Berlin.
Warsaw had gained acceptance for its three preconditions: Bonn’s de facto
recognition of the GDR, renunciation of access to nuclear weapons, and
recognition of the existing borders in Europe. The agreement specified the
Oder-Neisse Line as one of the borders to be recognized. The Soviets, for
their part, had restored unity within the bloc without ostracizing the Ro-
manians. They succeeded in preventing a further breach in bloc discipline
at a time when Sino-Soviet tensions were at a peak.

An examination of the origins, course, and results of the Warsaw meet-
ing demonstrate that its outcome was not an “Ulbricht Doctrine”. It was
Gomu³ka who successfully pushed the Soviets to call the meeting; he gained
acceptance of Warsaw’s three conditions, plus a few more. He prevented
the Soviet Union and the GDR from deciding on their own what precondi-
tions—if any—to place upon diplomatic relations with Bonn. By pressur-

49. See Kádár’s account of the matter in “Protokó³ z nieoficjalnej wizyty tow.W.
Gomu³ki i tow. J. Cyrankiewicza na Wêgrzech/Budapeszt 8–9 marca 1967 r./,” n.d.
AAN, KC PZPR, sygn. 2600, pp. 245–47.

50. Minister Winzer, Warsaw, to Ulbricht, Honecker, Alfred Neumann, and
Staatssekretär Hegen, “Blitz-Telegramm,” 10 February 1967. SAPMO BA, J
IV 2/201–1129, m.n.p.; cf. “PROTOKOLLNIEDERSCHRIFT EINER
VEREINBARGUNG.”
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ing the Soviets, he had derailed Moscow’s letter and contributed indirectly
to the withdrawal of the GDR’s aide-mémoire. The meeting’s outcome was
neither an Ulbricht nor a “Gomu³ka Doctrine,” but a compromise.52 It
remained to be seen how the individual socialist states would put this com-
promise into practice.

51. “Kommuniqué über die Tagung der Außenminister der Teilnehmerstaaten
des Warschauer Vertrages in Warschau,” 10 February 1967. DzDP, V. Reihe, Bd. 1,
517–18.

52. Cf. Korab, “Unbehagen über Bonns Ostpolitik,” DzDP V/1: 486–8.
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“Polska mýs l federalna,” 1/57 (l969), 31–35.
“Ja³ta w pamiêtnikach zachodnich uczestników,” 4/60 (1970), 12–17.
“W dwuchsetn¹ rocznicê I-go Rozbioru,” 11/67 (1972), 7–11.
“Stany Zjednoczone a Polska,” 12/79 (1976), 6–11.
“Roosevelt wobec Polski,” 30/86 (1978), 22–25.
“Wyprawa kijowska,” 36/92 (1980), 20–24.
“Zachód wobec II-ej Rzeczypospolitej,” 43/99 (1983), 12–15.
“Realizm a idealizm w dziejach Polski,” 50/106–51/107 (1985), 38–42.
“Dyplomacja polska 1914–1945,” 57/113 (1988), 21–31.
“O federacji polsko-czechos³owackiej,” 63/119 (1990), 33–37.
“Polska, Czecho-S³owacja, Wegry,” 69/125 (1991), 19–22.
“Evropske: dojmy,” Nov. Dec. 1955.
In Tygodnik Powszechny:
“Kompromis,”19 December 1982.
“Realizm, idealizm a historia,” 31 July 1983.
“Magistra vitae,” 9 September 1984.
“Laboratorium historii: Polska, Czechos³owacja, Wêgry,” 22 September 1985.
“Appeasement, bezpieczeñstwo, niepodleg³ósæ,” 21 September 1986.
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Zadzik, (Warsaw, 1996), 394–395.
“Wstêp,” Spór o PRL. Krakow, 1996, 7–16.
“Rozmowa braci po latach,” Plus-Minus, 18–29. 6. 1997.
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