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Abstract. This article aims to identify the conceptual landscape occupied by ideas of 
post-war multipolarity within the strategic discourse of Soviet diplomacy during the 
latter phases of the Second World War. Particular emphasis is placed on the intellectual 
contributions of two prominent Soviet diplomats, Maxim Litvinov and Ivan Maisky. In 
the paper, the author draws upon both published and archival source materials includ-
ing the diaries and records maintained by officials within the Soviet Foreign Office, as 
well as documents produced by the “Litvinov Commission.”
While the diplomatic theories formulated by Litvinov and Maisky during the years 
1943–1945 have been subject to analysis by Russian and international scholars, exist-
ing scholarship has for the most part focused on the content and nuances of their per-
spectives on specific international “questions.” Departing from this convention, this arti-
cle adopts a methodological approach that seeks to explore the underlying conceptual 
foundations upon which the ideas of Litvinov and Maisky were constructed. Addition-
ally, the essay introduces a novel dimension by surveying the viewpoints of other So-
viet diplomats (Solomon Lozovsky, Boris Shtein, Yakov Surits, and Yevgeny Tarle), who 
have garnered relatively less scholarly attention. 
The author pays special attention to the nature of Litvinov and Maisky’s conceptualiza-
tion of the international landscape following the war as a multipolar system, although 
the term “multipolarity” is not explicitly used. The article addresses such issues as how 
the Soviet diplomats envisioned the post-war security architecture, whether they con-
sidered Soviet-American bipolarity inevitable, and what factors and circumstances in-
fluenced their foreign policy conceptualizations. The resurgence today of discussions 
surrounding the trajectory of multipolarity in the 21stcentury underscores the perti-
nence of this historical inquiry. 
The key conclusion of the article is that the conceptual framework embraced by Soviet 
diplomats in 1943–1945 was not centred on notions of bipolarity or an imminent Cold 
War. While acknowledging the potential escalation of tensions between the USSR and 
Western nations led by the United States and Great Britain, they favoured collabora-
tion among the principal powers of the anti-Hitler coalition, grounded in an implicit 
understanding of their respective “spheres of influence.” Although Soviet Foreign Office 
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The growing intensity of debates surrounding the future of multipolarity and 
the multipolar world in the 21st century compels us to revisit earlier interpre-
tations of these concepts, particularly those offered by Soviet diplomats and 

expert community.
During the Cold War, Soviet analysts predominantly regarded the notion of 

‘multipolarity’ as a foreign concept originating in the English-speaking world; notably, 
it was frequently enclosed in quotation marks (Primakov et al., 1983, p. 214; Kunina, 
1988, p. 158). Even throughout the 1970s and 1980s, despite increasing familiarity 
with and analysis of Western international relations theories, multipolarity was largely 
framed within the context of “contemporary U.S. foreign policy ideas” (Anichkina et 
al., 1979, p. 128) and “bourgeois predictions about the evolution of international rela-
tions” (Kokoshin, 1978, p. 53). Scholarly works often asserted that, “regardless of how 
‘multipolarity’ was rationalized, the fundamental reality of international relations – 
the rivalry and competition between two social systems – was supplanted by a narra-
tive aligned with the imperialist worldview” (Kunina, 1988, p. 158).

In the 1970s and early 1980s, Soviet experts generally viewed the concept of 
multipolarity as a means to “draw attention away from key transformations that dem-
onstrate clear social progress toward socialism” (Petrovsky, 1976, p. 197). However, 
opinions varied – though not always explicitly – regarding whose interests the po-
tential emergence of a multipolar world would serve: the USSR’s or the USA’s. This 
diversity of views was often reflected through citations of different perspectives from 
Western, primarily American, experts.

On one side, there was the notion that the United States, as “American theorists 
contend, benefits from the fragmentation or ‘multipolarity’ of Eurasia, characterized 
by its division into several centers of ‘gravitational force’ and the presence of at least 
two poles of state power” (Iakovlev et al., 1976, p. 160). Conversely, Soviet experts were 
also intrigued by Western analysts’ arguments suggesting that multipolarity – inter-
preted as increased foreign policy independence of Western European countries from 
the United States – could enhance Soviet influence in Europe (Khromushin, 1974,  
p. 36).

Henry Kissinger’s essay, Central Issues of American Foreign Policy (Kissinger, 1969, 
p. 51–97), which expressed concerns about the growing trend toward multipolarity 
in international relations, attracted significant attention. Kissinger was cited as stat-
ing that “political multipolarity makes it impossible to impose an American design” 

officials did not discount the possibility of the formation of a united Anglo-American 
front against the USSR, they believed that Soviet diplomacy should actively work to 
prevent such an outcome by capitalizing on the fissures between Washington and 
London.
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(Trofimenko, 1976, p. 63; Khlebnikov, 1984, p. 34). Emphasis was placed on his view 
that “political multipolarity does not necessarily guarantee stability. Rigidity is dimin-
ished, but so is manageability” (Kokoshin, 1978, p. 53). In this context, bipolarity was 
portrayed as a more manageable and stable international framework, within which the 
Soviet Union asserted an equal status alongside the United States.

It was only toward the final years of the USSR that Soviet experts began to more 
confidently articulate the idea that “to some extent, multipolarity, viewed as a poten-
tial model for the global world order, reflects the increasing diversity of social paths 
of human development” (Sergunin, 1989, p. 9). Some researchers even proposed that 
“multipolarity now represents a more complex stage in the evolution and functioning 
of the world’s social bipolarity, rather than serving as a way to move beyond it” (Ia-
kovlev, 1990, p. 105). The assertion that “economic multipolarity has already become 
a significant element in the international landscape” was accompanied by predictions 
that “by the end of the century, multipolarity is expected to emerge in the political 
realm as well” (Kholodkovskii, 1991, p. 22).

During the Cold War, issues related to a multipolar world largely remained mar-
ginal in Soviet expert analyses. This tendency aligned with the official foreign poli-
cy and ideological priorities of the Soviet state. Typically, Moscow emphasized par-
ity with Washington and regarded bipolarity as reflecting the privileged status of the 
USSR alongside the United States within the prevailing international system. At the 
same time, multipolarity – understood as the growing independence of Western Eu-
rope from the United States – was viewed more favorably. By the late Soviet period, 
expert assessments began to acknowledge the possibility of a multipolar world, while 
also recognizing that “the second global center of power, the USSR, had lost its super-
power status” (Pleshakov, 1991, p. 22). Consequently, Soviet discussions of multipolar-
ity largely faded after 1991.In contemporary Russia, “the concept of multipolarity in 
global politics is most commonly linked to Yevgeny Primakov,” with its origins traced 
back to 1996.2

At the same time, despite avoiding the specific terms ‘multipolarity’ and ‘multipolar 
world,’ not only experts but also Soviet diplomats frequently interpreted international 
developments through these conceptual frameworks. This was particularly true for 
the first generation of officials at the USSR People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs 
(NKID, or Soviet Foreign Office), who operated during the interwar period – a time 
marked by the existence of multiple centers of international influence. Some scholars 
have even described the 1930s as a unique ‘tripolar’ era, with the United States, the 
USSR, and Germany serving as the key power centers (Schweller, 1998). Examining 
the views of Soviet diplomats regarding the structure of international relations helps 

2	 Kortunov A.V. Pochemu mir ne stanovitsya mnogopolyarnym [Why the world is not becoming multipolar]. Russia in 
Global Affairs. June 26, 2018. URL: https://www.globalaffairs.ru/articles/pochemu-mir-ne-stanovitsya-mnogopolyarnym/ 
(accessed: December 20, 2023) (in Russian).
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clarify the origins of multipolarity concepts within the Russian diplomatic and expert 
tradition, thereby deepening our understanding of how these ideas have evolved and 
transformed over time.

Among the first generation of employees at the Soviet Foreign Office, two promi-
nent diplomats – Maxim Litvinov and Ivan Maisky – stand out. They are sometimes 
described, albeit conditionally, as ‘pro-Western’ within the highest ranks of the NKID 
(Pechatnov, 2013, p. 90). This tentative label stems from their belief in the possibility 
of cooperation between the USSR and major Western powers during various phases 
of international relations in the 1930s and 1940s. Nonetheless, both diplomats con-
sistently prioritized advancing Soviet interests. The perspective of Canadian histo-
rian Michael Jabara Carley, who reviewed historiographical debates regarding the 
foreign policy orientations of Georgy Chicherin and Litvinov, is particularly relevant 
here: “Historians and contemporaries have often observed that Chicherin was pro-
German, and Litvinov pro-British. This is untrue; they were both pro-Soviet. The 
primacy of the interests of the Soviet state was their shared preoccupation” (Carley,  
2019, p. 104).

Throughout their public service careers, Litvinov and Maisky amassed consider-
able practical experience. Litvinov served as the People’s Commissar for Foreign Af-
fairs of the USSR from 1930 to 1939, then as Deputy People’s Commissar from 1941 
to 1946, and as Ambassador to the United States between 1941 and 1943 (for further 
details, see: Sokolov, 2002). Meanwhile, from 1932 to 1943, Maisky was the USSR’s 
permanent representative to Great Britain – initially as envoy and later as ambassa-
dor – before assuming the role of Deputy People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs from 
1943 to 1946 (for more information, see Pozharskaya, 2004).

While serving at the NKID headquarters and abroad, Litvinov and Maisky bal-
anced hands-on diplomacy with insightful reflections on international developments, 
consistently adhering to the dominant communist party and Soviet state policies. 
Their expertise was highly valued by the Soviet leadership during the Great Patriotic 
War and World War II. This trust was reflected in their 1943 appointments as chair-
men of two key NKID commissions: Litvinov led the peace treaties and post-war or-
der commission (the Litvinov Commission) (Filitov, 1995), while Maisky chaired the 
reparations commission (the Maisky Commission) (Zhigalov, 2014).

The perspectives of several prominent members of the Litvinov and Maisky com-
missions also warrant attention. Among them are four notable figures: Deputy Peo-
ple’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs Solomon Lozovsky (Balandina, Davydov, 2020, 
p. 78–91); historian and diplomat Boris Shtein, who served as ambassador to Finland 
(1933–1934) and Italy (1934–1939) (Baryshnikov, Plenkov, 2015); NKID adviser Jakob 
Suritz, who held plenipotentiary representative positions in Germany (1934–1937) 
and France (1937–1940) (Sizonenko, 1991); and finally, academician Yevgeny Tarle, 
whose work on the Litvinov Commission represents “the only documented instance 
of his involvement<…> in actual foreign policy work, beyond propaganda and jour-
nalistic activities” (Kaganovich, 2014, p. 237).
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3	 Maisky I.M. 2009. Dnevnik diplomata. London. 1934-1943 [A Diplomat’s Diary. London, 1934-1943]. Book 2. Part 2. Ed.  
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This article focuses on the ideas about the post-war world formulated by Soviet 
diplomats during the final stages of the Great Patriotic War, between 1943 and 1945. 
At first glance, this topic appears to have been thoroughly studied. The memorandums 
by Litvinov and Maisky attracted significant attention from both domestic and foreign 
historians as early as during the extensive declassification of archival documents in 
Russia – the so-called “archival revolution” of the 1990s (Pikhoia, 2014). These sources 
remain widely used in current research on various facets of Soviet foreign policy dur-
ing the Great Patriotic War. Scholars have analyzed Litvinov and Maisky’s vision of 
the USSR’s future relations with the countries of the anti-Hitler coalition and Axis 
opponents (Roberts, 2002; Pechatnov, 2006; Roberts, 2006; Arzakanian, 2010; Ageev 
et al., 2014; Gorozii, 2018). Their assessments of key issues concerning the post-war 
international order in Europe and globally – such as the Soviet, German, and Italian 
‘questions’, among others – have also been explored (Sal’kov, 2009; Narinskii, 2010; 
Afiani, 2016; Sindeev, 2020). Additionally, their reflections on the political and strate-
gic lessons of the war (Pechatnov, 2009; Magadeev, 2020), as well as their personal and 
formal interactions with the Soviet political leadership, other diplomats, and repre-
sentatives of the anti-Hitler coalition(Sokolov, 2001; Pozdeeva, 2008; Pechatnov, 2010; 
Khakhalkina, Zhigalov, 2019) have been studied extensively.

This study is distinguished by the clear formulation of a research question, along-
side a fresh interpretation of various archival and published documents. The primary 
aim of this article is to outline the general conceptual framework underlying the for-
eign policy ideas of Soviet diplomats concerning the post-war world. The author seeks 
to address several questions that have often been insufficiently explored in histori-
ography: How did Soviet diplomats envision the post-war world? Did they consider 
bipolarity inevitable? What factors shaped their foreign policy ideas between 1943 and 
1945? Which specific aspects of post-war multipolarity did they regard as most signifi-
cant? The renewed interest in discussions about multipolarity in contemporary inter-
national relations underscores the relevance of this inquiry.

The study’s source base consists of published and archival notes from NKID offi-
cials submitted to their superiors and top government leaders, alongside records from 
the Litvinov Commission meetings. These documents not only capture the core posi-
tions Soviet diplomats aimed to communicate to higher authorities but also reveal the 
diversity of opinions expressed during confidential discussions. A critical analysis of 
these perspectives, as revealed in the documents, enables the reconstruction of the 
conceptual framework underpinning the foreign policy ideas of several leading NKID 
figures. Through a comparative historical analysis of the views held by Litvinov and 
Maisky – further enriched, in Maisky’s case, by contrasting his official memorandums 
with entries from his personal diary – the study aims to uncover both shared and 
unique perspectives of the two diplomats, highlighting the nuanced ideas that often 
went unspoken or ‘between the lines’ in their memos and proposals.3
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A new ‘balance of power’ in the post-war world

The terms ‘multipolarity’ and ‘multipolar world’ were unfamiliar to Litvinov, 
Maisky, and many later Soviet experts. Nevertheless, both diplomats effectively em-
ployed several concepts rooted in the framework of Realpolitik.

From the early days of the Soviet state, some Soviet diplomats – including the 
Soviet representative in Germany, Adolph Joffe – frequently based their practical work 
on “national interests in the spirit of Realpolitik” (Vatlin, Lannik, 2023, p. 35). In ana-
lyzing the views of the Litvinov Commission members during 1943–1945, scholars 
have similarly noted their “Realpolitik-inspired great-power thinking” (Kaganovich, 
2000, p. 358). At the first meeting of the Litvinov Commission on September 8, 1943, 
academician Tarle emphasized that “all points should be developed from the perspec-
tive of maximizing the security of Soviet borders against future attacks, while also 
taking into account the future of Europe in terms of securing the greatest possible sta-
bility in peace and security.”4 Moreover, several fundamental principles of Marxism-
Leninism – such as the role of international struggle and the balance of power dynam-
ics among ‘imperialist’ nations – fit naturally within a conceptual framework closely 
aligned with classical ‘political realism’.

Following the conclusion of the ‘radical turning point’ in the Great Patriotic War 
and World War II, Soviet diplomats recognized that the post-war ‘balance of power’ 
would differ significantly from the situation before 1939. This did not entail abandon-
ing the broader conceptual framework of multipolarity that described the interwar 
period but rather anticipated a fundamental transformation in its internal dynamics 
and substance. As early as December 26, 1941, amid the success of the Soviet coun-
teroffensive near Moscow, Lozovsky acknowledged that “the war is in full swing, with 
no known end in sight,” yet he was confident that “the outcome of the war is clear.” 
In his view, the post-war challenge would stem from the fact that “four great pow-
ers – Germany, Japan, Italy, and France – would be incapacitated, leaving the USSR, 
Great Britain, and the United States to determine the future course of international  
affairs.”5 

The Litvinov Commission developed comprehensive plans aimed at ensuring 
Germany’s long-term weakening and even its potential dismemberment (Filitov, 2023, 
p. 15–71). Prior to the Commission’s establishment, Maisky, in his early diplomatic 
proposals for the post-war era, emphasized the necessity of Germany’s “industrial dis-
armament” – primarily through the significant reduction or elimination of its mili-
tary industry. He argued that, “[u]nder such circumstances, even in the worst-case 
scenario, Germany would not be able to launch another act of aggression as swiftly as 

4	 SSSR i germanskiy vopros. 1941–1949 [The USSR and the German Question. 1941–1949]. 1996. Documents from the Archives 
of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation. Compiled by G.P. Kynin, J. Laufer. Vol.1. Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye otnosheni-
ya. P. 239 (in Russian).
5	 Ibid, p. 141.
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it had in recent times.”6 Later, as head of the NKID reparations commission, Maisky 
maintained this approach. He believed that, when determining and justifying the total 
sum of reparations and the mechanism for collecting them from Germany, the Soviet 
side needed to consider not only the losses suffered by the USSR and other countries, 
but also the “broader goal of Germany’s economic disarmament.”7 Litvinov supported 
this perspective as well. In a memorandum to People’s Commissar Vyacheslav Molotov 
dated October 9, 1943, he observed that “the necessity for Germany’s comprehensive 
disarmament – including the dissolution of its army, the removal of its navy and air 
force, the demolition of military fortifications, and the destruction of its military in-
dustry – is an almost universally accepted axiom.”8

Although issues concerning Japan were not examined in as much detail – given its 
longstanding neutrality toward the USSR – it was understood that this key Axis ally of 
Germany was also expected to weaken after the war.9 In a memorandum dated January 
10, 1944, unaware of Stalin’s prior assurances to the Western Allies about the USSR’s 
forthcoming entry into the war against Japan, Maisky stated that the Soviet Union “is 
not interested in initiating a war with Japan, but it is very interested in Japan’s military 
defeat, because without this condition lasting peace in Asia cannot be ensured.”10

Preventing and deterring any future aggression from Germany and Japan follow-
ing their defeat was intended to serve as a cornerstone not only for international sta-
bility but also for post-war cooperation among the leading powers of the anti-Hitler 
coalition. Another important, albeit unpublicized, foundation for this cooperation was 
the tacit agreement to divide ‘security zones,’ a term Litvinov used as “a substitute for 
‘zones of influence’.”11 Overall, “Soviet diplomats believed that the most effective way 
to achieve their objectives was through continued collaboration with the United States 
and Great Britain.<…>Although Moscow expected tough bargaining, particularly 
over Poland, it favored an agreed division of spheres of influence over confrontation or 
the use of force.” (Aganson et al., 2020, p. 454).

According to Litvinov’s vision, “our maximum sphere of interest, or more precise-
ly, the security zone, should encompass Finland, Norway, Sweden, Poland, Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia, Romania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, and Turkey.”12 This largely implied a 
significant expansion of the USSR’s “strategic buffer zone” and the establishment of a 

6	 Maisky to the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, January 9, 1943. Dokumenty vneshney politiki SSSR [Documents 
of the Foreign Policy of the USSR]. 2016. Vol. 26, Book 1, covering the year 1943. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian 
Federation. Maykop: Poligraf-Yug. P. 30 (in Russian).
7	 Maisky’s memorandum to Stalin, December 20, 1944. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 583 (in Russian).
8	 The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 288 (in Russian).
9	 Lozovsky’s memorandum to Stalin and Molotov, December 26, 1941. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 142-143 
(in Russian).
10	 The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 347 (in Russian).
11	 Litvinov’s memorandum to Molotov, October 9, 1943. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 277 (in Russian).
12	 Litvinov’s memorandum to Molotov and Vyshinsky, January 11, 1945. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 596 (in 
Russian). See also: Iz zapiski Litvinova [From Litvinov’s memorandum], November 15, 1944. Sovetsko-britanskiye otnosheni-
ya v 1943–1953 gg.: Dokumenty i materialy [Soviet-British Relations in 1943–1953: Documents and Materials]. 2021. Ed. A.O. 
Chubarian and O. A. Westad. Moscow: Aspect Press. P. 241 (in Russian).
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new “depth of defense” along its western and southern borders, with Stalin expressing 
particular concern over the vulnerability of the southern frontier (Roberts, 2011, p. 
74–75). It was expected that the United Kingdom’s security zone would include the 
Netherlands, Belgium, France, Spain, Portugal, and Greece, while the United States’ 
security zone would cover the countries of the Western Hemisphere. Meanwhile, cer-
tain countries – Denmark, Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and Italy – could, as Litvi-
nov suggested, form a “neutral zone where both sides [the USSR and Great Britain] 
would cooperate on equal terms with ongoing consultations.”13

Soviet diplomats hoped that the existence of such ‘spheres of interest’ would not 
only avoid hindering post-war cooperation among the “Big Three” but would actually 
provide a fundamental basis for their collaboration (Roberts, 1999, p. 656, 672–673). 
Furthermore, Litvinov did not rule out the possibility that Soviet diplomacy could 
play a role in formalizing the division of zones of responsibility within the framework 
of the emerging International Security Organization (the future United Nations). This 
formalization would lend greater legitimacy and strength to these divisions: “<…> the 
United States would bear primary responsibility for the security of the countries in 
the Americas and certain parts of the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans; Great Britain, the 
USSR, and China would each have their own security zones, for which they would be 
individually responsible in some cases and jointly responsible in others, with these ar-
rangements agreed upon in advance by mutual consent.”14

The Soviet Foreign Office believed that an implicit division of ‘spheres of interest’ 
would not provoke strong opposition from Washington and London. In fact, there was 
some convergence between Soviet and Anglo-American post-war planning, framed 
within the context of the anti-Hitler coalition. By the summer of 1944, the British 
Foreign Office envisioned the post-war security architecture in Europe as compris-
ing a “Western European system” led by Britain and “some similar security system in 
Eastern Europe” led by the Soviet Union, with the Anglo-Soviet treaty of May 26, 1942 
serving as a bridge between these two systems.15 Through classified materials from the 
U.S. State Department, obtained via the Main Intelligence Directorate of the People’s 
Commissariat of Defence, Soviet diplomats understood that Washington recognized 
Moscow’s foreign policy ambitions: “To strengthen its military security and expand 
access to the sea, the Soviet Union has a direct interest in the states of Central and 

13	 Litvinov’s memorandum to Molotov and Vyshinsky, January 11, 1945. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 596  
(in Russian).
14	 Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled Mezhdunarodnaya organizatsiya bezopasnosti [International Security Organization], 
April 25, 1944. Archives of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation (the “Russian Foreign Policy Archives”). Fond 06, List 6, 
Folder 14, File 144, Sheet 22 (in Russian).
15	 From Foreign Office to Chiefs of Staff, 22 June 1944 (in COS (44) 113) The National Archives of Great Britain, Cabinet Office 
80/44.
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Eastern Europe (including Finland, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, Poland, Czechoslova-
kia, Hungary, Romania, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Albania, and Greece) as well as in Tur-
key, Iran, and Afghanistan.”16

Moscow’s readiness to accept an unspoken division of ‘spheres of interest’ did not 
imply a willingness to preserve the colonial and semi-colonial status quo. Drawing on 
historical traditions, the Soviet Union was prepared to support anti-colonial move-
ments, many of which were primarily directed against Great Britain and France. Litvi-
nov even suggested that the “colonial problem” might provide a “potential foundation 
for Soviet-American cooperation.”17

Between 1943 and 1945, the boundaries of the USSR’s post-war ‘sphere of in-
terests’ were far from predetermined, and, as is evident, its eventual shape differed 
significantly from the maximal vision originally conceived by Litvinov. The ongoing 
uncertainty surrounding the post-war international landscape was also reflected in 
the shifting perspectives of Soviet diplomats on various international matters. For 
instance, the Soviet Foreign Office’s stance on the ‘Transylvanian question’ evolved 
markedly: starting from Litvinov’s June 1944 proposal advocating the establishment of 
an independent Transylvanian state under Soviet protection, to the ultimate decision 
to integrate Northern Transylvania with Romania. Following the rise of the pro-Soviet 
government led by Petru Groza in March 1945, Romania increasingly came to be seen 
as a prospective ally rather than an adversary (Islamov, Pokivailova, 2008, p. 148–185).

In early 1944, Maisky remained uncertain about Poland’s future foreign policy 
focus, which largely shaped Moscow’s willingness to authorize the extent of Poland’s 
post-war strengthening. In a memo dated January 10 addressed to Molotov, Maisky 
wrote that “the USSR’s objective should be to establish an independent and viable Po-
land, but we have no interest in a Poland that is too large or too powerful. Historically, 
Poland has almost always been an enemy of Russia, and it is impossible to say with 
certainty whether future Poland will genuinely become a friend of the USSR (at least 
for the next generation).”18

A similar reasoning, which connected the USSR’s attitude toward a country with 
the degree of its friendliness to Moscow – often ensured by the presence of commu-
nists in power – is evident in Maisky’s views on Germany and Litvinov’s on France. In a 
telegram dated January 9, 1943, Maisky reflected on Germany’s future, suggesting that 
the best safeguard against renewed German aggression would be the establishment 
of a socialist regime through a “full-blooded and profound proletarian revolution.”19 
However, he regarded such an outcome as unlikely. Similarly, in a memo to Molotov 

16	 U.S. Department of State Document, entitled The Soviet Union’s Regional Policy, February 16, 1944. Russian Foreign Policy 
Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 143, Sheet 27.
17	 Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled O vzaimootnosheniyakh s SShA [On the Relations with the United States], January 10, 
1945. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 7, Folder 17, File 173, Sheet 50 (in Russian).
18	 The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 341 (in Russian).
19	 Documents of the Foreign Policy of the USSR. Vol. 26. Book 1. P. 28 (in Russian).
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dated March 25, 1944, Litvinov analyzed possible post-war relations with France based 
on comparable logic. He noted that if “a government is established in France whose 
friendship we can confidently rely on” (hinting at a communist-led government), Mos-
cow would be ready to shift its policy “within 24 hours.” Nonetheless, Litvinov still 
viewed France primarily as a post-war ally of Great Britain and the United States and 
therefore recommended “strongly opposing the return of France to the rank of a great 
power.”20

When analyzing the structure of the post-war International Security Organiza-
tion, Litvinov based his views on the assumption that “the four Great Powers – the 
USSR, the United States, Great Britain, and China – which have demonstrated their 
strength in the current war, must assume a leading and decisive role.”21 The unexpected 
and swift defeat of France in 1940 clearly influenced perceptions of France’s role and 
status in the post-war world. As Maisky observed, “this war was an astonishing lesson 
for all humanity<…> France simply failed.”22 In January 1944, the former Soviet am-
bassador to Great Britain maintained that the prospect of rebuilding “a strong French 
army and, more broadly, the revival of France as a genuine great power” in the post-
war period “appeared highly doubtful.”23

Generally, Litvinov and Maisky did not base their expectations on the scenario of 
revolutionary upheavals in Europe or the establishment of communist regimes across 
European countries, which were a priori considered friendly to the USSR. Nonethe-
less, they did not entirely dismiss this possibility. As early as February 2, 1943, Maisky 
cautiously noted in his diary that if Soviet forces liberated Europe without the Western 
Allies opening a second front, it could create more favorable conditions for expand-
ing Soviet influence and establishing socialist regimes on the continent.24 However, 
Maisky regarded the broader democratization of post-war Europe as the more prob-
able outcome, one in which “cooperation between the USSR and the USA would be 
possible, though not always easy.”25

Litvinov viewed the situation with greater concern; however, he also did not see 
the ideological antagonism between the former anti-Hitler coalition allies as inevitable. 
From his perspective, the United States would be particularly interested in ensuring 
the “complete stability” of European countries by supporting “bourgeois-democratic 
or even conservative governments that would not face the threat of social upheav-
al.” Litvinov recognized that this could lead to conflicts, believing that “different ap-
proaches to restoring order and establishing power in some European countries might 

20	 Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 146, Sheets 25, 28-29 (in Russian).
21	 Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled Mezhdunarodnaya organizatsiya bezopasnosti [International Security Organization], 
April 25, 1944. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 144, Sheet 18 (in Russian).
22	 Maisky to Molotov, February 13, 1943. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 194-195 (in Russian).
23	 The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 339 (in Russian).
24	 Maisky I.M. Op. cit. P. 210-211 (in Russian).
25	 Maisky’s memorandum to Molotov, January 10, 1944. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 349 (in Russian).
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lead to misunderstandings and friction between us on one side, and Britain and the 
United States on the other.” He noted that such tensions “could be either temporary 
or prolonged, depending on how events unfold.”26 However, the overall message of his 
detailed memo “On the Relations with the United States” dated January 10, 1945, went 
beyond simply anticipating inevitable Soviet-American antagonism.

As for China, Litvinov held an ambivalent view regarding its future role and status. 
On one hand, as reflected in his thoughts on the future International Security Organi-
zation, he was willing to include China – unlike France – among the powers granted 
a leading position in the organization’s Council. On the other hand, Litvinov did not 
regard Kuomintang China as an equal to the “Big Three” powers in terms of strength. 
He even considered it possible that, in the post-war period, “the United States’ interest 
in China <…> could grow significantly, potentially leading to the establishment of an 
American protectorate over China.”27

At the Litvinov Commission meeting on April 28, 1944, the chairman – echoing 
the opinion of the absent Tarle, who opposed equating Kuomintang China with the 
“Big Three” powers – remarked:“I understand that we are dealing with three Great 
Powers, and China will be listed nominally, but we must speak of four,” primarily due 
to the U.S. position.28

Maisky advocated for strengthening Soviet influence in China but remained cau-
tious, stressing that “the extent of assistance to China in its development and transfor-
mation into a genuine great power should depend on the nature of the forces that will 
hold power” in the country after the war. The diplomat did not rule out the possibility 
that within 20 to 25 years, a “US-Chinese alliance hostile to the USSR” might emerge.29

The dynamics of relations among the leading powers in the post-war world

Although the “Big Three” powers were expected to hold dominant positions in 
the post-war world, the precise nature of their ‘triangular’ relationship was not pre-
determined. This configuration varied across different documents produced by Soviet 
diplomats.

At times, the United States and Great Britain were perceived as prepared to unite 
on several issues based on a shared anti-Soviet stance. Reflecting on the struggle for 
political control in post-war Europe, Litvinov observed that “in this respect, American 
interests coincide with British ones.”30 Similarly, Maisky predicted that “if the early 

26	Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled O vzaimootnosheniyakh s SShA [On the Relations with the United States], January 10, 
1945. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 7, Folder 17, File 173, Sheet 48 (in Russian).
27	 Ibid, p. 49.
28	 Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheet 23 (in Russian).
29	 The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 354, 359 (in Russian).
30	Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled O vzaimootnosheniyakh s SShA [On the Relations with the United States], January 10, 
1945. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 7, Folder 17, File 173, Sheet 49 (in Russian).
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post-war period sparks proletarian revolutions in Europe, relations between the USSR 
on one side, and the United States and Britain on the other, will inevitably become 
tense and possibly acute.”31 Maisky’s analysis was grounded in the assumption that the 
“Big Three” powers would initially reach a basic agreement on the ‘German question’ 
“immediately following the war”, but he cautioned that “there are no guarantees this 
agreement will endure for long.”32 Lozovsky also articulated the idea that, at a future 
peace conference, “on the most critical issues, we may face a united front of capitalist 
powers against us.”33

However, the emergence of Anglo-American – or more broadly Western – soli-
darity grounded in anti-Soviet sentiment was not seen as inevitable. In fact, as Lozo-
vsky stressed during the Litvinov Commission meeting on April 28, 1944, “our general 
line, our entire policy” aimed to “prevent the formation of a bloc between Great Britain 
and the United States against the Soviet Union.”34

Soviet diplomats held two perspectives side by side: the potential for an Anglo-
American alliance opposing Moscow and the expectation of a more intricate and shift-
ing international landscape after the war. Using terminology from international rela-
tions theory, their assessments reflected a concept of ‘tripolarity,’ which was seen as 
providing the USSR with greater scope for diplomatic maneuvering and the ability to 
exploit tensions between the United States and Great Britain (Schweller, 1998).

Maisky argued that in the post-war era, “the logic of events will increasingly push 
Britain toward the USSR, as its primary struggle will be with the United States.” On this 
basis, he advised “leveraging the Anglo-American contradictions in Soviet interests, 
with the aim of fostering closer ties with Britain.”35 Litvinov expressed a similar view 
but focused on Soviet-American rapprochement grounded in opposition to Britain. 
He believed that “the inevitable escalation of economic competition worldwide be-
tween the United States and Great Britain should encourage both powers to maintain 
[sic] the best possible relations with us, to avoid a prolonged alliance of one against 
the other. Equally important is our effort to prevent frequent coalitions between them 
against us.”36

Litvinov paid particular attention to the potential for Anglo-American rivalry in 
the colonies, which he hoped the Soviet Union could exploit to broaden its interna-
tional presence and influence. In a memo dated June 28, 1945, reflecting on the in-
ternational administration of former Italian colonies, Litvinov observed that “in the 

31	 Maisky’s memorandum to Molotov, January 10, 1944. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 358 (in Russian).
32	 Maisky to the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, January 9, 1943. Documents of the Foreign Policy of the USSR.  
Vol. 26, Book 1. P. 29 (in Russian).
33	 Lozovsky’s memorandum to Stalin and Molotov, December 26, 1941. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 141-142 
(in Russian).
34	 Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheet 24 (in Russian).
35	 Maisky’s memorandum to Molotov, January 10, 1944. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 358-359 (in Russian).
36	Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled O vzaimootnosheniyakh s SShA [On the Relations with the United States], January 10, 
1945. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 7, Folder 17, File 173, Sheet 51 (in Russian).
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forthcoming intensified competition with Britain, the United States would be reluctant 
to support Britain’s overall strengthening, especially in the Mediterranean, Red Sea, 
and Indian Ocean regions.” From his perspective, this created a “window of opportu-
nity” for the USSR to enhance its position. Litvinov proposed “beginning by advocat-
ing for the transfer of all Italian colonies in Africa to joint administration by the three 
powers – the USSR, the USA, and Britain.”37

The conceptual framework employed by senior NKID officials diverged from a 
simple bipolar model not only due to the USSR’s perceived ability to leverage Anglo-
American tensions but also because, in 1944–1945, Soviet diplomats recognized the 
significant roles of other international actors, including major European countries.

In the contemporary memos by Litvinov and Maisky, the decline of British power 
had not yet become distinctly apparent. Despite clear signs of growing U.S. pressure on 
Britain’s former positions, Soviet diplomats were reluctant to dismiss Britain entirely. 
The situation remained ambiguous.

On one hand, during the final stages of World War II, it was clear that Britain’s 
contribution was not only less significant than that of the USSR but also fell short 
compared to the United States, a factor that partly foreshadowed the emergence of bi-
polarity. In a conversation with the British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden on August 
31, 1943, Maisky pointed out that “Great Britain’s losses are eight times, and the British 
Empire’s losses seventy times less than those of the USSR.” The Soviet ambassador ar-
gued that “this comparison only underscores Britain’s insufficient efforts in our shared 
struggle.”38

On the other hand, between 1943 and 1945, NKID officials did not view London’s 
post-war role solely through the lens of ‘Britain’s decline.’ In Soviet diplomatic assess-
ments, Great Britain – bound to the USSR by the Treaty of May 26, 1942 – was often 
regarded as a key partner in addressing post-war European issues. Maisky emphasized 
that “the military occupation, disarmament, and division of Germany could only be 
accomplished through agreement among the principal allies – that is, the USSR, Brit-
ain, and the United States – or at the very least, through consensus between the USSR 
and Britain.”39

It is also noteworthy that some Soviet diplomats considered it possible that the 
post-World War I scenario, in which the United States refrained from military and 
political commitments in Europe, could recur. Litvinov leaned toward this perspec-
tive, though Lozovsky disagreed with him on the matter.40 Litvinov saw the potential 

37	 Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 07, Folder 17, File 174, Sheets 64, 66 (in Russian).
38	Maisky to the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, September 3, 1943. Documents of the Foreign Policy 
of the USSR. 2016. Vol. 26, Book 2, covering the year 1943. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation. Maykop: 
Poligraf-Yug. P. 16 (in Russian).
39	Maisky to the People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, January 9, 1943. Documents of the Foreign Policy of the USSR. Vol. 
26, Book 1. P. 29 (in Russian).
40	Verbatim record No. 6 of the Peace Treaties and Post-War Order Commission meeting, April 28, 1944. Russian Foreign 
Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheets 40, 42 (in Russian).
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American withdrawal from Europe as a factor that would elevate the importance of 
Soviet-British relations, informally structured around the division of ‘spheres of influ-
ence.’41

Members of the Litvinov Commission also cautioned against disregarding other 
European states entirely. For example, at a commission meeting on March 25, 1944, 
academician Tarle, while carefully debating with Litvinov, suggested that France 
“could serve as a counterweight to the Anglo-Saxons,” and said he “would not object 
to a strong France,” even though he doubted how quickly France could recover.42 In an 
earlier memo, “Franco-Russian Relations” (December 1943), Tarle had expressed even 
more directly the idea that Russian and French interests had historically been closely 
aligned. However, after receiving criticism from Litvinov, Tarle later revised his stance 
(Magadeev, 2023, p. 368–370).

The role of the ‘French factor’ was a significant topic in the internal discussions 
within the Soviet Foreign Office regarding the post-war world. Diplomatic opinions 
varied, and individual positions often evolved in response to numerous factors, in-
cluding changes in the international situation.

In a memo dated March 25, 1944, Litvinov suggested that France’s “friendly ges-
tures” toward Moscow were “merely intended to tease, intimidate, and pressure Britain 
and America into making concessions, with France likely siding with them against 
us.”43 However, in other instances, Litvinov presented a more nuanced view that went 
beyond a simple confrontation between the USSR and a Western coalition including 
France. Opposing France’s initial membership in the Council of the International Se-
curity Organization, Litvinov sought to leverage Anglo-American tensions over the 
‘French question.’ From his perspective, as an advocate for France’s exclusion from the 
Council, “one could probably count on America, which has less interest in France than 
Britain does.”44

By the end of 1945, when the Soviet Foreign Office still harbored cautious hopes 
for occasional solidarity with Paris and their joint resistance to Anglo-American ef-
forts to maintain Germany as a “more or less extensive strong state,”45 Litvinov’s stance 
had evolved. He tended to believe that “our support for France’s claims in the West – 
provided it does not overly strengthen France” (such as through the annexation of 

41	 From Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled O perspektivakh i vozmozhnoi baze sovetsko-britanskogo sotrudnichestva [On the 
prospects and possible basis of Soviet-British cooperation]. Sovetsko-britanskiye otnosheniya [Soviet-British Relations].  
P. 238-243 (in Russian).
42	 Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheet 6 (in Russian).
43	 Ibid, File 146, Sheet 29 (in Russian).
44	Verbatim record No. 6 of the Peace Treaties and Post-War Order Commission meeting, April 28, 1944. Russian Foreign 
Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheet 35 (in Russian).
45	Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled Po povodu zapiskok Alfana o Zapadnoy Germanii [Regarding Alphand’s memos on 
West Germany]. SSSR i germanskiy vopros. 1941–1949 [The USSR and the German Question. 1941–1949]. 2000. Documents 
from the Archives of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation. Compiled by G.P. Kynin, J. Laufer. Vol. 2. Moscow: Mezhdun-
arodnye otnosheniya. P. 304 (in Russian).
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the Saarland) “could be highly significant for Soviet-French relations.”46 Nonetheless, 
he recognized that the potential benefits of playing the ‘French card’ should not be 
overstated. Litvinov viewed the upcoming December meeting of the foreign ministers 
of the USSR, the United States, and Great Britain in Moscow as an opportunity to ex-
change views and gauge the overall position of the “Big Three” governments regarding 
France’s unique stance – at that time, Paris opposed the establishment of “central gov-
ernment mechanisms” in Germany.47 Ultimately, in December 1945, Moscow prior-
itized coordination with Washington and London over a separate dialogue with Paris.

Suritz adopted an even more critical stance. He opposed France’s inclusion as an 
original member of the International Security Organization Council, arguing that 
“post-war France – unless, of course, a radical social revolution occurs there – would 
align with the Anglo-Saxons against us, rather than the other way around.”48 His po-
sition was challenged by Lozovsky, who, unlike Litvinov and Tarle, regarded France 
as one of the great powers and believed that “politically, it would hardly be advanta-
geous for us to support excluding France from the leadership [of the International 
Organization].”49

The question of future relations with Italy and its role in the post-war world also 
remained a contentious issue among Soviet diplomats. As revealed during the meeting 
of the Litvinov Commission on September 4, 1944, its members held differing views. 
Tarle advocated for weakening Italy after the war, drawing on the historical pattern 
of Russian-Italian relations. From his perspective, whenever Italy was “either semi-
united, as under Napoleon, or moving toward unification, as during the Crimean War 
and subsequent wars, it opposed us – that is, it tended, for its own reasons, to align 
with any adversary hostile to us.”50

In contrast, another commission member, diplomat and historian Shtein, believed 
that Soviet diplomacy had promising prospects for developing post-war relations with 
Italy. He found Tarle’s historical arguments unconvincing, noting that “<...> no one 
else, like E.V. Tarle, convincingly demonstrated in his book on the Crimean War that 
Italy’s participation was not due to conflicting interests with Russia.” Shtein even en-
tertained the possibility that Italy could become one of the “strongholds” of Soviet 
influence in the Mediterranean.51

46	Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled Dopolnitel'no k raznoglasiyam s Frantsiey v otnoshenii Germanii [In addition to disa-
greements with France regarding Germany], November 29, 1945. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 0136, List 29, Folder 
196, File 19, Sheet 134 (in Russian).
47	 Ibid, Sheet 133.
48	Verbatim record No. 6 of the Peace Treaties and Post-War Order Commission meeting, April 28, 1944. Russian Foreign 
Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheet 30 (in Russian).
49	Ibid, Sheet 24.
50	Verbatim record No. 9 of the Peace Treaties and Post-War Order Commission meeting, September 4, 1944. Russian For-
eign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheet 76 (in Russian).
51	 Ibid, Sheets 78-79.
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Soviet diplomats’ reflections on their diplomatic engagement with Paris and Rome 
to reduce these countries’ alignment with Great Britain reveal the Soviet Foreign Of-
fice’s generally positive attitude toward the idea of multipolarity. However, when it 
came to the possible emergence of an anti-Soviet ‘center of power,’ the NKID’s stance 
on multipolarity was decidedly negative. This was precisely the position the NKID 
took regarding the proposed post-war Polish–Czechoslovak federation (or confedera-
tion), which was actively debated in 1942–1943. As Molotov emphasized, “the idea of 
confederation is not only devoid of vitality but also harmful and poses a danger to the 
Slavic peoples’ struggle against German domination in Europe.”52

Factors influencing the perspectives of Soviet diplomats

The aforementioned discussions among Soviet diplomats regarding the post-war 
world order considered several factors, with three key ones standing out.

First, members of the Litvinov and Maisky commissions, along with the top Soviet 
leadership, thoroughly evaluated the power potential of certain states, acknowledg-
ing that World War II had dramatically reshaped the balance of power. Half-jokingly, 
Winston Churchill and Joseph Stalin agreed at the Yalta Conference that the “entry 
fee” to the “very privileged club” of the three leading powers of the anti-Hitler coali-
tion was maintaining armed forces numbering between 3 and 5 million troops.53 In 
its efforts to limit Germany’s post-war strength, the Litvinov Commission focused on 
several key components: territory, population size, level of industrial development and 
workforce, availability of raw materials and energy resources, and the state of agri-
cultural development.54 Expressing doubts about France’s potential revival in January 
1944, Maisky pointed to factors such as France’s smaller population compared to Ger-
many and “the severe political and moral crisis that the French people have endured 
during the current war.”55

According to Soviet diplomats, the combined power potential, contribution to the 
victory over the Axis powers, and the international political influence gained from the 
war largely determined the leading status of the “Big Three” countries. The immense 
losses suffered by the USSR provided a moral and political basis for Moscow’s insist-
ence on securing its position as one of the foremost powers in the post-war world. 
However, the true foundation for these claims was the Soviet state’s military and po-
litical strength, which had grown significantly despite the extensive damage endured.

52	 Molotov to Bogomolov, March 11, 1943. Documents of the Foreign Policy of the USSR. Vol. 26, Book 1, covering the year 
1943. P. 203 (in Russian).
53	 Proceedings of the Heads of Government Meeting, February 7, 1945. Sovetskiy Soyuz na mezhdunarodnykh konferentsi-
yakh perioda Velikoy Otechestvennoy voyny 1941–1945 gg. [The Soviet Union at International Conferences during the Great 
Patriotic War of 1941–1945]: Collection of documents. 1984. Chief editing commission: A.A. Gromyko et al. Vol. 4. Moscow: 
Politizdat. P. 110 (in Russian).
54	Varga’s memorandum to Litvinov, September 27, 1943. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 252-263 (in Russian).
55	 The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 340 (in Russian).
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Secondly, Litvinov and Maisky placed considerable emphasis on the degree of po-
litical and ideological confrontation between the USSR and Western countries. Soviet 
diplomats largely linked this confrontation to the nature and character of domestic 
political regimes in European nations, although Litvinov and Maisky refrained from 
predicting the precise intensity of the resulting conflicts.

Thirdly and finally, the factor we wish to emphasize, based on the reflections of 
Soviet diplomats, can be characterized as ‘geographical’ or even ‘geopolitical,’ although 
geopolitical terminology was considered taboo in the USSR – partly due to its asso-
ciation with Nazi Germany. Nevertheless, Maisky was familiar with the fundamental 
distinction between land and sea powers, a concept discussed at the time by thinkers 
such as Halford John Mackinder and Alfred Thayer Mahan. From Maisky’s perspec-
tive, “post-war Europe should have only one dominant land power – the USSR – and 
only one dominant naval power – Britain.”56

The geographical distance of the United States from Europe, combined with 
American political experience after World War I, led Litvinov to hope – even before 
Roosevelt’s assurances at Yalta about the U.S. stepping back from European affairs – 
that post-war tensions between the Soviet Union and the United States would be re-
duced.57 According to this reasoning, their ‘spheres of interest’ would be geographi-
cally separated. In a memo dated January 10, 1945, Litvinov expressed the view that 
“there is no reason to anticipate significant friction between us and the United States 
in finalizing our western borders.” Furthermore, he believed that “America has little 
interest in European borders,” seeking primarily a general stabilization of Europe to 
facilitate the expansion of exports and investments.58

Conclusions

The conceptual framework of Soviet diplomats’ ideas regarding the post-war or-
der, developed between 1943 and 1945, was quite different from the later models of 
bipolarity and the Cold War. While the Soviet Foreign Office staff – particularly Litvi-
nov and Maisky – acknowledged the possibility of growing tensions between the USSR 
and the Western powers led by the United States and Great Britain, they favored coop-
eration among the leading members of the anti-Hitler coalition based on an implicit 
division of ‘spheres of interest.’ Although the formation of a united Anglo-American 
‘front’ against the USSR could not be ruled out – especially in the event of a communist 
transformation of Europe – Soviet diplomacy aimed to prevent such an alliance from 
solidifying and sought to exploit the disagreements between Washington and London.

56	Maisky’s memorandum to Molotov, January 10, 1944. The USSR and the German Question. Vol. 1. P. 352 (in Russian).
57	 At the meeting of heads of government on February 5, 1945, the U.S. president expressed skepticism about the United 
States’ ability to sustain a large military presence in Europe for more than two years following the end of the war. See: Sov-
etskiy Soyuz na mezhdunarodnykh konferentsiyakh perioda Velikoy Otechestvennoy voyny 1941–1945 gg. [The Soviet Union 
at International Conferences during the Great Patriotic War of 1941–1945]. Vol. 4. P. 66 (in Russian).
58	Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 7, Folder 17, File 173, Sheets 47-48 (in Russian).
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The ideas advanced by Litvinov and Maisky, which resembled a ‘tripolarity’ model 
involving the USSR, the United States, and Great Britain – where the Soviet Union 
could strategically navigate between the two Anglo-Saxon powers – coexisted within 
the Soviet Foreign Office alongside alternative perspectives. Some, like academician 
Tarle and Shtein, stressed the importance of other international actors such as France 
and Italy, respectively. Due to the uncertain domestic political situation in post-war 
China and its relative weakness, Litvinov and Maisky were reluctant to assign China 
a decisive role in the post-war world. Consequently, the outlook of Soviet diplomats 
remained largely Eurocentric.

The new ‘balance of power,’ grounded in the significantly enhanced strength of 
the “Big Three” powers, their decisive role in defeating the Axis countries, and their 
expanded international political influence after World War II, was viewed as the foun-
dation for a new global political order. At the same time, Litvinov and Maisky placed 
particular emphasis on the geographical factor. The potential withdrawal of the United 
States from European affairs, Great Britain’s privileged status as a maritime power, and 
the USSR’s position as a dominant land power were seen as factors that could lessen 
tensions among the leading members of the anti-Hitler coalition, especially in Europe. 
According to this perspective, the interests of the USSR, the United States, and Great 
Britain would be largely divided across different geographic regions. Meanwhile, Mos-
cow aimed to diminish London’s influence in the former colonial periphery, where, as 
Litvinov acknowledged, covert cooperation with Washington might be possible.

Overall, it seems reasonable to say that Soviet diplomats’ reflections from 1943 
to 1945 on the post-war world did not so much predict the bipolar realities of the 
Cold War as lay the foundation for a shift toward a significantly transformed multipo-
lar model. Multipolarity was a defining characteristic of the interwar period, during 
which many leading Soviet diplomats – and Stalin himself – developed their ideas 
about international relations and world politics (Wohlforth, 1993, p. 86). Litvinov’s 
theses, which anticipated a revival of “contradictions between Britain and France” af-
ter World War II and Britain’s “desire to maintain the balance of power in Europe, 
at least by supporting Germany,”59 bore parallels to the 1920s and 1930s. Similarly, 
Lozovsky’s remark in April 1944 highlighted that France “still has influence among a 
certain group of European countries,” presumably referring to the former “rear allies” 
of Paris – Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Romania.60

Drawing on the recommendations of Litvinov and Maisky, it can be concluded 
that “a form of ‘concert’ among the three great powers was taking shape, grounded in 
the division and mutual recognition of each other’s spheres of influence” (Pechatnov, 

59	Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled Mezhdunarodnaya organizatsiya bezopasnosti [International Security Organization], 
April 25, 1944. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 144, Sheet 17 (in Russian).
60	Verbatim record No. 6 of the Peace Treaties and Post-War Order Commission meeting, April 28, 1944. Russian Foreign 
Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 141, Sheet 40 (in Russian).
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2006, p. 254). This ‘concert,’ reminiscent of the order established after the 1814–1815 
Congress of Vienna, remained an appealing model, prompting several Western states-
men to advocate its revival after both the First and Second World Wars.

When considering the influence of interwar concepts on the Soviet Foreign Office 
staff, certain parallels can be seen between two international political models. The first 
is a distinctive form of ‘tripolarity’ involving the USSR, the United States, and Great 
Britain, each with its own ‘spheres of interest,’ as described by Litvinov and Maisky. 
The second model involves the so-called pan-regional unions, which were widely dis-
cussed during the 1920s and 1930s. These pan-regional unions, as envisioned during 
the interwar period, could encompass the USSR, the United States, and the British 
Empire, along with a potential European integration alliance (Pan-Europe). Acting 
collectively, the latter would be able to sustain its influence despite the dominance 
of powerful ‘non-European’ states.61 The Soviet Foreign Office learned that references 
to ‘pan-regional unions’ were common in Anglo-American discussions of 1944–1945 
about dividing ‘spheres of responsibility’ under the proposed International Security 
Organization.62

The foreign policy principles established in the early years of Soviet rule, which 
continued to shape the thinking of Soviet diplomats between 1943 and 1945, included 
strategies aimed at exploiting ‘inter-imperialist’ rivalries. In this context, the Soviet 
Foreign Office staff underestimated the strength of Anglo-American unity against the 
USSR in the emerging post-war environment. Additionally, the ideas of Litvinov and 
Maisky advocating support for anti-colonial and national liberation movements had 
already become established tools of Soviet diplomacy. Unlike the previous point, this 
approach proved highly relevant and widely utilized during the Cold War.

In conclusion, the conceptual framework developed by Litvinov, Maisky, and other 
Soviet diplomats during 1943–1945 – that can be described as a model of transformed 
multipolarity – was marked by internal contradictions. While their perspectives were 
future-oriented, they remained largely influenced by the ‘shadow of the past,’ which at 
times provided guidance but also diverged from the realities of the new international 
order.

61	 Magadeev I.E. 2021. V teni Pervoy mirovoy voyny: Dilemmy evropeyskoy bezopasnosti v 1920-e gody [In the Shadow of World 
War I: European Security Dilemmas in the 1920s]. Moscow: Aspect Press. P. 808-809 (in Russian).
62	Litvinov’s memorandum, entitled Mezhdunarodnaya organizatsiya bezopasnosti [International Security Organization], 
April 25, 1944. Russian Foreign Policy Archives. Fond 06, List 6, Folder 14, File 144, Sheets 22-25 (in Russian).
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