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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION: THE INTERNATIONAL

SETTING OF THE PROBLEM

Until recently, historical writing on the 
diplomatic history preceding the Second World War has 
been almost devoid of major controversy. It seemed 
that the evidence presented at Nuremberg, and the 
German and English diplomatic documents published 
after 1945, had provided a complete and final under
standing of the origins of the war. Historians 
accepted this interpretation in an almost monotonous 
parade of conformity: the war was the result of a
general plan for world conquest, or at least European

1conquest, by Hitler and his close followers.
The publication of English historian A. J. P. 

Taylor's The Origins of the Second World War in 1961 
ignited one of the liveliest historical controversies 
of recent decades--a controversy which raged both in

Among the most prominent historians adhering 
to this interpretation are Alan Bullock, Winston 
Churchill, Sir Lewis Namier, Hugh Trevor-Roper, John 
Wheeler-Bennett, and Elizabeth Wiskemann.

1



learned journals and in frequent television debate, 
and which recently culminated in the announcement 
that Professor Taylor's lectureship at Oxford would 
not be renewed. There should be no argument about 
Taylor's contention that there is a need to re-evaluate 
the crises which led to World War II. The Nuremberg 
documents were prepared as a lawyer's brief--to make 
a case rather than to provide an objective historical 
description. The case which emerged from the trials 
described the crises of 19 3 8-19 3 9-- the Anschlus s with 

Austria, the Czechoslovak crisis, and the Polish 
question--as reflections of Germany's conscious plans 
for aggression in Eastern Europe. By late 1937 Ger
many had passed through several phases of foreign 
policy in which she rearmed to gain a military and 
political position from which to launch aggression.
It is this interpretation of the events that Taylor 
challenges. His thesis is that the events of 1938-1939 
were not the culmination of a general plan of conquest 
by Hitler; the war was rather "unwanted" by all sides, 
the result of diplomatic miscalculations by all the 
Great Powers. Taylor has provided an invaluable 
service to historians by leading them to re-examine



their positions, to return to the documents, and to 
re-evaluate their original interpretations of them.
And he has shown that our knowledge of the past is 
not simply a picture that springs full-grown from 
the documents, but is at least partially a construct 
of the historian's imagination. An analysis of the 
evidence presented by historians who subscribe to the 
thesis of Hitler's dominant role in the Czechoslovak 
crisis of 1938, and an examination of Taylor's crit
icisms, is necessary before proceeding to the more 
particular subj ect--the mission of Lord Walter Rune iman 
to Prague in the summer of 1938, considered under the 
aspect of appeasement as the governing motive of 
British foreign policy.

The key document presented by the prosecution 
at Nuremberg was the memoir of Colonel Friedrich 
Hossbach, Hitler's adjutant, who recorded the pro
ceedings of a secret conference held on November 5,

2
1937. Five of the major political and military

2Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1946), III, 295-305. 
Quotations in the following paragraphs are taken from 
the Hossbach Memoir, introduced in evidence at Nurem
berg as Document 386-PS.



l e a d e r of the Third Reich assembled in the Reichs- 
kanzlei in Berlin for a conference with Hitler„ The 
Fuehrer announced that the meeting was too important 
to take place in the larger Reich Cabinet; he planned 
to describe his "fundamental ideas on the possibilities 
and necessities of expanding our foreign policy," 
and his remarks were meant to be taken as his last 
will and testament,

Hitler began by describing German policy.
"The aim of German policy is the security and the 
preservation of the nation, and its propagation. That 
is, consequently, a problem of space." Since expansion 
was necessary to compensate for population growth, the 
type of expansion was the next point considered. Hitler 
rejected as solutions increased productivity within 
Germany, or a widespread colonial empire; the former 
was impossible because of soil deterioration, and the 

latter was undesirable because it would make Germany's

3Those present at the conference, in addition 
to Hitler and Hossbach, were Field-marshal Werner von 
Blomberg, Reichsminister for War; Colonel-General 
Baron Werner von Fritsch, Commander-in-Chief of the 
Srmy; General-Admiral Erich Raeder, Commander-in-Chief 
of the Wavy; Colonel-General Hermann Goering, Commander- 
in-Chief of the Air Force; and Baron Konstantin von 
Neurath, Reichsminister for Foreign Affairs.
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food supply dependent upon British good will. "It 
is not a case of conquering people, but of conquering 
agriculturally useful space. It would also be more 
to the purpose to seek raw material producing territory 
in Europe directly adjoining the Reich and not overseas," 
The question for Germany was "where the greatest possible 
conquest could be made at lowest cost." In very clear 
terms, the. Fuehrer expressed his determination to use 
aggression if necessary as an instrument of national 
policy.

, The German question can be solved only 
by way of force, and this is never without 
risk.,. ..If we place the decision to apply 
force with risk at the head of the following 
exposition, then we are left to reply to 
the questions 'when1 and 'how'/

Three contingencies were then discussed. The 
first stipulated that the problem of German living 
space would have to be solved by 1943-1945, since 
Germany's armament position in relation to the other 
powers would begin to decline by then. But Hitler 
mentioned two possibilities for action before that 
date, depending upon the international situation-- 
action against Czechoslovakia could be taken either 
if the French army were incapacitated by internal 
conditions, or if France became involved in a war



with another state„

Hitler followed with an evaluation of the
probable attitudes of the other Great Powers.

The Fuehrer believes personally that 
in all probability England and perhaps 
also France have already silently written 
off Czechoslovakia, and that they have got 
used to the idea that this question would 
one day be cleared up by Germany.

No opposition was anticipated from Mussolini, and 
German operational speed was expected to discourage 
Russian or Polish intervention.

This document has become now the subject of 
historical debate. The interpretation accepted by 
most historians is that given by the Nuremberg prose
cution. Hitler had determined to embark on a renewal 

of the Drang nach Osten in order to secure living 
space. To accomplish this, he had to dispose of 
two primary obstacles-'-Austria, whose independent
existence challenged Hitler's contention that "Common

Ablood belongs in a common Reich", and Czechoslovakia 

a democratic republic which stood in ideological 
opposition to National Socialism, and which was the

^Adolf: Hitler, Mein Kampf (New York: Reyna 1 
& Hitchcock, 1941), p. 3.



pivotal point in France's anti-German security system 
in Eastern Europe. These historians accept Hitler's 
words at the-November 5 conference as a description 

of his ambitions, and see the events of 1938 as results 
of Hitler's efforts to absorb these two states,,a 
goal specifically mentioned by Hitler during the 
meeting.

The annexation of the two States to 
Germany militarily and politically would 
constitute a considerable relief, owing 
to shorter and better frontiers, the freeing 
of fighting personnel for other purposes 
and the possibility of re-constituting 
new armies up to a strength of about 12 
Divisions, representing a new division 
per 1 million population.1

Taylor, on the other hand, denies that the 
conference was intended to provide a "blueprint” for 
German policy, or that it even expressed Hitler's 

real aims. Why, then, was the conference held?
Taylor's answer is that it was a "manoeuvre in domestic

5affairs” to gain the support of the reluctant generals 

for further armaments against the opposition of Dr. 
Hjalmar Schacht, Minister of Economics. This is not

5A. J. P. Taylor, The Origins of the Second 
World War (Greenwich, Connecticut: Fawcett Publications,
Inc., 1961), p. 130.
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a new thesis; Raeder and Goering both testified at 
Nuremberg that they did not believe in 1937 that 
Hitler meant to attack Austria and Czechoslovakia, 
and that the purpose of the conference was to 
pressure von Fritsch to speed up rearmament of the 
Army. The "real" motives of Hitler in calling the 
meeting were buried when he died in 1945 amid the 
debris of Berlin. In all probability both explan
ations are valid; they are not mutually exclusive. 
Even if one accepts the testimony of Raeder and 
Goering that the conference was held to gain support 
for greater armaments, one is left with the question
of why greater armaments were needed. It seems

7clear from a reading of Mein Kampf, from a study of

Proceedings of the International Military 
Tribunal Sitting at Nuremberg, November 1945-October 
1946 (London: 1946-1947), XIV, 177. See also Ibid.,
I, 191.

^Hitler, op. cit., pp. 947-49. Hitler insisted 
here that "we National Socialists must cling unflinch
ingly to our foreign-policy aims, that is to guarantee 
the German nation the soil and territory to which it 
is entitled on this earth." He went on to propose 
settling German farmers in Eastern Europe, denying 
that there are any "sacred human rights" which would 
be violated. Life, in National Socialist ideology, 
is "an eternal struggle," and the "statesmen of blood" 
will be acquitted by their success in the struggle 
for life.



QHazi diplomacy, and from an analysis of German military
and diplomatic preparations in 1938, that Hitler wanted
to be sure that Germany was militarily prepared for the v
solution of the Eastern problem--and that Hitler was
prepared to take the initiative, by force if necessary,

9to achieve German domination of Eastern Europe.

George S. Messer smith, Consul-General of the 
United States in Berlin, 1930-1934, gave the following 
affidavit on Nazi designs in Southeastern Europe, sworn 
for the Nuremberg trials, on August 30, 1945: "As early
as 1933, while I served in Germany, the German and Nazi 
contacts which I had in the.highest and secondary cate
gories openly acknowledged Germany’s ambitions to 
dominate Southeastern Europe from Czechoslovakia down 
to Turkey. As they freely stated, the objective was 
territorial expansion in the case of Austria and Czecho
slovakia .... In a conversation with von Papen shortly 
after his appointment as German Minister to Austria in 
1934, von Papen frankly stated to me that 'Southeastern 
Europe to Turkey is Germany's Hinterland and I have been 
designated to carry through the task of bringing it 
within the fold. Austria is first on the program. The 
Nazis planned to gain their aims by force, preferably 
by the threat of force alone if possible, and by war if 
needed. At the beginning, however,...the Nazis wanted 
peace to give themselves time--that is time to arm--then 
to divide and isolate their intended victims. I have 
often heard prominent Nazis say in 1933 and 1934, and
I translate literally, 'We must have peace until we 
are ready.' By the later summer of 1938, they felt 
themselves ready." Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, V, 
24-25. -

^The view that the conference of November 5 
expressed Hitler's foreign policy aims is.further 
supported by a conference between Hitler and his 
major military leaders on May 23, 1939. The subject 
was "Indoctrination on thepolitical situation and 
future aims." There is a striking similarity between



; 10
It is true, as Taylor insists, that the events 

of 1938 did not conform completely to the timetable 
set forth in the November 5 meeting„ Three contin
gencies were discussed, and none came true; plans 

called for the settling of the Czechoslovak question 
before the Austrian one, while in reality the procedure 
was reversed. It is also true that statesmen, other 
than Hitler often brought a particular issue into 
focus at a given time. But does this imply, as 
Taylor suggests, that Hitler had no general plan ofi '•; . ' • ■ : : ■. . '
expansion, which, while flexible, did provide at least 
a general timetable for aggression? One thing it 
certainly does not imply, as Taylor also suggests, 
is that Hitler failed to take the initiative in foreign 
policy, but merely reacted to opportunities made avail

able to him.
To accept Taylor's thesis is to dismiss the 

military preparations made by Germany in 1938 for 

action against Czechoslovakia as merely a hoax--a part

the two conferences--emphasis on living space to the 
East, and the necessity of shedding blood to gain 
Germany’s aims; and an open admission that there 
will be a war against Poland. Ibid., VII, 847-54.



of Hitler's bluff. If this were true, it would certainly 
have been the most elaborate and expensive bluff in 
history. Colonel Rudolph Schmundt, Hitler's adjutant, 
kept a file of preparations for Case Green---the 
political and military aspects of action against 
Czechoslovakia, with the major action contemplated on 
the Eastern front; this file was used extensively by 
the prosecution at Nuremberg. As early as June 24,
1937, von Blomberg had issued a directive for unified 
war preparations by the Wehrmacht. As a "general 
guiding principle" it stated that "the politically 
fluid world situation, which does not preclude sur
prising incidents, demands constant preparedness for 
warre in order to repel an aggressor and "to make
possible the military exploitation of politically

i n *favorable opportunities should they occur."
The file for Case Green gives a detailed 

account of Nazi plans to implement the war directive 
throughout 1938. A discussion was held between Hitler 

and General Wilhelm Keitel, head of the Army High

•L0Ibid., VI, 1007.
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Command, on April 21, in which the military conquest of 
Czechoslovakia was discussed. Swift action after an 
incident ("e.g., assassination of German ambassador in 
connection with an anti-German demonstration") was 
decided upon as the best course of action. It is 
true that Hitler was constantly changing his mind. In 
a "Draft for the New Directive Green" which was issued 
on May 20, he stated that it was not his intention 
"...to smash Czechoslovakia without provocation in the 
near future through military action. Therefore in
evitable political developments within Czechoslovakia 
must force the Issue." This, however, did not mean that 
Germany was abandoning the initiative. The draft re
ferred to a "propaganda war" which would “intimidate 
Czechoslovakia by threats and reduce her power of re
sistance, " and stipulated that Germany would "give 
instructions to the national minorities for supporting 
the Armed War .... .

Immediately after this New Directive, however, 
the situation was further altered by the May crisis,

11Ibid., III, 306-307.
12Ibid., pp. 311-12.
13See below, p. 88, lines 11-18; pp. 89-93; 

p. 94, line 1.
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when reports of German troop movements caused the Czechs 
to mobilize„ Infuriated by the apparently firm Anglo- 
French support of the Czechs and the subsequent loss 
of German prestige. Hitler again revised Case Green.
In a speech before the Reichstag at the end of January, 
1939, which reviewed developments of the previous year, 
he explained his new decision.

On account of this intolerable provocation 
which had been aggravated by a truly infamous 
persecution and terrorization of our Germans 
there I had resolved to solve once and for 
all, and this time radically, the Sudeten 
German question. On May 28 I ordered (1) 
that preparations should be made for military 
action against this state by October 2 . 1  
ordered (2) the immense and accelerated 
expansion of our defensive front in the 
West. ^4

The revised directive, signed by Hitler on May 30, stated

nIt is my unalterable decision to smash Czechoslovakia
by Military action in the near future. It is the job

of the political leaders to await or bring about the
15politically and militarily suitable moment.”

Professor Taylor dismisses this as merely "a

^Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, IV, 1101. 
Quoted from the Voelkischer Beobachter, Munich edition, 
January 31, 1939.

•L5Ibid., 111, 316.
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momentary display of temper, rather than a plan of 
action. This, too, is not a new thesis; at Nuremberg, 
Raeder and General Alfred Jodi, Chief of the Operations 
Staff in the 0. K. testified that this was just
an emotional reaction by Hitler to the Czech mobil
ization, and that an attack was not really set for

17early October. Taylor, in support of this view, 
argues that few preparations were made on the Western
front, and that Case Green was again revised on June

1818. The validity of the former proposition depends, 
of course, upon the meaning attached to the word "few." 
It is important to realize that a minimum of force in 
the West was a consistent part of the German plan, not 
an indication that the plan was a bluff. The directive 
of May 20 stated that "the whole weight of all forces 
must be employed in the invasion of Czechoslovakia.

■^Taylor, op. cit., pp. 161-62.

^Proceedings of the International Military 
Tribunal Sitting at Nuremberg, November 1945 - October 
1946, XIV, 177 for Raeder1s testimony. See Ibid., XV, 
357-59 for Jodi's testimony,

18Taylor, op. cit., p. 162.
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IQIn the West a minimum strength is to be provided. „ „ „

In the directive of May 30, the emphasis was on a ’’min-
20imum of defensive forces in the West” for the Army 

and Air Force. A top secret Air Force study on deploy
ment and combat in the West, dated June 2, considered 
the decisive blow to be delivered in the East; in the 

West at first the air force would be relied upon, in
continuous, irregular attacks, until troops could

21be transferred ft am the East. Even apart from these
considerations, the preparations made by Germany on
the Western front were impressive. Hitler gave orders
for the development of the Western fortifications on
September 3, including the construction of more than

22300 battery positions (1600 artillery pieces.)
23Defenses were constructed "day and night" and in 

September 8,000 wagon loads of materials were shipped

19Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1949-1951),
Series D, II, 301. -

90Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, III, 319.

21Ibid., VIII, 268-72.

22Ibid., III, 335.
23Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945,

Series D, II, 516.
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daily to the Western front; over 400,000 workmen were

24employed on the fortifications.
The directive of June 18 seems to revise that

of May 30. It stated; "I will decide to take action
against Czechoslovakia only if I am firmly convinced...
that France will not march and therefore England will

25not intervene.8’ But in the months that followed.

Hitler became more and more convinced that France and 
England ultimately would not march. And the directive 
stated that the immediate aim of German policy was 
the same--the solution of the Czech problem. The 
seriousness and imminence of German military plans 
is well established, by the documents. Ernst von 
Weizsaecker, State Secretary in the German Foreign 
Office, was told by Foreign Minister von Ribbentrop 
on August 19 that Hitler was determined to settle the 
Czechoslovak question by force of arms, and that the

^^Robert G. D. Laffan. The Crisis over Czecho
slovakia, January to-September, The Survey of International 
Affairs, 1938, II (London: Oxford University Press,
1951), p. 307. Laffan's statistics, are quoted from 
Hitler’s speech at the Nuremberg Party rally of September 
12, 1938.

25Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, III, 324.
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Western Powers would not intervene; in reply to
Weizsaecker's objections, von Ribbentrop demanded
blind faith in Hitler 8 s intuition.

The Intelligence Section of the Luftwaffe
produced a top-secret memorandum, dated August 25,
comparing German armed strength with that of her
potential enemies. The memorandum clearly assumed
an attack in Czechoslovakia in the fall; it stated
that it would be inappropriate to postpone a massed
air attack until the spring, owing to climatological 

27conditions. Germany's diplomatic sympathizers were 
aware that she would move by early October. A dele
gation from Hungary told Hitler on August 23 that 

Hungary needed between one and two years to develop 
her rearmament program. After Hitler objected to 
this delay, Kalman Kanya, Hungarian Prime Minister, 
told von Ribbentrop two days later that "his country 
would be ready as far as armaments were concerned, to 
take part in the conflict by October 1st of this

26Documents On German Foreign Policy, 1918- 
1945. Series D, II, 593-94.

27Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, III, pp.
280-88,
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28yearo” Italian knowledge of the timetable is indicated 

by a conversation between an official of the German 
Foreign Office with Italia# Ambassador Bernardo 
Attolico, on July 18. A note describing this conver
sation was sent to von Ribbentrop:

Attolico added that we had made it 
unmistakably clear to the Italians what 
our intentions are regarding Czechoslovakia.
He also knew the appointed time well enough 
so that he could take perhaps a two months’
holiday now which he could not do lao n / 29*

German policy in the summer of 1938 sought to 
carry out the decision of the May 30 directive, that 
the political leaders must await or bring about the 
politically and militarily suitable moment to smash 
Czechoslovakia. They clearly had no intention merely 

to await a favorable opportunity. An order initialled 
by Jodi on August 26 and accepted four days later by 

Hitler stated that
'Operation (Aktion) Gruen will be 

set-in motion by means of an 1 incident' 
in Czechoslovakia which will give Germany 
provocation for military intervention.
The fixing of the exact time for this

28Ibid., V, 432-33. 
29Ibid., 442.
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incident is of the utmost importance.
o o o  o o o  o o o  o o o  o o o o o o  o o ©Vo  b o o ' o  b o e  o o © o o  o o ©

In any case we must act on the principle 
that nothing must be done before the 
incident which might point to mobilization, 
and that the swiftest possible action must 
be taken after the incident. ®

Although Hitler was constantly changing his mind and 
revising the specific directives covering Case Green, 
several points emerge consistently: (1) Hitler was
determined to settle the Eastern problem in order to 
gain German living space; (2) he was willing to use 
force, and prepared for this eventuality, although 
British and French policy made the use of force un
necessary; and (3) he took the initiative politically 
by creating an atmosphere favorable to a forced solution 
A paragraph by John Wheeler-Bennett, written before the 
publication of the German and British diplomatic 

documents, remains the best key to:understanding the 

development of the international situation in 1938:

Ibid.3 111, pp. 332-33. The defense at 
Nuremberg argued that German discussions involving 
the use of incidents meant only that Germany would 
take certain actions if these incidents should happen; 
they denied that Germany had plans to create an 
incident her self in order to provide an excuse for 
action. This document seems to support the contention 
of the prosecution that Germany planned to manipulate 
events in Czechoslovakia in order to make her own 
intervention possible„ .
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The time had come to begin the 

realization of that dream conceived 
twelve years before in the fortress 
of Landsberg, and in this spirit Hitler 
summoned his political and military 
lieutenants to that secret conclave of 
November 5, 1937, at which time he declared 
to them the new policy for Germany; a 
policy which must be carried through 
even at the risk of a second World War; 
a policy which envisaged the annexation 
of Austria, the subjugation of Czecho
slovakia, the destruction of Poland, the 
conquest of Lebehsraum in Russia--and 
ultimately a Germany paramount in thg 
arbitrament of the world’s destiny.

In mid-March, 1938, one major obstacle to
Hitler’s plans was removed, German troops rolled into
Austria on the night of March 11-12, and the following
day Chancellor Arthur Seyss-Inquart, a puppet of Berlin
appointed under the threat of a German invasion, issued
a law which resulted in the incorporation of Austria
into the Reich, Hitler's determination that "German-

32Austria must return to the great German motherland” 

was rewarded. There was little doubt as to the next 

object of German interest; the eyes of the statesmen

31John W, Wheeler-Bennett, Munich: Prologue 
to Tragedy (New York: Due-11, Sloan and Pearce, 1948),
p . 2 2 8 , ™

32Adolf Hitler, op. cit., p. 4.
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of Europe were now focused on Czechoslovakia„ Germany 
attempted to soothe Czechoslovak apprehension by re

assuring her three times. On March 11, Goering twice 
assured Dr. Voytech Mastny, Czechoslovak Minister in 
Berlin, that developments in Austria would be in no 
way detrimental to German-Czechoslovak relations, 

specifically using the words nIch gebe Ihnen mein 
Ihr enwor t.n ("I give you my word of honor,15) The 
following day von Meurath conveyed to him Hitler1s 
assurance that ^Germany still considers her self bound 

by the German-Czechoslovak Arbitration Convention 
concluded at Locarno in October 1925.11 nevertheless, 

Jan Masaryk, Czechoslovak Minister in London, reported 
these developments to British Foreign Minister Lord 
Halifax with ngreat apprehension.11

Other nations shared the apprehension of 
Czechoslovakia. Russia, soon after the Anschluss, 

proposed an international conference to discuss 

collective action to check further aggression, with 
special reference to Czechoslovakia, British Prime 

Minister Neville Chamberlain objected to this approach.

^•%azi Conspiracy and Aggression, VIII, 377-78,
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insisting that it would involve making commitments in
advance; this, he told Parliament, would limit British

34freedom of action in particular cases. But Chamber- 
lain, too, was disturbed. His diary entry for March 
13 stated:

it is perfectly evident, surely, now 
that force is the only argument Germany, 
understands, and that collective security 
cannot offer any prospect of preventing 
such events, until it can show a visible 
force of overwhelming strength, backed 
by determination to use it....For the moment 
we must abandon conversations with Germany, 
we must show our determination not to be 
bullied by announcing some increase or 
acceleration in rearmament, and we must 
quietly and steadily pursue our conver
sations with Italy. If we can avoid 
another violent coup in Czechoslovakia, 
which ought to be feasible, it may be 
possible for Europe to settle down again, 
and some day for us to start peace talks 
again with the Germans.

The next day he announced in the House of Commons a
35fresh review of rearmament.

Within Czechoslovakia, the Anschluss had the 
effect of accentuating the conflict between Czech and

3^Iain Macleod, Nevil1e Chamberla in (London: 
Frederick Muller, 1961), p. 225.

^Quoted in Keith Felling, The Life of Neville
Chamberlain (London: Macmillan, 1946), pp. 341-42.



German. The pro-Nazi movement in Austria had been led 
by men such as Seyss-Inquart, who was not originally 
a National,Socialist3 just as Konrad Henlein, leader 
of the German extremists within Czechoslovakia, at 
first disclaimed any ties with the Nazis, The Anschluss 
aroused greater pan-Germanism among the Germans living 
in the border areas, and caused the Czechoslovak 
Government to view her German minority with growing 
distrust. On March 17, the Sudeten and Eeiehsdeutseh 
press included a manifesto from Henlein, urging all 
Germans in Czechoslovakia to rally to Henlein1s party, 
the Sudeten deutsche lartei (S.d.P,);. pamphlets were 
distributed urging immediate support of the party, 

bearing the menacing symbol of a clock whose hands 
stood at 11:55--a clear hint that the day was imminent 
when Germany would achieve a solution to the Czechoslovak 

problem. Within a week, the Germans in Prime Minister 
Milan Hodza8 s coalition cabinet had resigned,^ thus

^Laffan, op, cit. pp. 78-79. On March 22, 
Agrarian Minister Spina resigned from the Cabinet, 
and his party adhered to the S.d.P,; two days later 
Christian Socialist Minister Zajicek led his party 
into opposition; on March 25, the Minister of the 
Social Democrats, whose name, ironically, was Czech, 
resigned, although the party did not adhere to the S.d.P.



making the is sue more clearly one between Czech and 
German. It was the crisis over Czechoslovakia that 
occupied the center of attention for the remainder o 
1938.



CHAPTER II 
THE GERMANS IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA

The surface issue throughout the critical 
months leading to Munich was the relationship between 

the Government of Czechoslovakia and her German minor
ity. The negotiations which were conducted in Prague 

in the summer of 1938 were theoretically an internal 
problem within a sovereign nation, with Lord Runciman 
serving as an independent mediator between a sovereign 
government and a minority. The minorities question, 
however, had become hopelessly entangled with the more 
general issue of the German renewal of the Drang nach 
Osten. In order to understand the role of the Runciman 
Mission it is necessary to "disengage" these two issues 
for the purpose of analysis.

Hitler’s speech at the party rally in Nuremberg
on September 12, 1938 mirrored the tone of the German

newspapers, which had been unleashing increasingly

violent attacks against the Czechs, implying Reich
1protection of their Sudeten brethren. The theme was

iElizabeth Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans (New 
York; Oxford University Pressl 1938), pi 267.
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familiar--the “violence and torture" to which the German 
minority in Czechoslovakia had been subjected.

Economically these people were 
deliberately ruined and afterward handed 
over to a slow process of extermination....
The misery ojE the Sudeten Germans is without 
end. They /the Czechoslovak Governmen_t/ 
want to annihilate them. They are being 
oppressed in an inhuman and intolerable 
manner and treated in an undignified way..., 
they are pursued like wild beasts for 
every expression of their national life... 
if these tortured creatures cannot obtain 
rights and assistance by themselves, they 
can obtain both from us. ^

The following questions are among those which 
this chapter will consider: To what extent were the

demands of the German minority in Czechoslovakia a 
sincere quest for better treatment; and to what extent 
was the issue manufactured by the Third Reich, using 

the neighboring Germans as a "Trojan horse" to under
mine the independence of Czechoslovakia? How well 
did the Czechoslovak Republic treat its German minor

ity? What were the political, economic, and cultural 
grievances of the Germans; and to what degree were 

they legitimate?

Adolf Hitler, My Mew Order, ed. Raoul de 
Roussy de Sales (New York: Reyna1 & Hitchcock, 1941), 
pp. 506-507.
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The dispute between Czechs and Germans which 

attracted world attention in 1938 was the culmination 
of centuries of action and interaction between these 
two groups in Central Europe. An anonymous Czech 
pamphleteer in the early fourteenth century wrote 
what might well have expressed the frustrations of 
an observer of the diplomatic scene in 1938: "The
normal and proper thing is for the bear to stay in

r
his forest, the wolf in his cave, the fish in the sea 
and the German in Germany. In that way the world would 
have some peace.However, the more immediate source 
of the Czechoslovak-German dispute was the disintegration 
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire during the First World 

War, and its replacement by various successor states.
The internal opposition to the Empire had been based 
to a great extent on the ethnic nationalism of the 

various subject peoples, and on concepts of self- 
determination. These principles were unable to serve 

as the exclusive basis for the new political order, 
however, because of several factors. (1) It was

^Samuel Harrison Thomson, Czechoslovakia in 
European History (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1953), p. 135.
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impossible to trace rational frontiers that would 
conform to the ideal of one nation of one nationality- 
ethnic homogeneity was impossible because the areas 
concerned contained complicated patterns of racial 

and linguistic inter-relationships. (2) Political, 
economic, and strategic considerations competed with, 

and often triumphed over, ethnic considerations, (3) , 
Even measures which can be called only punitive were 
often involved--thus defeated Hungary was deprived of
71% of her territory and 60% of her population,

4including almost three million Hungarians.
This complex combination of factors was re

flected in the creation of Czechoslovakia, one of the 
new states which succeeded the Austro-Hungarian Empire. 
Territorial claims were often based on ethnic "rights,n 
as in the Slovak districts which the new state received 
from Hungary. In this case ethnic considerations won 
over the argument that these lands were historically a 

part of the Hungarian crown. This involved the inclusion 
of a Hungarian minority of more than 5% of the population.

^Stephen Borsody, The Tragedy of Central Europe 
(Hew York: Collier Books, .1962), p. 19,



When ethnic "rights'1 appeared less clear, other factors
determined the territory awarded to Czechoslovakia.
In the memorandum submitted to the Peace Conference,

the Czechs claimed the historic frontiers of Bohemia,
and gained the lands traditionally associated with the
Bohemian crown--Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia--from
Austria. This included many Germans, who became the
largest single minority in Czechoslovakia. Territories
with substantial German minorities contained 22.2% of
the total population of the state; 87.4% of the Germans
lived in German majority districts in the Sudeten border 

5
Areas.

What were the reasons for the inclusion of the 
Sudeten Germans within Czechoslovakia? Quite under
standably, the Germans were irritated at the apparent 
inconsistency in the refusal of the Peace Conference 

to grant them the same rights of self-determination on 
ethnic grounds that had transferred Slavic districts 
from Hungary to Czechoslovakia. The Germans in Bohemia, 

Moravia, and Silesia, whose eagerness to be included

5Adda von Bruemmer-Bozeman, "Czechoslovakia: 
Its Rise and Fall, " Arnold Foundation .Studies in 
Public Affairs, VII, No. 3 (Winter, 1939), p. 12.
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in Czechoslovakia was considerably less than enthusiastic, 
had established a provisional government with Austrian
connections in 1918, but by the end of the year the
, ■ 6 'Czechs were in control. There were significant 
historical, economic, and strategic reasons which would 
have made a purely ethnographic boundary inside of 
Bohemia and Moravia inconsistent with the existence of 
an independent Czechoslovak state. The Sudeten area 
had been in the Holy Roman Empire only by virtue of its 
inclusion as part of the lands of the Bohemian crown; 
the area had been under the sovereignty of the Haps- 
burgs only in conjunction with the whole of.the Bo

hemian crown lands.
A further consideration was the economic unity 

of Bohemia, in which a balance was preserved between 
the Sudeten area, which was poor in agriculture but 
rich in minerals, and the rest of Bohemia. The eco
nomic importance of these border areas to Czechoslovakia 
is indicated by the reputation it had acquired as the 

workshop of Austria-Hungary, and by the fact that 45.5% 
of its population were employed in glass, textile,

Wiskemann, op. cit., p. 85.



7paper, and home industries, or mining. Due to the 
Sudeten Mountains, the area of natural economic 

relations was not into Germany, but to the southeast, 
with the rest of Bohemia. This interdependence was 
reflected in the economic consequences of the losses 
suffered by Czechoslovakia at Munich. Professor Robert 
J. Kerner suggests that the economic depression which 
hit the Sudeten regions between October, 1938 and
March, 1939 was due to the severing of these areas

8from Czechoslovakia. The economic loss to the 
remainder of Czechoslovakia is more apparent. In the 
combined provisions of the Munich pact of September 
29, 1938 and the Vienna award of November 7, 1938 

Czechoslovakia lost 70% of her steel industry, 80% of 
her textile mills, and most of her glass, porcelain, 
paper, and lumber industries.^ In addition, she lost

Bruemmer-Bozeman, op. cit., p. 17.

^Robert J. Kerner, "World War, Revolution and 
Peace Conference," Czechoslovakia: Twenty Years of
Independence, ed.-Robert J. Kerner (Berkeley, California 
University of California Press, 1940), p. 64.

i . .9Brackett Lewis, "Democracy in Czechoslovakia," 
Czechoslovak Sources and Documents, No. 3 (New York:
The Czechoslovak Information Service, June* 1943),
PPj, 84-85.
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most of the lignite and coal mines, and the electric
power plants which serviced her three largest cities
stood outside the country. The new frontiers not
only eliminated more than 35% of the entire railway
system, but cut into the major lines in numerous

10places along the tracks. The balance between
agriculture and industry in Bohemia and Moravia, by
which the industrial Sudeten areas were fed by the
food-producing Czech districts was destroyed. It was

this economic balance which the Treaty of St. Germain
tried to preserve by including these areas within

11Czechoslovakia.
It would have been impossible in any case to

adopt a uniformly fair policy, since the German areas

were separated and broken by Czech areas, and even most
12German areas contained strong Czech minorities.

^Harriet Wanklyn, Czechoslovakia (Mew York: 
Praeger, 1954), p. 340. .

11Bernadotte Schmitt, "The Road to Munich and 
Beyond," Czechoslovakia: Twenty Years of Independence,
ed. Robert J„ Kerner (Berkeley, California: University
of California Press, 1940), pp. 429-30.

12 .Joseph S, Roucek, "Czechoslovakia and Her
Minorities," ibid., p. 178.
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Strategic considerations were also involved; the French
General Staff was very insistent that Czechoslovakia
include the Sudeten German areas because the mountains
which form Bohemia’s eastern frontier afford a defense

13against Germany.
The problem of large minority populations, 

common to many of the new states of Central and Eastern 
Europe, was most severe in Poland, Rumania, and Czecho
slovakia, where minorities totalled approximately 30% 
of the population. In Czechoslovakia, the census of 

1921 revealed the following composition of nationalities,

based on the ratio of each group to the total population 
14of the state:

TABLE 1
NATIONALITY PERCENTAGES 
IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA: 1921

Nationalities Percentage of Population

Czechs .............. 50.8%
Germans..... ............ 23.4%
Slovaks .............. 14.7%
Hungarians .............. 5.6%
Ruthenes .............. 3.5%
Poles .............. 0.5%

■^M. W. Fodor, South of Hitler (2d ed.; Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1939), p. 328.

l^Borsody, op. cit., pp. 20-2 1.



At its creation, the multi-national state included the
15following population distribution;

TABLE 2
NATIONALITY POPULATION 

IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA
Nationalities Population
Czechs  .......... . 7,406,493
Germans ............. 3,231,688
Slovaks ............. 2,282,277
Hungarians............ 691,923
Ruthenes ............. 549,169
Poles ............. 186,642
One of the most important challenges that faced

the new nation was the coordination of these minorities-
in some cases unwilling minorities. The problem was
reflected by the opening words of the Czechoslovak
Constitution, which bears a striking resemblance to
the Constitution of the United States; n¥e, the
Czechoslovak nation, desiring to consolidate the

16perfect unity of our people... The emphasis is on
the unity of the nation--and separate racial or ethnic

15Bruemmer-Bozeman, op. cit., p. 7.
•^Quoted in Malbone ¥. Graham, “Constitutional 

and Political Structure," Czechoslovakia; Twenty Years 
of Independence, ed. Robert J* Kerner (Berkeley, Cali
fornia; University of California Press, 1940), p. 115.



corporativeness in a legal sense would have conflicted 
with this goal. The Czechoslovak Government sought to 
attach the primary loyalty of each citizen to the 
state--a particular individual would be first a member 
of the Czechoslovak nation, and only secondly a Czech, 
Slovak, German, Hungarian, or Pole. What was needed 
was a balance between the concept of a unified national 
state and the desire of the various minorities to 

preserve their own ethnic distinctness.
The minorities were protected both by the Czech

Slovak Constitution and by the minorities system set
up under the supervision of the League of Nations. The
Constitution guaranteed complete security of life and

liberty to all citizens of the state, without regard
to origin, nationality, language, race, or religion.
In addition, the document proclaimed equality in civil
and political matters--differences in race, language,
or religion were not to be used to deny admission to

17public office, employment, or promotion in service.

In addition, Czechoslovakia concluded a minorities 
treaty with the Principal Allied and Associated Powers,

17Ibid., pp. 130-33.
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signed at St. Germain-en-Laye, September 10, 1919, 
and put into force July 16, 1920. The treaty, similar 
to ones signed by Poland, Yugoslavia, Rumania, and 
Greece, included provisions of two types--preventive 
sections which protected the minorities from discrim
ination; and positive sections which granted certain 
cultural rights. Professor Joseph Roueek summarizes 
the treaty as follows:

/It guaranteed^/ absolute and unlimited 
protection of life and liberty, without 
distinction of birth, nationality, language, 
race, or religion, to all inhabitants of 
Czechoslovakia, and entitled them also to 
the free exercise... of any creed, religion, 
or belief whose practices were not inconsistent 
with public order or public morality. Equality 
in civil and political rights was granted to 
all citizens in Czechoslovak territory, as well 
as free use of the mother tongue in private 
and public intercourse...and the right not -
to be discriminated against in public service.

It is significant that in drafting the minorities

treaties, the allies specifically rejected the phrase
"proportional share” in favor of "equitable share" of
public funds which the minorities should receive for

19educational, religious, or charitable purposes.

1RRoucek, op. cit., pp. 172-73.
19Oscar I. Janowsky, Nationalities and National 

Minorities (With Special Reference to East-Central 
Europe) (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1945), p. 133.
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This indicates that the Allies had no intention of
creating definite legal corporations of minorities,
which would have constituted states within states.

The purpose of the League system of minority
guarantees was two-fold: to insure fair treatment of

minority groups for humanitarian purposes; and to
prevent a dispute over minorities from erupting into a
world crisis when the "ethnic brothers" of an aggrieved

20nationality would come to their aid. The second

purpose obviously was not achieved; the problems
surrounding the Sudeten Germans did become a world
crisis in 1938. The question then becomes whether the
failure of the first purpose caused the failure of the
second--!.e., did the German-Czechoslovak dispute of
1938 arise because Czechoslovakia failed to live up to

its guarantees? Lord Runciman suggested this in a
letter presented to Benes and Chamberlain, September
21-22, 1938, detailing the conclusions of his mission.

I have much sympathy with the Sudeten 
case. It is a hard thing, to be ruled by an 
alien race, and I have been left with the

20Inis L. Claude, National Minorities: An
International Problem,(Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, .1955), p. 21. .
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impression that Czechoslovak rule in the 
Sudeten area, though not actively oppressive, 
and certainly not 1 terroristic,1 has been 
marked by tactlessness, lack of under
standing, petty intolerance and discrim
ination, to a point where the resentment 
of the German population was inevitably 
moving in the direction of revolt „

The subject to be examined now is the treatment
of the Sudeten Germans by the Czechoslovak Government
in the inter-war period. Neither party is free of
blame for the failure to achieve a solution. The

historian should dismiss as naive any assertions that
"there was no hatred of people because of race,
religion, nationality or political persuasion. There

22was only understanding, tolerance, arid good." But 
the description of the policies of the Czechoslovak 
Government offered by German protagonists in 1938 was 

an even greater perversion of the truth.
The whole development from the year 

1918 up to 1938 showed one thing clearly:
Mr. Benes was determined slowly to exterminate 
the German element. And this to a certain

21Ernest L. Woodward and Rohan Butler (eds.), 
Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939 (London: 
His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1946ff.),. Series"3,
II, 676. : . ... . -

22Maurice Hindus, We Shall Live Again (New 
York: Doubleday, Doran & Co., 1939), p. 119.
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extent he has achieved. He has hurled 
countless people into the profoundest 
misery. He has managed to make millions 
of people fearful and anxious. Through 
the continuous employments of his methods 
of terrorism he has succeeded in reducing 
to silence these millions.: 23

If Czechoslovakia did not create an earthly paradise, 

neither did she subject her minorities to twenty, years 
of terror. It is insufficient to say that the answer 
lies nsomewhere in the middle.n The historian must 
attempt to approximate where in the middle the truth 
lies. This would involve a thorough and detailed 
analysis of the position of the minorities in Czecho

slovakia, an analysis which is beyond the scope and 
competence of this present undertaking. But never
theless some generalizations about the position of the 
German minority in Czechoslovakia must be made. What 

was the status of the Germans in Czechoslovakia in the 

categories of constitutional, political, and adminis

trative rights; economic position; and cultural activ

ities?
Despite the fact that the Germans were not

23Hitler, op. cit., p. 525. A speech in the 
Sportpalast in Berlin, September 26, 1938.
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represented in the assembly which drew up the Czecho

slovak Constitution, the proposals of the assembly 
regarding nationalities went even further than those of

’ ' * ) L lthe Peace Conferehce's Committee on New States. 
Politically9 Czechoslovakia offered a genuine par
liamentary system with a franchise equally open to 
members of all nationalities. Proportional represen

tation assured the minorities would be represented in 
the Chamber of Deputies. The figures for represen
tation of German parties in Czechoslovakia are re- 

25vealrng:
TABLE 3

REPRESENTATIVES OF GERMAN 
PARTIES IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA

Election Total Deputies German deputies
1920 281 73
1925 300 75
1929 300 73
1935 300 72a
aThis gave the Germans 24% of the deputies 

while they had only 22.3% of the population.

24graham9 op. cit., pp. 109-11. The consti
tutional assembly consisted of the representatives of 
the Bohemian, Moravian, and Silesian crown lands, as 
elected to the Austrian Reichsrat in 1911; fifty-five 
Slovaks were coopted into the assembly after their 
formal acceptance of the new state on October 31, 1918

^Lewis, op. cit., p. 17.
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Freedom of political agitation and propaganda was 
allowed; Elizabeth Wiskemann reported in 1938 after 
extensive travel in Czechoslovakia that .“it is really 
remarkable to find that Sudeten Germans who have con
sistently preached treasonlive free and unmolested„ 

The early years of the Republic were marked 
by a struggle amongst the Germans in Czechoslovakia 
between the “activists"' (Arbeitergemeinsc.haft) who 

favored cooperation with Prague, and the “negativists” 
(Kampfgemeinschaft) who advocated a policy of resis
tance. It would be a mistake to assume that all 
Germans were opposed to their new status. In fact, 
not all Germans had opposed incorporation into Czecho
slovakia; industrial interests, recognizing the economic
unity of Bohemia, had generally favored a corresponding

27political unity between German and Czech territory.
After the failure of Hitler’s abortive Munich putsch 
in 1923, the Kampfgemeinschaft lost considerable 
support, and the Czechs and Germans moved into a period 
of greater cooperation. After the election of 1925,

26Wiskemann, op. cit., p. 272. 

^ Ibid. , p . 85.,
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the Germans for the first time entered the Government
in the Svehla ministry. Dr. Frank Spina, a German
Agrarian, accepted a portfolio as Minister of Public
Works, while Dr. Robert Mayr-Harting of the German
Christian Socialist Party served as Minister of 

28Justice.

One of the frequent complaints of the Sudeten
29Germans, given credence by the Runeiman report, was 

that they were discriminated against in the adminis
trative field by not receiving their fair share of 
appointments in the civil service; even the most 

extreme pro-Czech writers admit a certain amount of 
truth in these complaints. There were unquestionably 
many individual acts which gave rise to legitimate 
grievances--it was at best tactless to appoint a young , 
Czech who could speak no German as mail carrier or 
postmaster to a wholly German village; or to station a
Czech without knowledge of German in charge of a ticket

30office in a German community. But the record of the

^Thomson, op. cit. , p. 331. 
^Woodward, op. cit., pp. 675-79. 
^^Hindus, op. cit., p. 123.



Czechoslovak Government fell far short of a conscious 
plan to oppress the Germans. Figures released by the 
Czechoslovak Information Service reveal that according 

to the census of 1930 there were 583,764 people in 
public service, including 186,552 Germans. Thus 

Germans held 23.1% of all public positions; this 
included 28% of all judges and court officials, and 
23% of all teachers. The Germans were at a disadvan
tage in railway and post office positions, holding

31percentages of eighteen and fourteen respectively.
These latter figures must be understood in light of the
situation peculiar to Czechoslovakia. The Germans
had been intransigent in their opposition to the state
in the early years, and had generally spurned these 

32jobs; after 1933, when the relations between Czech 
and German became more strained, it was natural that 
the Government would want Czechs in key frontier 
positions. The situation, however, was improving in 
1937-1938. The rights of the legionaries (the Czechs 
and Slovaks who had fought for the Allies in the First

^^•Lewis, op. cit. p .  62. 
•-^Hindus, op. cit., p. 129.
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World War) were often waived, as a concession to the

33Germans.
The economic plight of the Sudeten Germans was 

grossly exaggerated by the German press and by writers 
such as the scientist-historian A. P. Laurie, who 
pictured an indifferent Czechoslovak Government idly 
watching thousands of Sudeten Germans starve: "There
can be no question that the, Sudeten Germans have 
suffered cruelly under Czech rule.... a large number 

are slowly dying of s t a r v a t i o n , W i t h  all due 
respect for the ability of figures to support almost 
any conclusion, only by considerable mental gymnastics 
can one survey economic conditions in the Czechoslovak 
Republic and accept the picture conjured up by Dr„

Laurie„ .
Agrarian reform in Czechoslovakia, based oh 

laws of 1919-1920, led to a number of German grievances, 
some justified, others not. The argument that the

O  O Wiskemann, op. cit., p. 270. The legionaries 
often had priority to certain government.administrative 
positions. Significantly, the Henleinists frequently 
opposed these concessions in an effort to discredit the 
Government.

^A. P. Laurie, The Case for Germany (Berlin: 
Internationaler Verlag, 1939), p. 75.
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entire reform program was political in nature, and was

35specifically directed against the Germans, is uncon-
36vincing. It is true that the Germans lost more; but

they had more to lose. After the Battle of White
Mountain in 1620, a large percentage of the land in
Bohemia was confiscated from its owners (primarily
Czechs) and given to court favorites (primarily
Germans.) There were in addition sound economic
reasons for land reform. Over 25% of Bohemia was
owned by less than 2% of the landowners, and almost
one-third of Moravia belonged to less than 1% of

37the landowners. It is undeniable that there was 
some discrimination: the nationalization of the
forests was first applied to the German estates in the 
North and West, despite the fact that they were the 
best managed; and Czech authorities frequently replaced 
German foresters with Czechs near the frontier areas.

35Sir Lewis Namier, Facing East (New York; 
Harper & Bros., 1948), p . 55 &

■^Wiskemann, op. cit., pp. 151-52. As of 
January 1, 1937, only 4.5% of the land allotted went 
to Sudeten German families.

37Ibid., p. 147, citing Lucy E. Textor, Land 
Reform in Czechoslovakia (London: G. Allen & Unwin
ltd., 1923.)



This policy, however, is understandable in light of
the proximity of these areas to Germany. Individual
cases of discrimination certainly arose. It was
possible for Czech administrators to offer former
German employees of large estates small pieces of

land in Eastern Slovakia as compensation for any
loss of employment suffered due to land appropriation;
this would in effect be exile, since it would separate
a man from the land he had long considered his home.
Nevertheless, individual grievances do not add up to

conscious exploitation of the Germans,
The German complaint that mord money was spent

proportionately for public works in Czech districts
than in German districts was accepted by the Runeiman 

39Report, but is by itself meaningless; more had to 
be spent in Czech and Slovak areas in order to "raise 
their conditions of living up to the Sudeten German 
level. It was also true that the Germans suffered

38Ibid., pp. 153-54, 158. 
■^Woodward, op. cit., p. 677.
^iskemann, op. cit., p. 189.
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more than the Czechs during the depression, but it is 
possible to explain this in terms of economic factors 
without appealing to the caricature of a Czechoslovak 
Government deliberately plotting to exterminate the 
German minority. The Germans had long dominated 
industrial development in the historic provinces. The 

peripheral regions of Bohemia were the natural areas 
of German immigration, and were comparatively unsuited 
to agriculture; but the fuel and timber of the forest, 
and the water-power of the hill streams offered an 
open invitation for German exploitation. Thus German 
enterprise dominated the textile industries, just as 
it had earlier dominated mining, and glass and porcelain 
manufacturing.In Northern and Western Bohemia, 
where the districts were predominantly German, industry 
suffered most during the depression— but due to 
economic factors. The textile, glass, and porcelain 
industries depended heavily on exports, and export 
markets were naturally disturbed during the world 
depression. This heightened the economic problems 
resulting from the increased tendency toward

^Wanklyn, op. cit., p. 263.
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protectionism and national self-sufficiency after the
First World War, a tendency in contrast to the much
freer economic connection that had existed between
the parts of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. What had
been home markets for Sudeten German industry became
foreign markets, and new barriers caused Czech exports
to decline in relation to imports in the late 1920's
and early 1930's. The German textile people (e.g.,
at Warnsdorf) had themselves asked for higher tariffs

42against Germany and Austria after the war.
The economic policies of the Czechoslovak

Government favored the Czechs and Slovaks in certain
respects. The Ministry of Defense was encouraging
factories to be built in the interior, where workers

43employed would be primarily Czechs and Slovaks.
This was a natural development due to the fear of 
German interest in Bohemia--a fear which was proven 

justified.
The actions taken by the Government during the 

depression to aid the German minority were generally

Wiskemann, op. cit., pp. 164-65. 
^ Ibid., pp. 243-44.
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commendable. Between 1930-1935, Czech unions were paid 
$33,648,307 for unemployment relief, while German 
unions received $24,734,770. The Germans, who com
prised approximately 22.3% of the population, received 
42.6% of state relief funds.^ The Government also 
made a definite effort to aid the German banks. The 
plight of the latter was more immediately serious than 
that of the Czech banks, because the five important 
commercial banks in Western Czechoslovakia under German 
management had their funds invested heavily in Sudeten 

industry. The Czech National Bank promoted a loan 
of 300,000,000 Kc to the two Sudeten German banks, 
Boehmisehe Escompte and Boehmische Union. In April, 

1933, the Sudeten German savings bank received a loan
of 111,000,000 Kc at low interest; the figure was

45eventually tripled.
The economist Gerhard Schacher makes the 

following evaluation of the treatment of minorities

44Brackett Lewis, "Social Reform and Social 
Legislation," Czechoslovakia: Twenty Years of Inde
pendence, ed; Robert J. Kerner (Berkeley, California: 
University of California Press, 1940), pp. 261-62.

45Wiskemann, op. cit., p. 167.
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during the depression:

At the end of 1937 the number of 
unemployed was only 451,484, as compared 
with 619,143 at the end of December, 1936. 
Especially noteworthy is the fact that 
the decrease of unemployment in the German 
districts.was paStieularly marked. The 
industries in these districts, which had 
suffered especially during the crisis, 
were now experiencing a much greater share 
in the general increase of prosperity 
than were those in the Czech and Slovak 
districts, particularly in the agricultural 
regions. 46

The minorities in Czechoslovakia had been 
guaranteed they would be able to preserve their par
ticular nationality by the Constitution, the minorities 
treaty, and various decrees (e.g., the decrees of June 
8, 1923 and February 3, 1926.) The net effect was to 
guarantee the full use of any language in private 

intercourse, commerce, religion, and the press. In 
education, a community with at least forty students of 
a particular mother tongue could build an elementary 

school at public expense, with instruction in that 
language; the only restrictions were the usual ones

46Gerhard Schacher, "Czechoslovakia's Economic 
Development and Achievement," Czechoslovakia: Twenty
Years of Independence, ed. Robert J. Kerner (Berkeley, 
California: University of California Press, 1940,
p.i 248.
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regarding qualification and certification.^ The 
Czechoslovak Statistical. Year look of 1938 revealed 
that the Germans, with only 20% of children of school 
age, had 2.1,5% of the primary schools;. 22.1% of the 
grammar schools; 25% of the high schools; 26,1% of 
the industrial, commercial, and agricultural schools; 

and 15.8% of the teacher training schools.̂  Ninety- 
five per cent of all Germans in elementary and secondary 
schools were instructed in German by German teacher s.̂  
Ifiskemann, basing her conclusion on German as well as 
Czech University sources, states that "under the 
Republic the German University in Prague has not been
unfairly treated with regard to directly educational

_50
subsidies." Even the mere existence of a German 
University is noteworthy when compared with Germany's 
actions after the Munich Conference. All Czech schools 
in the annexed territories were closed, and in November,

47C. A. Macartney, Hungary and Her Successors: 
The Treaty of Trianon and Its Consequences, 1919-1937 
(London: Oxford University Press, 1937), pp. 169-70.

A  O' Lewis, "Democracy in Czechoslovakia," p. 40.
49

Thomson, op. cit., p. 345.
5 0Wiskemann, op. cit., p. 214.



1939, after Czechoslovakia had ceased to exist as an 
independent state, all Czech universities were closed.

Czechoslovak legal procedure provided that 
whenever a minority language was spoken by at least 
20% of a local population, the authorities were requir 
to accept and reply to all documents in that language, 
as well as in Czech and Slovak. In the courts, an 
indictment against a defendant had to be drawn up in 

the language of the defendant. And despite the "gerry 

mandering” connected with the reorganization of 1926, 
over 58% of the local Germans were covered by the 20% 

qualification.
It must be admitted again, as in the other

areas already considered, that there were cases of
individual inconveniences and injustices caused by
individual Czech officials. Dr. Baxa, the Lord Mayor
of Prague until 1936, forbade shop signs from being
printed in German, while he had no objections to the

53  •use of other foreign languages. It is difficult,

"^Lewis, "Democracy in Czechoslovakia,n p. 42.
52-Macartney, op. oit., pp. 154-57.
“̂ Wiskemann, op. cit., p. 218.
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too3 to excuse the attempt to force the Germans to 
adopt the spelling "Czeohoslovakei" instead of the 
correct ^Tschechoslovakei'% despite the fact that the

54former word has no meaning in either Czech or German.
In conclusion, Czech nationalism had emerged 

triumphant from the First World War, after centuries 
of subordination to the Germans in Central Europe. The 
Czechs attempted to "redress their grievances," and 
to insure that a Czech culture would predominate in 

the new nation. It was inevitable that this attempt 
would conflict with the ethnic consciousness of minority 
groups, particularly the Germans. This sometimes led 
to petty results in individual cases. It is easy to 
dismiss these cases as inconsequential; but they were a 
continuing source of antagonism between Czech and German 

in the Republic. To castigate the policies of the 
Czechoslovak Government as an attempt to suppress or 
eliminate the German minority--a charge repeated in 
German propaganda in 1938--is to exaggerate to the 
point of falsification, It is impossible, of course, 
to determine whether or not Czechoslovakia could have.

54Ibid„, p. 2 22.
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solved the minorities problem if left to herself„ The 
important fact is that she tried. "It is generally 
conceded that Czechoslovakia was extraordinarily 
liberal in its treatment of minority groups and co-

55
operative in its attitude toward the League system.H 

It is difficult to take seriously Germany's denun
ciations of Czechoslovak treatment of minorities, after 
reviewing Germany's own policies. It need hardly be 
said again that the treatment of "inferior peoples" by 
the Third Reich was a reversion to barbarism; both 
internal minorities and populations in conquered terri
tories were suppressed or exterminated in the interests 
of Nazification and racial purity.

55Claude, op. cit., p. 40. Claude's praise of 
Czechoslovakia is even more Impressive due to his general 
criticism of the treatment of minorities by the newly 
formed or expanded states. -

"*^Floyd A. Cave, "Axis Domination in Central and 
Eastern Europe," A Challenge to Peacemakers, 2d. Joseph 
S. Roucek (Philadelphia: American Academy of Political
& Social Science, 1944), pp. 116-124. Cave describes 
such German-policies as the power of the Reich Protector 
in Bohemia-Moravia to cancel any decision of a Czech 
court and to turn the case over to a German judge; the 
deportation of Czech Jews to Poland, and the massacre 
of Polish, Russian, and Yugoslav Jews; the denial of 
defense attorneys to Poles in Central Poland; the 
attempt to artificially limit Polish population by 
forbidding Polish women under twenty-nine to marry;
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Twenty years was scarcely enough to test the 

ability of Czechoslovakia to construct a multi-national 
state along liberal lines, .But by 1938 the problem 
was no longer an internal one; the Sudeten Germans 
were merely pawns in Nazi expansion. The remainder of 
this chapter will consider the development of Nazism 
among the Czechoslovak Germans, and the relationship 
between the Sudeten deutsche Fartei and the Third 
Reich,

National Socialist activity in Czechoslovakia, 
though aided by support and encouragement from Nazi 
Germany, began long before 1933. Nazism in the Sudeten- 
land originated with the rise of active pan-Germanism in 
Austria-Hungary in the years before the First World War, 
After the disintegration of the Hapsburg Monarchy, the 
Sudeten branch of the Deutsche National-Sozialistische 
Arbeiterpartei (D.N,S.A.P.), the German National Social
ist Workingmen1s Party, was forced to separate from the 

Austrian branch. The Sudeten Nazis were a counterpart 
of similar movements that were growing up in Germany at

and the forced Germanization of schools (especially 
the lower grades) in Poland, Yugoslavia, and occupied 
Russia and Greece.



this time— anti-Semitics anti-democratic, racist, and 
pan-Germanic„ Cooperation among these various organ
izations declined after the early 19201s, particularly 
after the failureybf. Hitler’s Munich putsch in 1923. 
Since Hitler had been considered the spokesman for 
those ,who advocated violence. National Socialism 
suffered a decline in Austria. In Czechoslovakia, 
the activists among the Germans gained strength, at
the expense of those who urged an intransigent

' 57attitude toward the Czechoslovak Government.
The Nazis in Czechoslovakia continued their 

activities, however, electing eight members to the 
Chamber of Deputies in 1929; this compared to their 
strength of six deputies in 1925, and five in 1920. 
After the Nazi movement was spurred by the successes 
of their German cohorts in 193 0 to greater agitation 
(e.g., the murder of German emigres and exiles), the 
Czechoslovak Government took action against them, 

resulting in the dissolution of the D.N.S»A.F» in 
October, 1933; their leaders fled to Germany, where 

they were elected as National Socialists to the

^ S e e  above, p. 41, lines 6-20; p. 42, lines
1-6.
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Reichstag in 1936, although still citizens of Czecho- 

58Slovakia.
The leadership of the German extremists was now 

assumed by Konrad Henlein. In 1925, at the age of 27, 
he had become an instructor at Asch, in the Turnverband, 
the German Gymnastic Federation, a pan-Germanic move
ment dating from the last half of the 19th century, 
Henlein was in frequent contact with leaders of pan- 
Germanism, particularly those in the Kameradschaftsbund 
(KoD,,), an organization founded about 1926 which 
appealed for a mystical union of all Germans. In 

October, 1934, Henlein established the Sudetendeutsche 
Heimatfront (S.H.F,), the Sudeten German Home Front,

He attempted to provide a cloak of respectability 
for his new organization by posing as an independent 
leader working within the framework of the Czechoslovak 
Constitution, For example, his Boehmisch Leipa speech in 

1933 was a defense of the liberal, republican tradition:

' Se shall never abandon liberalism, 
i,e;, the unconditional respect for 

. individual rights as a fundamental

58Elizabeth Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1938), p, 223.
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principle in determining human relations 
in general and the relations between 
the citizen and official authority in 
particular. ’

The announced program of the S.H.F. accepted the Czecho
slovak Republic and its frontiers, and opposed extreme 
revision of the Reace Treaties; Henlein rejected fascism 
and totalitarianism, and confined his demands on the 
Czechoslovak Government to "a considerable decentral
ization of administration in favor of the districts 
with German population.r,b®

In 1935, the S.H.F. was forced to change its 
name, since the Government denied that a "Home Front" 
was a normal political party. Adopting the name 
"Sudetendeutsche Partei," (S.d.P.), the Henleinist 
movement appealed to non-party German unity; this had 
considerable attraction for the Germans in Czecho

slovakia, in light of Hitler’s rise to power in 
Germany, and Sudeten economic problems. In the 
election of 1935, the 3.d.P. returned 44 deputies out

59Quoted in Ibid., p. 203.
^Malbone ¥. Graham, "Parties and Politics," 

Czechoslovakia: Twenty Years of Independence, ed„ -
Robert J. Kerner (Berkeley, California: University of
California Press, 1940), pp. 163-65.
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of 72 German mandates, and 23 senators; their total
vote of approximately 1,250,000 was larger than that

61Of any other single party, Henlein assured Masaryk
of his willingness to collaborate within the scope .
of the Czechoslovak Constitution "for the attainment
of harmony between the peoples in the Republic.
In a speech at Chatham House in London, before the
Royal Institute of International Affairs in December,
1935, Henlein attempted to impress on his audience
the image of a loyal Czechoslovak citizen and a friend
of democracy, . "We want a democracy such as is
recommended by Masaryk," he declared, rejecting Nazism
and anti-Semitism, and expressing the view that the
problem of the Bohemian Germans was a purely internal 

63one.
But the true motives of the Sudeten Nazis were 

revealed by Henlein in a lecture in the auditorium of

6lIbid.
62Ibid.
G^Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression (Washington; 

Government Printing Office, 1946), III, 657-58. The 
document, 998-PS, is an official Czechoslovak report 
for the Nuremberg trials, titled "German Crimes against 
Czechoslovakia." See also, Samuel Harrison Thomson, 
Czechoslovakia in European History (Princeton, New 
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1953), p. 378,
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the University of Vienna on March 4, 1941, entitled 

"The Fight for the Liberation of the Sudetens."
National Socialism soon swept over 

us Sudeten Germans. Our struggle was 
of a different character from that in Germany, 
Although we had to behave differently in 
public we were, of course, secretly in 
touch with the National Socialist revolution 
in Germany so that we might be a part of it... 
{when} in autumn, 1933, the leaders of the 
NSDAP asked me to take over the political 
leadership of the Sudeten Germans, I had a 
difficult problem to solve. Should the 
National Socialist Party continue to be 
carried on illegally or should the movement 
in the interest of the self-preservation 
of the Sudeten Germans and in order to 
prepare their return to the Reich, wage 
its struggle under camouflage and by 
methods which appeared quite legal to 
the outside world? For us Sudeten Germans 
only the second alternative seemed possible, 
for the preservation of our national group 
was at stake. It would certainly have been 
easier to exchange this hard and mentally 
exhausting struggle for the heroic gesture 
of confessing allegiance to National Socialism 
and entering a Czechoslovak prison. But 
it seemed more than doubtful whether by this 
means we could have fulfilled the political 
task of destroying Czechoslovakia as a bastion
in the alliance against t h e  G e r m a n s .  ^4

Behind the facade of collaborating with the Government 
to attain a harmony of the various peoples, the S.d.P.

Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, V, 525-26. 
Taken from a publication of the Czechoslovak Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Department of information, in 
London, 1943, pp. 29-30.
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was attempting to prepare for their ’"return" to the 
Reich, and to undermine Czechoslovakia’s role as a 
barrier to a Greater Germany that would dominate 

Eastern Europe. It is of course possible that Henlein1s 
motives in 1933 were not quite as well-defined as he 
made out in retrospect, and that the speech merely 
attempted to make the events of 1933-1939 appear the 
result of Henlein*s intricate plans. But an article 
by Henlein, published in 1931 under the title ”Voel- 

kische Bedeutung der Leibesubuengen", seems to justify 
considering Henlein's Vienna speech as an essentially 
valid description of Sudeten Nazi aims as early as 
1933. He said there in part;

We declare war to the death upon 
Liberalism even behind the disguise 
of the cult of personality. Disciplined 
mass unities rule the present-"-the 
Fascist, the 'Heimwehr1, the Hitler 
movement. For men wish to be led in 
manly fashion....We all know that an 
un-German parliamentarism, an un-German 
party system, which divides our people 
into inorganic parts will and must break 
down some t i m e .  ^5

A decided change in the expressed policy of the 
S.d.P. occurred in 1936. On June 21, after his reelection

^Quoted in Wiskemann, op. cit., p. 201.
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as party leader, Henlein said:

"'We cannot content ourselves with the 
nationality law as it stands, because it 
vouchsafes protection only to individuals, 
not to whole racial groups. Every people 
and its responsible leaders must be ack
nowledged responsible for the adjustment 
of their own national status. &&

The speech showed a definite move away from the Boehmisch 
67Leipa speech, which defended individual rights, and 

toward the, 1937 demands for territorial autonomy on a 
nationality basis. S.d.P, propaganda became more 
obviously anti-Jewish and pro-German, and.the demands 
of the party increased.

While Henlein was making demands which were 
excessive,^ Premier Hodza began negotiations with the , 
leaders of the three German parties within the Government 

coalition. On February 18, 1937, a declaration embodied

66Quoted in Ibid., p. 250.

^See above, p.57, lines 1#-21; p. 58, lines 1-4.
68In February, 1937, Henlein insisted not only 

that the structure of Czechoslovakia be transformed into 
a federal system with full autonomy for the Germans, but 
that the State abandon its pacts with France and Russia, 
harmonize its foreign policy with that of Germany, and 
take members of the S.d.P. into the Government and 
administration. Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
1918-1945 (Washington: Government Printing Office,
1949-1951), Series D, II, 7.
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agreements reached by the Government and the German 
activists. It promised to make more government con
tracts available to German firms, and fo divert more 
public works into German areas; in the civil service, 
recruiting was to be based upon a type of proportional 
representation; all official correspondence with
minority communes was to be translated by the Govern-

69ment into the language of that commune. The declar
ation represented the attempt of the Czechoslovak 
Government to win the support of the loyal Germans.
It was rejected by Henlein in a bitter speech at 
Aussig on February 28, in which he insisted on com
plete autonomy, demanding the Government redress all 
wrongs committed since 1918.^  Henlein8s demands were 
embodied in six bills which the S.d.P. introduced into 

the Chamber of Deputies on April 27. The State was 
to be divided into nationalities, which would be 
separate, legal entities, organized on authoritarian 
principles; there would be compulsory social, economic,

^Wiskemann, op. cit., pp. 254-55. See also, 
Marcel ¥. Fodor, Plot and Counterplot in Central Europe 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1937), pp. 169-70.

7%Fiskemann, op. cit. , pp. 257**58.
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and cultural groups, to which citizens 18 years of 
age or older must belong. The transfer of property 
or jobs from one nationality to another was forbidden* 
and the individual had no freedom to choose his 
nationality group. Each group would be led by a non
par liamentary "Sprecher.n The proposals in effect 
would have created totalitarian nationality organizations 
within a supposedly democratic state; the Chamber

71consistently postponed discussion of these measures.
It was not until September 16* 1937 that 

contact was established for the first time between
V *  "Henlein and Hodza* in order to seek a solution to the

minority problem. Henlein felt that "the future of
Sudeten Germans in the state must be legally assured",

while Hodza promised to work toward the admission of
72more S.d.P. members to administrative positions.

Ernst Eisenlohr, German Minister to Prague, believed
v 73that Hodza's efforts were "persevering"; in a political

73-Ibid., p. 259.
^^Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945,

Series D, II* 1-9.
73Ibid., p. 25.
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report to the Foreign Ministry, dated January 12, 1938,
he mentioned progress that the Czechoslovak Government
had made (e.g., civil authorities preventing harsh
treatment of the Germans by military authorities in
frontier areas), and issued a plea for moderation:
"It would be a great and tempting goal for German
policy, by the exercise of moderate force and patience,
to guide this problem along peaceful paths to ultimate 

74 ..
solution." Eisehlohr s request for a peaceful and
moderate solution was doomed to failure. The real

aims of the S.d.P. were revealed in a report from
Henlein to Hitler on November 19, 1937, It was the
desire of the S.d.P. to have not only Sudeten German
territory, but all of Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia
incorporated into the Reich.

But... outwardly it must stand for 
the preservation of Czechoslovakia and 
for the integrity of its frontiers, and 
must try to display some apparently 
genuine aim in the sphere of internal 
politics to justify its political struggle.

An understanding between Czechs and Germans within the
State was described as impossible "from the'outset.

- ! j". r *7 A
Ibid., pp. 107-108.

75Ibid., p . 57 .
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In the following months, Germany took a more

direct role in the relationship between Czechoslovakia
and her German minority, . This was by no means a new

76
interest on the part of the Reich. A German memorandum 
dated August 19, 1938, on the occasion of a request by 
the S.d.P. for more funds, indicates the extensive 
financial aid which the German Government had given 
to the Henlein party.

The Sudeten German Party has been subsi
dized by the Foreign Office regularly since 
1935 with certain amounts, consisting of a 
monthly payment of 15000 Marks; 12000 Marks 
of this are transmitted to the Prague Lega
tion for disbursement, and 3000 Marks are 
paid out to the Berlin representation of 
the party (Bureau Buerger).77

German financial support of the S.d.P. was substantiated

76P. E. Azcarate1 s assumption that ’’...from the 
entry into force of the Treaty of St. Germain in 1919, 
up to the month of September, 1938, the German Govern
ment...never once showed the slightest interest, either 
direct or indirect, in the fate of the German minority 
in Czechoslovakia” is grossly mistaken. P. E„ Azcarate, 
League of Nations•and National Minorities: An Experiment
(Washington: Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, 1945), p. 37,

77Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, V, 855. The 
Bureau Buerger requested an increase to 5500 Marks per 
month due to the increased activity (e.g., trips to 
Germany, propaganda); the memorandum recommended 
approval of the request, and approval was given.
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also by Karl Hermann Frank, Deputy Leader of the

78Party, in his interrogation for the Muremberg trials. 
Historian Elizabeth Wiskemann, after touring the 
Sudethnland, reported that;

I have been frankly informed by Henlein- 
ists that Sudeten German youths often took 
money from Reich German military authorities 
to do what spying they c o u l d , T h e  German 
railway and customs officials in Eger,.,were 
known by the Czechs to have the closest 
relations with the Reich German secret 
police

In 1938, Berlin increased its control over the 
Henlein movement. Henlein and Frank, after a rebuff 
by Eisenlohr, agreed on March 16 that "...the line of 
German Foreign Policy as transmitted by the German 
legation is exclusively decisive for policy and tactics

^ Ibid., pp. 858-63. Frank stated that he 
thought the S.d.P^ had received funds since 1936, 
and that in 1938 money came from Berlin through the 
Volksdeufsche Mittelstelle and the Volksbund fuer das 
Deutschum im Auslande. "He stated that he, had been 
with Henlein several times at the German Ambassador’s 
in Prague, and that he together with Henlein had re
ceived money for the Party from the Germ,an Ambassador,
He admitted that the receipt of money was not consistent 
with the duties of a Czechoslovak citizen." Frank also 
admitted a close relationship between the Henlein move
ment and the Reich since,1933, with an exchange of 
information that bordered on treason.

7 9#iskemann, op. cit., p. 244.
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of the Sudeten German Party=" The directives of the 
German Legation were "to be complied with explicitly," 

and public speeches and the press were to be coordinated 
with Eisenlohr's approval. Henlein also agreed to
contact the German Legation at least once each week,

80 ' ' ’ and to come to Prague whenever summoned. The

following day, Henlein, in a letter to German Foreign
Minister von Ribbentrop, expressed the joy of the
Sudeten Germans at the Anschluss. "We shall show our
appreciation to the Fuehrer by doubled efforts in the

' 81 
Yn service of the Greater German policy." He asked

for a conference with von Ribbentrop and Eisenlohr
in light of the new situation. The S.d.P. leader met

with Hitler in Berlin for almost three hours on March 
8228. "The Fuehrer stated that he intended to settle 

the Sudeten German problem in the not-too-distant

8%(azi Conspiracy and Aggression, V, 856. The 
original draft of a telegram sent from the German 
Legation in Prague on March 16 to the Foreign Minister 
(von Ribbentrop) in Berlin.

^1lbid., 424-25.
^ Documents an German Foreign Policy, Series D, 

II, 197-98 a An unsigned report from the files of the 
State Secretary of conversations between Hitler and 
Henlein; Karl Frank, S. d. P. deputy, was also in 
attendance.
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f u t u r e T h e '  S„d„I?„ was then given instructions on 
how to negotiate with the Czechoslovak Government.
"The purport of the instructions, which the Fuehrer 
has given to Henlein, is that demands should be made
by the Sudeten German Party which are unacceptable to
the Czech Government." After approving Henlein1s 
view that ".We must always demand so much that we can 
never be satisfied", Hitler urged Henlein to use his 
influence in London to press for British non-intervention. 
The next day von Ribbentrop led an eight-man delegation
from the Foreign Office to meet with the S.d.P. rep
resentatives. Out of this conference came a specif
ication of the aim of the negotiations which would

take place.
'The Aim of the negotiations to be

carried out by the Sudeten German party
with the Czechoslovak Government is finally 
this; to avoid entry into the Government 
by the extension and gradual specification 
of the demands to be made, '

The final aim was "full freedom to the Sudeten Germans,”
" B 3 'a very unspecific goal. Von Ribbentrop, in his 

defense at Muremberg, described German policy as an

Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, V, 
422-24. .
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attempt to moderate the demands of the Sudeten Germans,
who wanted to return to the Reich, in order to assure

84a peaceful settlement of the problem. It is
difficult to accept this contention in light of German
-i-*. 85military preparations.

Premier Hodza announced on March 28 that a 
single nationalities law would codify the various 
legal provisions regarding minorities. Ernst Kundt, 
a leader of the S.d.P., followed with a demand for 
full autonomy for all the minorities. Always cognizant 
of public opinion in Great Britain, the German Govern
ment realized the necessity of making specific demands 
upon Czechoslovakia. A message from the Wehrmacht to 
the Foreign Ministry on April 14 stressed the importance 
of the Sudeten Germans specifying their demands--
otherwise Great Britain might conclude that the S.d.

86P. desired no solution at all. The demands of the 

84Proceedings of the International Military 
Tribunal Sitting at Murembergs November 1945 - October 
1946 (London: 1946-1947), X, 332-45.

O C  ~

See above, Chapter I.
86Documents on German Foreign Policy,

1918-1945. Series D, II, 236-37.



71
German minority were revealed by Henlein in a speech 
at Karlsbad on April 24. The eight-point program 
included; (1) Full equality of German and Czech 
national groups; (2) Recognition of the Germans as a 
collective legal entity; (3) Recognition of the 
boundaries of the German-occupied areas; (4) Self- 

government in the German areas; (5) Legal protection 
of the Germans outside of these areas; (6) Reparations 
for all damages since 1918; (7) German officials to 
serve in predominantly German areas; and (8) Complete 
freedom to adhere to National Socialist ideology. 
Henlein also insisted that Czechoslovakia adopt a pro-

o nGerman foreign policy<, The Karlsbad Program* which 
was to become the announced minimum that the S.d.P. 
would accept, was rejected the next day by Hodza,
The Premier considered the second point inconsistent 

with a democratic republic; the sixth point too 
difficult to implement, and too vague in its present 
form; and the eighth point unacceptable, if it were 
interpreted to mean carrying out anti-Semitic and

Q  Qterrorist activities.

87lbid.. p. 242. 

88lbid.. p. 245.



72
Toward the end of April, Great Britain and 

France became increasingly alarmed at the lack of 
progress being made to solve the Czechoslovak crisis. 
They shared the belief that unless something were 
done quickly, Germany would intervene. French Foreign 
Minister Georges Bonnet informed Eric Phipps, British 
Ambassador in Paris, that his sources in Germany 
indicated that Germany meant to settle the Czecho
slovak question in the near future--in the summer at 
the latest. Phipps transmitted this information to 
Halifax on April 27. Both governments were convinced
that they must determine what actions were necessary

89to prevent a general European war.

8 9Ernest L. Woodward and Rohan Butler (eds.), 
Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939 
(London: Mis Majesty's Stationery Office, 1946ff.),
Sexi-es 3, 1, 197.



CHAPTER III
BRITAIN'S RELATIONSHIP WITH 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA: 1938

Great Britain's desire to. remove the Czecho

slovak crisis as a potential danger spot in Europe was 
based on her fear of being drawn into a general war 
over matters which she felt lay outside her sphere 
of vital interests. England herself was not directly 
obligated to defend Czechoslovakia against aggression; 
her major treaty commitment, agreed to at Locarno in 
1925, required her to come to the aid of France and 
Belgium if either nation were attacked by Germany. In 
addition, Britain shared responsibility with the other 
League of Nations powers under Article 10 of the 
Covenant to preserve the political integrity of members 
against external aggression. Article 10 was sufficiently 

vague, and by 1938 the League sufficiently impotent, 
that Britain had no fear of being called upon to act 
under the Covenant. The source of British anxiety was 
the relationship between France and Czechoslovakia,
who had signed a treaty in Paris on January 25, 1924, 
to cooperate in foreign policy, and to oppose revision

73
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of the Peace Treaties. This was supplemented by 
mutual military guarantees in the event of an unpro
voked attack by Germany, as part of the Locarno agree-

" 1ment on October 16 of the following year. Great 
Britain was obligated to aid France only if the latter 

were a victim of German aggression. The question was 
whether or not this obligation extended to a situation 
in which France declared war on Germany, due to an 
attack by the latter upon Czechoslovakia. Would this 
constitute indirect aggression by Germany against 
France? Or would this be a case of French aggression 

against Germany, as Berlin insisted? Would Great 
Britain support her ally? This is a question which was 
foremost in the minds of European statesmen in 1938. 
Hitler believed French action would be unlikely without

2 ;British support. France frequently pressed England 
for a clarification of her position, and an extension

1In October, 1937, the French Government of 
Camille Chautemps was persuaded by Czechoslovakia to 
extend her commitments to cover internal disorders 
provoked by Berlin. John W. Wheeler-Bennett, Munich? 
Prologue to Tragedy (New York: Duel1, Sloan and 
Pearce, 1948), p. 30* -

2Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression (Washington;
Government Printing Office, 1946), III, 302.
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of her commitments in Eastern Europe. This Great 
Britain consistently refused to do„

On March 24, 1938, British Prime Minister 
Neville Chamberlain made in the House of Commons 
his most important statement of British foreign 
policy in 1938--*a statement which was to remain 
the basis of British action, or, more appropriately, 
British inaction. After promising that Britain 
would uphold her treaty obligations, and would fight 
to defend her own territories, lines of communications, 
and liberties, the Prime Minister considered the 

question of further British commitments.
Where peace and war are concerned, 

legal obligations are not alone concerned 
and, if war broke out, it would be unlikely 
to be confined to those who would have 
assumed such obligations. It would be 
quite impossible to say where it would 
end and what governments might be involved.
The inexorable pressure of events might 
well prove more powerful than formal 
pronouncements, and in that event it 
would be well within the bounds of 
probability that other countries besides 
those which were parties to the original 
dispute would almost immediately become 
involved.

This is especially true in the case 
of two countries like Great Britain 
and France with long associations of 
friendship, with interests closely 
interwoven, devoted to the same ideals 
of democratic liberty and determined to



uphold them.
Chamberlain concluded with an offer to help solve th 
Czechoslovak crisis.

For their part. His Majesty’s Govern
ment will. at all times be ready to render 
any help in their power, by whatever 
means might seem most appropriate, 
towards the solution of questions likely 
to cause difficulty between the German 
and Czechoslovak Governments.

In another important address, Chamberlain 
summed up his foreign policy to the Unionist Assoc
iation, at the Birmingham Town Hall, April 8, 1938.

‘We are bound by certain treaties... 
to go to the assistance of France and 
of Belgium in the event of unprovoked 
aggression against either of those two 
countries. But we have declined to 
commit ourselves to a similar undertaking 
in respect of other countries farther 
away, in which our vital interests are 
not concerned to the same extent, and 
which might be involved in war under 
conditions over which we would have no 
control................................

"Our policy is based upon two con
ceptions. The first is this: That,
if you want to secure a peace which 
can be relied upon to last, you have 
got to set about it. You have got to

House of Commons Debates, CCCXXXIII, 14 
March - 1 April 1938 (London; His Majesty's 
Stationery Office, 1938), col. 1406.

4Ibid., col. 1407.
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inform yourself what are the difficulties, 
where are the danger spots, what are the 
reasons for any likely or possible dis
turbance of the peace; and when you have 
found that out, you must exert your self 
to find the remedy.

The second conception is this: In
any armed world you must be armed yourself. 5

In the same speech, Chamberlain referred to the relation
ship between' England and the dictatorships.

■ There must be something in common 
between us if only we can find it, and 
perhaps by our very aloofness from the 
rest of Europe we may have some special 
part to play as conciliator and mediator.

In November, 1937, Chamber lain had done 
precisely that--set about to secure a peace by finding 

something in common between Great Britain and Germany. 
Taking advantage of the desire of both countries for 
more personal contacts beyond the Foreign Office, and 

of the occasion of the International Exhibition of 
Hunting in Berlin, Lord Halifax accepted an invitation 
to attend, ostensibly because he was a famous Master 

of the Foxhounds. Halifax at the time was Lord

eQuoted in James Joll (ed.), Britain and 
Europe; Pitt to Churchill, 17j)3 to 1940, (London:
N. Kaye, 1950), pp. 324-28. A collection of speeches.

^Quoted In Keith G. Felling, The Life of 
Neville Chamberlain (London: Macmillan, 1946), p. 321,
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President of the Council, and enjoyed the confidence
of the Prime Minister; he was to replace Anthony Eden

7as Foreign Secretary in a few months. In a conference 
with Hitler at Berchtesgaden on November 19, Halifax 
hoped "to discover in what way an opportunity could 
be made for a comprehensive and open discussion of

©all questions of vital interest to both countries.
,

Hitler emphasized the colonial question as the main 
issue dividing them— both agreed it should be part 
of a general settlement. The Fuehrer insisted on 
"equity", but was willing to make concessions. "If 
England felt that she could not on strategic grounds 
return certain territories to Germany she might propose 
a substitute elsewhere."^ In light of Hitler’s re
jection of a widespread colonial empire at the November

The Germans were well aware of the intimate 
relationship between Halifax and Chamberlain. The 
German Ambassador in London reported to Berlin on 
November 18, 1937 that the Prime Minister’s press 
chief had quoted Chamberlain as calling Halifax "the 
most important statesman and politician England had at 
the present time." Documents on German Foreign Policy, 
1918-1945 (Washington: "Government Printing Office,
1949-51,) Series D, I, 53.

: "• 8Ibid., p. 55. .
^Ibid.«, p. 65.
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10conference, this reference to a "substitute” was 

possibly a hint that Great Britain should declare her 
disinterestedness in Eastern Europe„ Halifax himself 
spoke of u„..possible alterations in the European order 
which might be destined to come about with the passage

i

of time. Amongst these questions were Danzig, Austria,.
11and Czechoslovakia,n Hitler replied that a reasonable 

solution was possible in Czechoslovakia. "Czecho
slovakia was her self in a position to clear away exist
ing difficulties. She only needed to treat the Germans
living within her borders well and they would be

12entirely happy." Chamberlain s.diary entry for 
November 26 stated:

the German visit was from my point of 
view a great success, because it achieved 
its object, that of creating an atmosphere 
in which it is possible to discuss with '
Germany the practical questions involved in 
a European settlement,...Both Hitler and 
Goering said separately, and emphatically, 
that they had no desire or intention of 
making war, and I think we may take this 
as correct, at any rate for the present. Of 
course, they want to dominate Eastern Europe;

^®See above, p. 4, lines 10-18; p. 5,lines 1-5.
•̂ Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, 

Series B, I, 62.

•^Ibid,, p. 64.
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they want as close a union with Austria 
as they can get without incorporating 
her in the Reich, and they want much 
the same things for the Sudetendeutsche 
as we did for the Uitlanders in the 
Transvaal,
Itit I don’t see why we shouldn't say to 
Germany, 'give us satisfactory assurances 
that you won’t use force to deal with the 
Austrians.and Czechoslovakians, and we 
will give you similar assurances that we 
won’t use force to prevent the changes 
you want, if you can get them by peaceful 
means’,

Chamber lain’s belief that a peaceful European 
settlement was possible is often cited by his unfriendly

n  f -critics as proof of his naivete. He in fact was well 
aware of the dangers to peace posed by a rearmed Ger
many under Nazi leadership. Even before Hitler's rise 

to power, the future Prime Minister, on a holiday in
the Black Forest, had used the phrase "on the whole I

14 *
loathe Germans."

The first twelve months of Hitler's 
regime had convinced him that an aggressive 
Germany was up to her old tricks again,
'instigating, suggesting, encouraging 
bloodshed and assassination, for her own 
selfish aggrandisement and pride.' His

■^Quoted in Feiling, op. cit., p. 333,
/^Quoted in Iain Macleod, Neville Chamber lain 

(London: Frederick Muller, 1961), p. 206.
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private comments on the Nazi leaders were 
incisive. Hitler was "a lunatic1 or 'half 
mad'; Goebbels 'a vulgar common little 
mind'; Ribbentrop 'so stupid, so shallow, 
so self-centered and self-satisfied, so 
totally devoid of intellectual capacity 
that he never seems to take in what is 
said to him8. In 1936, for economy's 
sake, he let his London house in Eaton 
Square to the Ribbentrops, commenting 
81 think it is very amusing considering 
my affections for Germans in general and
R. in particular 1 .3-5

These do not appear to be the words of a man who
underestimated the danger from Germany.

Why, then, did Chamberlain embark on his policy
of appeasement? Some historians insist that the policy
was sincerely held; that Chamberlain felt Hitler's goals
were limited and reasonable, and that peace could be

16achieved by negotiating with him on that basis.
Others argue that Great Britain and France were merely

15Ibid.
■^Stephen Borsody believes Chamberlain trusted 

Hitler and felt that the Sudetenland represented his 
last claim on Europe. Stephen Borsody, The Tragedy of 
Central Europe (New York; Collier Books, 196 2), p. 101. 
A. J. P» Taylor concludes that "Chamberlain8 s policy 
of appeasement was sincerely held and deliberately 
conducted and...the argument of British weakness was 
an excuse invented after the event." A. J. P.Taylor,
The Origins of the Second World War•(Greenwich, Con
necticut; Fawcett Publications, Inc., 1961), p. 129.
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stalling for time until they could rearm sufficiently

17to oppose the military threat of Hitler. In his 
Birmingham Unionist Association speech of April 8, 
Chamberlain had stressed not only the necessity of 
setting about to eliminate danger spots in inter
national relations; he also indicated that a nation
must be strongly armed to command respect. Rearmament

18was a subject which had long concerned him. He 
frequently expressed doubts about Great Britain1s 
military capacity to challenge Germany; his letters

^Bonnet declared in March, 1939 that the 
"Munich policy" had been adopted only to gain time 
for military reasons. But Bonnet may have been 
looking for excuses, since his "Munich policy" was 
revealed as a failure when Germany occupied Bohemia 
on March 15. See Grigore Gafencu, Last Days of Europe, 
a Diplomatic Journey in 1939 (New Haven, Connecticut: 
Yale University Press, 1948), p. 139.

•^Chamberlain had served as Chancellor of the 
Exchequer from November, 1931 to May, 1937, spanning 
the National Governments of J> Ramsay MacDonald and 
Stanley Baldwin. In 1934 Chamberlain had initiated 
the first serious expansion of the Air Force. Defense 
expenditures increased from 102 million pounds in 1932 
to 188 million in 193 6, 280 million in 1937, and then 
700 million in 1939. The 1936 Programme proposed to 
increase the number of cruisers from 50 to 70; to raise 
the front-line number s of the Home Air Force from the 
1500 planned in 1935 to 1750; and to recruit four new 
Army battalions. See Failing, op. cit., pp. 312-15.
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in May, 1938, revealed uncertainty with Britain's 
state of preparedness. "The Germans who are bullies 
by nature are too conscious of their strength and our 
weakness, and until we are as strong as they are, 
we shall always be kept in this state of chronic 

anxiety. In July he asked Arthur Robinson of the
Supply Board when England would be ready to fight on

2nequal terms with Germany; the reply was "in a year." 
There is an inconsistency between these two images of 
Chamberlain— the naive, umbrella-carrying appeaser 
who hoped everyone shared his own sincerity; and the 
shrewd master-diplomat who successfully stalled for 
time and warded off a war until Britain could rearm. 
But this reflects the fact that Chamberlain himself

3-9QUoted in Ibid., p, 350.
20Ibid. The Chamberlain Government, how

ever, must take some responsibility for the lack of 
preparedness. Buff Cooper, Chamberlain's Fir st Lord 
of the Admiralty until his resignation after the 
Munich Agreement, reports a dispute in January, 1938 
with Chancellor of the Exchequer Sir John Simon. Simon, 
one of the Prime Minister's most intimate advisors, 
urged a reduction in naval expenditures, particularly 
the building program. Cooper indicates that he was 
forced to compromise with Simon, with a resultant 
"delay of certain preparations for war" which he 
considered necessary. See Alfred Duff‘Cooper, The 
Second 'World War: First Phase (Mew York: Scribner,
1939,) pp. 215-16.



was constantly wavering between these two images; any
attempt to explain his policies and actions in terms
of one is a distortion of half the evidence. From
history Chamberlain had learned to distrust the
Germans. In 1936 he had commented on the agreement
between Hitler and Mussolini for an independent but
German Austria: "I am glad of it; 1 do not take Hitler1
peace professions at their face value...once more we

21are given a little longer space in which to arm.51 
But it was the same Chamberlain who returned home from 
a meeting with Hitler at Berchtesgaden in September, 
1938, and wrote: MI got the impression that here was
a man who could be relied upon when he had given his 
word. Once he assumed leadership of Great Britain,
it was only human that the Prime Minister gained 
increasing confidence in his own ability to shed the 
light of reason on international politics, and to bring 
the dictators to terms. Chamberlain is said to have 
replied to a cabinet colleague who pointed out, after

^Quoted in Felling, op. cit., p. 297.
22Quoted in Macleod, op. cit., p. 239. A 

letter from Chamberlain to his sisters, dated September 
19, 1938.
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the Munich agreement, that Hitler had made and broken 
promises in the past: "You see, my dear fellow, this
time it is different; this time he has made the 
promises to me."23 This ambiguous attitude was re

flected in a letter of January 16, 1938.
...we are in no position to enter 

lightheartedly upon war with such a 
formidable power as Germany, much 
less if Germany were.aided by Italian 
attacks on our Mediterranean possessions 
and communications. They know that 
France, though her army is strong, is 
desperately weak in some vital spots, 
and they are always alarmed lest out of 
loyalty to her we should be led into a 
quarrel over causes which are of little 
interest to us, and for which she could 
not give us decisive aid. Therefore our 
people see that in the absence of any 
powerful ally, and until our armaments 
are completed, we must adjust our foreign 
policy to our circumstances, and even bear 
with patience and good humor actions which 
we should like to treat in a very different 
fashion. I do not myself take too pessi
mistic a view of the situation. The 
dictators are too often regarded as though 
they were entirely inhuman. I believe this 
idea to be quite erroneous. It is indeed 
the human side of the dictators that makes 
them dangerous, but on the other hand, 
it is the side on which they can be approached 
with the greatest hope of successful issue.

I am about to enter,upon a fresh attempt 
to reach a reasonable understanding with 
both Germany and Italy, and I am by no means

^Quoted in Wheeler-Bennett, op. cit., p. 182.
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24unhopeful of getting results.

In an attempt to define more clearly their 

respective attitudes toward the international situa
tion, Anglo-French conversations were held in London, 

April 28-29; the main representatives were Chamberlain 
and Halifax for Great Britain, and Edouard Daladier
and Georges Bonnet, the new premier and foreign

25minister of France. The French pleaded for a joint 
stand firmly in favor of the integrity of Czecho
slovakia; the expansion of German power must not be 
allowed to continue unchecked, they argued, and 
although action should have been taken when the 
Rhineland was remilitarized in 1936, it was not yet 
too late. Daladier and Bonnet held out the hope 
that if the two allies were firm, other powers might 
be won to an anti-German coalition, e.g., Poland, 
Rumania, and Yugoslavia. Great Britain rejected the 
French proposal; Chamberlain and Halifax felt that

^Quoted .in Feiling, op. oft., pp. 323-24.
25A summary of the conversations can be found 

in Ernest L. Woodward and Rohan Butler (eds.), Documents 
on British-Foreign Policy, 1919-1939 (Londons His 
Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1946 ff.), Series 3, I, 
198-234.
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the defense of Czechoslovakia was made militarily 
impossible by the Anschlass, which exposed the nation 
to a German attack from the south. Chamberlain fre
quently referred to his statement of March 24, and 
refused to go beyond it. The conclusion of the con
versations was that Great Britain would contact Berlin 
and stress that they were working for a peaceful 
solution; there would in addition be a joint demarche 
at Prague, pressing the Czechs for maximum concessions. 
The proposed demarche was made to the Czechoslovak 
Government on May 7, urging them to make every effort 
"within the framework of the Constitution" to achieve
a settlement with Germany, and offering their help in
‘ 26 gaining a solution.

British foreign policy in the summer of 1938 
can be summarized as follows: Chamber lain believed 
that war was not inevitable, and that a more direct 
approach in foreign affairs could win Hitler for 
peace. He was determined not to go to war for any

thing but a clearly vital interest, and Czechoslovakia 
did not fall into this category. Every post-war

^Quoted in Wheeler-Bennett, op. cit., pp. 51-52.
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government from Lloyd George onwards had refused to

2 7extend English commitments to Eastern Europe.
28Chamberlain was suspicious of France, and feared 

being drawn into a Franco-German war over Czechoslovakia. 
Therefore, nothing must be done to provoke a war, and 
almost any price must be paid to avoid one. Pressure 
was put simultaneously on Germany not to use force, 
and on Prague to make maximum concessions. Britain, 
meanwhile, must persistently rearm. This was essen
tially the root of the policy of appeasement.

If there were any doubts in European Oapitals 

that the Chamberlain Government was reluctant, if not 
completely unwilling, to make Czechoslovakia a casus 
belli, these doubts were dispelled in the May crisis. 
Shortly before noon on May 20, the German minister in 
Prague sent an "urgent and most secret" wire to Berlin, 

reporting that Czechoslovak Foreign Minister Krofta 
had just telephoned him that his government was

^Failing, op. cit., p. 353.
28Ibid., p. 323. In a letter on January 16,

1938 Chamberlain complained that France "never can 
keep a secret for more than half an hour,- nor a 
government for more than nine months!"



"’perturbed by reports of concentration of German troops
in Saxony.n He had replied, he wrote, '"that there

29were absolutely no grounds for a n x i e t y T h a t
night the Czechs decreed partial mobilization of
their army, in response to the continued rumors of
German troop movements toward their frontier. On May
22, Bonnet held a press conference and reaffirmed
France’s treaty obligation to Czechoslovakia, warning
that "'if Germany crosses the Czech frontier that will

3 o -automatically start war..." That same day Minister
of Education Jean Zay issued firm statements to German
Ambassador Welczech about France's intention to fulfill

31her obligations. In Berlin, British Ambassador Sir 
Wevile Henderson urged caution to Germany; he saw von 
Ribbentrop twice on May 21, and State Secretary von 
Weizsaecker the next day; to the latter he conveyed a 

warning from Halifax that the situation was serious.

29Quoted in William L. Shirer, The Rise and 
Fall of the Third Reich; a History of Nazi Germany 
(New York: Simon and Schuster, I960), p. 363.

30Woodward, op. cit., p. 340.
31Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945

Series D, II, 324-25.
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In London, Halifax delivered a similar message to the

32German ambassador. The German Government assured 
Czechoslovakia on May 23 that reports of troop con

centrations were false; this is substantiated by 
Keitel's May 20 directive which conveyed Hitler’s
decision not to smash Czechoslovakia by military

33action in the near future without provocation.
The crisis passed, and contact between the Czecho
slovak Government and the S.d.P., which had been 
broken off by the Germans at the start of the crisis, 
was resumed on May 23.

Some historians have stressed the firm and 

unified actions of France and Great Britain, which
3 a "had apparently frightened Hitler. In reality, the

^Shirer, op. cit. , p. 364.
33See above, p. 12, lines 6-12.

^Wheeler-Bennett states that the 48 hours 
after the report of German troop movements "witnessed 
the last display of unitybetween Great Britain, France 
and Russia against German aggression until the latter 
stages of the Second World War." Wheeler-Bennett, op. 
cit., p. 33. Bernadotte Schmitt concludes that the 
"strong diplomatic representations" of France and 
Great Britain cheeked Hitler. Bernadotte Schmitt, "The 
Road to Munich and Beyond," Czechoslovakia;; Twenty - - 
Years of Independence, ed.-Robert J« Kerner (Berkeley, 
California: University of California Press, 1940), p.413.
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effect of the May crisis was precisely the opposite. 
Hitler, infuriated over the loss of German prestige, 
issued the revised order for Case Green, calling for

35military action against Czechoslovakia by October 2. 
England and France, on the other hand, were terrified 
at the prospect of going to war to implement their 
statements; any superficial display of firmness that 
had been shown was quickly dissipated. Halifax, 
fearful that his statements might appear to be a 
commitment to Czechoslovakia, told the French Ambass

ador on May 22:
I felt I ought again to make it plain, 

although I had no doubt that it was much in 
the mind of the French Government, that, 
while we were bound to assist France to the 
utmost of our power in the case of unpro
voked aggression by Germany, we were not so 
bound to join forces with her in the event 
of her going to the assistance of Czecho
slovakia . -3°

■^See above, p. 13, lines 19-23.
■^Woodward, op. cit., p. 356. George P. Gooch's 

opinion, written before the publication of the.documents, 
that firm British action in the May crisis showed that 
the March 24 warning was to be taken seriously, is 
contradicted by the documents. See George P. Gooch, 
“British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939,“ Studies in 
Diplomacy and Statecraft (New York: Longmans, 1942),
p. 217.



The following evening. Bonnet assured British Ambassador 
Phipps that France would take no action which might

37lead to war without prior consultation with England.
Since the British were increasingly indicating their
reluctance to risk war, this had the practical effect
of a willing abdication of responsibility to Great
Britain. France was resolute only on the surface.
Although Daladier showed an order for mobilization
to the German Ambassador on May 22, he indicated that .

38he was unhappy about the Czechoslovak alliance. x
Even the order for mobilization itself was a bluff-- 
Joseph Caillaux, former premier and long-time advocate 
of Franco-German cooperation, told a member of the 
British legation a few weeks later that France would 
never fight for Czechoslovakia, and that Daladier 
had said he would never have signed the order to 

mobilize.̂

37Woodward, op. cit., p. 357.
38Documents On German Foreign Policy, 1918- 

1945, Series D, II, 326-28.
39Woodward, op. cit., pp. 477-78. A report 

dated June 14 from Sir Eric Phipps in Paris. The 
indecision, if not outright duplicity of France is 
shown by the fact that on the same day Bonnet assured 
Phipps that France would stand by Czechoslovakia,



Both France and England pressed Czechoslovakia 
to be more generous in their dealing with the Sudeten 
German Party, Bonnet indicated on May 23 that an 
unreasonable attitude by the Czechs might lead the

40French Government to consider the alliance terminated.

On May 25, Halifax suggested that Czechoslovakia
reorient its foreign policy and consider adopting

41a policy of neutrality. The willingness of the 
French and the British to minimize their role in 
Eastern Europe did not pass unnoticed in Berlin.
Bonnet declared to the German Foreign Minister that 
if Czechoslovakia continued unyielding, France would 
"be obliged to submit their obligations under the 
alliance to revision. Qn May 28, British Am
bassador Henderson suggested to the German State 
Secretary that if Czechoslovakia provoked Germany,
Great Britain might well leave the former to its 
f a t e T h i s  was certainly a retreat from British

40Ibid., p. 352.

41Ibid., p. 379.
Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945,

Series D, II, 344,

43Ibid., p. 352.
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warnings earlier in the crisis„

Hitler’s opinion, expressed at the November 5,
1937 conference, that England and France had written

44off Czechoslovakia was certainly vindicated by 
June, 1938. Throughout the year there was a growing 
belief within the Reich that Germany would be able 
to dispose of the Czechoslovak problem without effec
tive intervention from a third power. Welczech 
reported to Berlin from Faris on April 8 that the 
French Government’s repeated assurances to Czecho
slovakia were not in harmony with the French press 
and public opinion; the latter was in a state of 
uncertainty about the military possibilities of 
defending Czechoslovakia, and the attitude of Great 
Britain. The Paris press repeated an article by Leon 
Garibaldi in several South French newspapers, critical 

of the Czechoslovak alliance.
The French nation is not cannon fodder I 

No, M» Blum and M. Boncour, France will 
fight only for her own independence, and 
you shall never have the French Army at 
your disposal to sacrifice it to interests 
which are not French, interests of eastern 
peoples, which are too far distant from

^See above, p. 6, lines 4”9.
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us for us to be able to render them military 
aid of any real effectiveness. ^

The Ambassador concluded:
There is more to indicate that, on 

the-basis of the above-mentioned consider
ations and of a further development of 
public opinion in the country, a diminution... 
of French obligations toward Czechoslovakia 
will take place and thus give rise to a 
gradual isolation of that country. ^

In early May, the Comte de Brinon, employed by Daladier
and Bonnet for private contacts with Berlin, quoted
Bonnet as saying: "It would be too dreadful if the
whole of Europe had to be plunged into war for the sake

47of the Czechoslovaks."
Sir Nevile Henderson did his utmost in Berlin 

subtly to suggest that Great Britain was sympathetic 
toward Nazi aims in Central Europe, On May 11, von 
Ribbentrop made it clear to Henderson that if German 
action to protect the Sudeten Germans resulted in a

45Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, 
Series D, 11, 220.

46Ibid., p. 223.
4^Ibid., p. 257. The conversation of Brinon 

with a confidential agent of the Berlin Embassy in 
Paris was reported to the German Foreign Ministry on 
May 6, 1938.
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French attack, Berlin would consider the attack as 
aggression, designed to reestablish’ French hegemony 
on the continent. "The British Ambassador answered 
that he was convinced of the justice of these ideas.
On May 31, in a conversation with von Weizsaecker, 
the British Ambassador "considered that neither for 

the Czechs nor for the Sudeten Germans did they
ABdesire to sacrifice one British soldier."

Butler, Parliamentary Under secretary in the 
Foreign Office, had expressed similar sympathies in 
April. After indicating that Chamberlain and Halifax 
shared his opinion, Butler expressed his conviction 
that Germany would attain "her next goal," Czecho
slovakia, but that Germany must be cautious about the 
methods used, to placate British public opinion.

It is true that opinion in Germany was divided; 
some, such as von Weizsaecker ancIAmbassador to London 
Herbert von Dirksen, argued against the confident 
attitude that France and England would not intervene.

The latter reported home in July that "England would
" * .. ' , -

48Ibid., p. 271.
4^Ibid., p. 366.



without any doubt resort to war at the side of France" 
if Germany began a military attack on Czechoslovakia.^® 
But Hitler and von Ribbentrop remained convinced that 
allied firmness would evaporate. Against the advice 
of professional diplomats and military leaders, the 
Fuehrer placed confidence in his intuition; ironically, 
events were to justify his confidence. Von Ribbentrop 
issued instructions to German missions abroad on 
August 3 concerning German military intervention in 
Czechoslovakia.

'As you know, intensive foreign propaganda 
has for some time been spreading that France 
would intervene in such a case and that 
Great Britain could not stand aside....I 
am convinced... that no third power would 
be so foolhardy as to attack Germany in 
such a case.;51

As Germany continued her preparations to settle 
t|ie Czechoslovak problem, negotiations between Prague 
and the Sudeten German Party dragged on with little 
visible success. There were essentially four different 
plans discussed in the summer of 1938. The First Plan

50Ibid., I, 1159.
^ Ibid., II, 529. Von Weizsaecker objected to 

these instructions in very strong terms.
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was drawn up by the Government in June as a codification
of the existing nationalities laws, based mainly on the
agreement which had been reached with the German repub-

52lican parties in February, 1937. There were three
separate bills in the proposed reform: a language
bill; a proposal for increased local autonomy; and a
plan to protect the interest of the nationalities.
While the details were being drafted, Hodza continued
to meet with the representatives of the S.d.P. On
June 15, both sides announced in a joint communique
that they accepted both the Government's Nationalities
Statute and an S.d.P. memorandum of June 8 as a basis

53for further negotiations, which began June 23. When

52See above, p. 62, lines 15-18; p. 63, 
lines 1-10.

53Woodward, op. cit., pp. 636-43. On,June 8, 
the S.d.P. had revealed their demands in a memorandum 
which elaborated on the Karlsbad Programme. It 
envisioned the transformation of the state into a 
confederation of nationalities with territorial 
autonomy; members of the same national group in 
the National .Assembly would be organized into 
National Curiae, and a nationality group would 
have the power to hold a plebiscite. The National 
Ministries of Education, Social Welfare, and Health 
would be abolished, and their functions handled on 
the nationality level. A very vague and imprecise 
insistence on compensation for damages since 1918 was 
still put forth as a major demand.



99
Hodza showed parts of the draft Nationalities Statute 
to the S.d.P. negotiators on June 30, Frank rejected 
the provisions as inadequate and ambiguous. Under 
continued Western pressure, the Government introduced 
a Second Plan in mid-July, which was also rejected, 
despite positive concessions, The disagreement 
was a fundamental one--the Government was not prepared 
to surrender the concept of a unified national state 
in favor of a state of nationalities; and the Sudeten 
German Party insisted that the basic unit of the 
state must be nationality-based territories organized 
along totalitarian lines.

As negotiations produced no tangible results, 
fear mounted in England and France that a breakdown 
of negotiations might trigger German intervention. Karl 
Frank, the deputy-fuehrer of the S.d.P. who was conduct
ing the negotiations, said on July 12: "Nothing has
happened yet, and we cannot speak even of negotiations--

54gee Robert G. D . Laffan, The Crisis over 
Czechoslovakia, January to September, Survey of Intern- 
national Affairs, 1938, II (London: Oxford University
Press, 1951), p. 186. The Second Plan included pro
posals which would have increased the official use of 
minority languages, and based employment of officials 
and granting of government contracts on nationality 
proportions.
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we have had only personal contact with..^Pragma.

Benes echoed this pessimism four days later in an 
interview with British Ambassador Newton, claiming 
that the prospect of agreement was poor; the Govern
ment could not consent to a division of the state on

56the basis of nationality„ Before leaving to attend 
a Reich Gymnastic Festival at.Breslau, Henlain said 
in an ominous interview on July 25: "I cannot be
responsible for what may happen here should no agree
ment be concluded this autumn....Nothing short of

57full autonomy will be acceptable to us." It was 
at this point that the British Government assumed 
the initiative in a desperate attempt to achieve a 

solution to an apparently insoluble problem. On July 
26, Chamberlain revealed in the House of Commons his 
plan to send Lord Runeiman to Prague as a mediator.

•^Marcel W. Fodor, South of Hitler (2d ed.; 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1939), p. 322. An
interview between Fodor and Frank. - .

56Woodward, op. cit., pp. 569-73.
"^Quoted in Laffan, op. cit., p. 187. Taken 

from a report in the Daily Telegraph, July 26, 1938.



CHAPTER IV 
THE MISSION TO CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

The idea of sending a British representative to 
mediate the Czechoslovak crisis had been considered for 
many months« As early as April 30 a suggestion had 
been made in the British Foreign Office that "an un
official British intermediary who enjoyed the confidence 
of Dr. Hodza and Herr Henlein" might be sent pfivately
to Prague. Halifax thought the plan premature, but

1"worth keeping in mind." The plan was revised in

the wake of the May crisis, when British fear of
war increased. William Strang, an official of the
Foreign Office, was sent to review the situation
with the British legations in Prague and Berlin, May
26-29. Five possibilities for more direct British
action emerged from the conversations between Strang

2and Ambassador Newton in Prague: (1) An investigator

1Ernest L. Woodward and Rohan Butler (eds.), 
Documents on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939 (Lon
don: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1946 ff.),
Series 3, I, 401.

^A summary of these conversations can be found 
Ibid., pp. 406-409.
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could be appointed to tour the Sudetenland and submit 
suggestions for a solution to London. (2) A British 
commission of arbitration might be appointed„ (3)
Great Britain and Germany might jointly appoint an 
arbitration commission. (4) An international 
conference could be held. (5) An international 
commission could be utilized to investigate frontier 
violations.

It was the first plan which was ultimately 
adopted. On June 29, Halifax informed Ambassador 
Phipps in Paris that he was considering appointing a 
mediator to reconcile Prague and Henlein if negotiations

3broke down. In mid-July, a breakdown appeared imminent.
V  •The same day, July 16, that Benes admitted to Newton

that the prospects of agreement were poor, the British
Ambassador telegraphed to Halifax that the time had
come to offer advice of a more concrete nature to
Czechoslovakia; he suggested that the idea of a

4mediator and/or an investigator be adopted. In Berlin, 
Sir Nevile Henderson echoed Newton8s fear that a

3See above, p. 99, lines 13-18; p. 199 (all). 
^Woodward, op. cit., pp. 574-75.
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breakdown in negotiations might trigger German inter
vention and thus a possible European war. Henderson 
warned on July 18 that "the moment has come for Prague 
to get a real twist of the screw,n5 That same day 
London instructed Newton to propose to Benes the 
appointment of a British investigator and mediator; 
two days later Newton conveyed the British plan to 
Benes.̂  As Newton had predicted, the reaction of the 

Czechoslovak President was anything but favorable;^ 
it required two hours for him to recover his equan
imity. Newton promptly warned the President that 
if Czechoslovakia failed to cooperate. Great Britain 
would make the offer public, and the Czechoslovak 
Government would appear responsible for any worsening 

of relations with the S.d.P. Under these circumstances, 
the reluctant Benes had no choice but to capitulate.
A British memorandum was submitted, calling for the

5lbid., p. 590.
6A' summary of the conversation can be found 

ibid., pp. 600-601. -
^Newton had written Halifax on July 16 that 

Benes8 willing acceptance of a mediator was doubtful-- 
but that a threat to make the offer public would 
induce acceptance. Ibid., p. 575.
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appointment of a man ’’quite independent of His 
Majesty’s Government” to investigate and mediate the 
differences between the Czechoslovak Government and 
the S.d.P.; to maintain contact between the two 
parties; and to restpre contact if a deadlock 
developed. The assent, and preferably the request,
of both the Government and the Sudeten representatives

8was considered imperative. On July 23 the Czecho
slovak Government gave Newton their reply:

The Czechoslovak Government begs His 
Majesty’s Government to be good enough to 
indicate a person who would be ready with 
his opinion and advice to help to overcome 
difficulties which might eventually still 
arise...He would be independent of the 
British Government and of any other Govern
ment.^

Chamberlain announced the forthcoming mission 
in the House of Commons on July 26. fiord Runciman was 
being sent to Prague, he declared, in response to a 

Czechoslovak request for "a person with necessary 
experience and qualities.” His role would be that of 
an ’’investigator and mediator” and he would be quite

®Ibid., pp. 612-13. 
^Ibid., p. 620.
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10"Independent of His Majesty's Government." Chamber

lain's announcement has been criticized by historians
11for four major falsehoods. The Prime Minister 

claimed that: (1) the Czechoslovak Government had
initiated the request; (2) there was no truth to the 
rumor that the British were "hustling" the Czechs; (3) 
Runciman would act only in a personal capacity, 
independent of any Government; and (4) a relaxation 
of tension was in process. All four claims were false: 
the request from Prague had been extracted by threats; 
Great Britain and France had steadily "hustled" the 
Czechs since the demarche of May 7; Runciman's 
"independent" position fooled no one as to Britain's 
involvement; and the situation in Prague in late July 
was the opposite of a relaxation in tension.

10lbid., II, 7.
11John W. Wheeler-Bennett, Muni ch.: Prologue to

Tragedy (New York: Buell,-Sloan and Pearce, .1948), pp.
74-76; and Andrew Rothstein, The Munich Conspiracy 
(London; Lawrence & Wishant, 1S58), p. 92. Rothstein's 
condemnation of Chamberlain's speech as "barefaced lies" 
is too severe; Wheeler-Bennett's phrase "divergences from 
truth" is much fairer. Chamberlain's deception, certainly 
not uncommon in the language of diplomacy, was meant to 
allow the Czechs to save face. The revelation that the 
Runciman Mission was forced upon Prague would have given 
the false impression that the Czechs had something to 
bride.
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Reaction to the proposed Runeiman Mission 

varied in European capitals. In Prague there was 
reluctant acceptance; the Czechs distrusted Chamber
lain's motives, but nevertheless managed to display 
in their press a hopeful optimism that the Mission 
was in effect a gesture of support, engaging Great

12Britain more directly in Central European affairs.
The plan had been communicated to the French

13through Ambassador Corbin in London on July 14, and
received'a mixed reaction in Paris. The French 
Cabinet was divided between those who favored the 
mission (Bonnet, Charles Pomaret, Anatole de Monzie) 
and those who had grave doubts (Paul Reynaud, Georges 
Mandel, Cesar Campinchi.) The former group saw an 
opportunity to hasten French withdrawal from her
obligations in Central Europe, and to place the

- ' 14responsibility for this action on Great Britain;

"^Robert G. Laffan, The Crisis over Czecho
slovakia, January to September, Survey of International 
Affairs, 1938, II (London: Oxford University Press,
1951), p. 198.

13Woodward, op. cit., I, 565.
■^Daladier rejected a suggestion that France 

send an envoy who would be analagous to Lord Runeiman. 
Wheeler-Ben.nett, op. cit., p. 74.



the latter group felt that the Czechoslovak alliance 
must be preserved as the keystone of France's security 
system, and that the Mission would endanger it. Be
tween these two groups Daladier took a compromise 
position--he favored the Mission in principle, but
reminded Lord Ihlifax of the necessity of maintaining

15the independence of Czechoslovakia, Despite the fact
that the Russian Ambassador in Paris had twice urged
opposition to the Mission, the French Ambassador to
Berlin, Franpois-Poncet, informed the German State
Secretary on July 26 that the Mission was "the result
of full understanding between the British and French
Governments, At the same time. Bonnet advised the

17Czechoslovak Government to accept the British offer.
The French Foreign Minister had told United States 
Ambassador William C. Bullitt on the previous day that 
France was favorably disposed toward the British plan.

15Ibid., pp. 72-73.
•^Documents on German Foreign Policy, -1918-1945 

(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1949-1951),
Series D, II, 515.

17V. F. Klochko, eh. aJL. (ed.). New Documents 
on the History of Munich (Prague: Orbis, 1958), p. 56.



108
He hopefully Indicated that if Czechoslovakia refused
any solution which the Hunciman Mission would eventually
propose, the British would make it clear they would

not go to war over Czechoslovakia, and France could
18take a similar attitude.

Germany refused to take any official position
on the Runeiman Mission, despite the fact that a
motivating factor in the British decision to use an
independent mediator had been Henderson’s reports
that Hitler would oppose mediation by an international

19commission or a four^power conference. On July 25 
Henderson told State Secretary Weizsaeeker of the 
plan to send "an unofficial mediator” whose task would 
be to examine facts and seek a peaceful solution; he 
asked Germany to use her influence with the Sudeten 
Germans to gain acceptance in that quarter (which 
was quickly achieved) and to restrain the press from 

obstruction. Weizsaeeker correctly assessed the

^Foreign Relations of the United States, 1938,
1: General (Washington, D.G.: United States Govern
ment Printing Office, 1955), 536-37.

1 9Woodward, op. cit.. I, 426-27. A report from 
Henderson to Halifax, dated June 1.
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situation as a:n attempt of the British to take a
more active and direct interest in the problem,
while using Runciman as s,a pliable go-between" to avoid
taking responsibility for specific proposals. He
informed the British Ambassador that Germany was
regarding the Mission as "a purely British affair"
and was disturbed that it had been reported in the
press and confirmed by London before Germany was
informed. The policy decided upon by von Ribbentrop
was to regard Runciman as a private British subject.
Risenlohr, Germany's Ambassador in Prague, was not
to take part in the Mission, but was not to avoid it
if approached; he should observe, but remain in

20the background„
The purpose of the Runciman Mission was neither 

to impose a preconceived solution on the Czechs, nor 
to bring about a solution based on the merits of the 
opposing arguments. Opinion among British diplomats 

differed. Newton in Prague accepted the Peace Con

ference's arguments on the unity of Bohemia, and

20Relevant documents on Germany's attitude 
toward the Runciman Mission can be found in Documents 
on German Fdreign Policy, 1918-1945, Series D, II, 512-24.
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21rejected any transfer of the Sudeten areas to Germany.

He tended to favor the Czech position, and urged the
British Government to support a solution of German

22autonomy within the Czechoslovak State. In contrast
to Newton, Nevile Render son in Berlin was a foremost
supporter of German ambitions to acquire the Sudeten 

23areas, even when the Reich itself confined its 
public demands to an autonomous settlement within the 
Czechoslovak State. He insisted that "it is morally 
unjust to compel this solid Teuton minority to remain

^Woodward, op. cit.. I, 300-303. A report 
from Newton to Halifax, dated May 16.

22"Newton expressed these views in conversations 
with Strang on May 26-27. Many members of the Prague 
Legation disagreed with their chief, however, and 
advocated incorporation of the Sudeten German territory 
into the Reich. Ibid., pp. 403-406.

23Render son earned the title of "our Nazi 
British Ambassador at Berlin" from several British 
journals, and, despite his autobiographical defense, 
deserved the title. After denouncing Nazi racial 
theory, Henderson blames German authoritarianism on 
"the very considerable amount of Slav blood which 
flows in the German veins", a mixture which "is 
probably a bad one." The good qualities of the 
German--his kindness and love toward animals and 
children--he credits to kinship with his "Teuton 
cousin,” the Englishman. See Nevile Henderson,
Failure of a Mission (New York: G. P. Putnam’s
Sons, 1940), pp. 11, 23-24.
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subjected to a Slav central Government at Prague",
and argued that Britain should enter the minority
negotiations only if she were prepared to support
autonomy and self-determination as the only possible 

24solution. As early as May 3, Henderson had suggested
that the incorporation of the Sudeten areas into the

25Reich would be the final solution. These consider
ations, as all considerations relating to the justice 
of the German and Czech claims, were irrelevant to 
Chamberlain 8s plans. The.Prime Minister had decided 
to pursue a policy of appeasement, and the Runciman 
Mission was expected to persuade Czechoslovakia that 
war should not be risked over the Sudetenland. If 
the Sudeten Germans could be persuaded to moderate 
some of their demands, so much the better; but if 
they remained adamant, Czechoslovakia must be con
vinced to concede everything. Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick, 
First Secretary of the British Embassy in Berlin, had 
stated that if Germany would inform England of its

^Woodward, op. cit., I, 623, 625. Letter s to 
Halifax dated April 13 and April 17.

25Ibid., pp. 238-39. Letter to Halifax on
May 3.
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objectives in the Sudeten German problem he could 
promise: "... that the British Government would bring 
such pressure to bear in Prague that the Czechoslovak 
Government would be compelled to accede to the German 
wishes.

The French Government heartily endorsed this 

British attitude of peace at almost any price. Bonnet 
told the German Ambassador on April 30 that "he

27considered any arrangement better than world war."
Paul Reynaud, Minister of Justice, was more precise 
ten days later when he admitted the necessity for a 
"radical" solution to the problem. Welezech had 
spoken of "amputation" as the best solution, anti
cipating a hostile reply from the Minister; but 
Reynaud only replied that "it still would not be so 
easy to find a suitable surgeon for the case. in
Lord Runciman, Chamberlain had found the suitable

2&Pocuments on German Foreign Policy, 1918- 
If45, Series B, XI, 265. Kirkpatrick’s remarks were 
made at a luncheon on May $.

27Ibid., p. 254.
2®Ibid., pp. 266-67.
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29surgeon.
Why was Runeiman in particular chosen for the 

task of mediating the Czechoslovak problem? The Annual 
Register spoke of him as having "the right degree of 
ability, experience, and detachment." If detachment 
from the problem were the sole criteria of a good

29Walter Rune iman was born in South Shields, 
Durham, on November 19, 1870; after being graduated 
from Trinity College, Cambridge, and brief service in 
his father's shipping business, Runeiman entered the 
House of Commons in 1899 as a Liberal, defeating 
Winston Churchill, but losing his seat the following 
year. In 1902 Runeiman re-entered Parliament in a 
by-election for Dewsbury, and remained: in Commons 
until 1937, except for a brief period between 1918 
and 1924 when he fell victim to the post-war decline 
of the Liberal Party. Runeiman's Government service 
began as parliamentary secretary to the Local Govern
ment Board, 1905-1907, followed by his appointment as 
financial secretary to the Treasury, 1907-1908, often 
a stepping-stone to Cabinet rank. When Asquith 
became Prime Minister Runeiman became President of 
the Board of Education, 1908-1911; President of 
the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries, 1911-1914; 
and President of the Board of Trade, 1914-1916. He 
resigned with Asquith in 1916, not re-entering the 
Government until 1931 when he began a six-year 
period as President of the Board of Trade. In 1937 
Runeiman retired and accepted a peerage as Viscount 
Runeiman of Doxford; on his father’s death two months 
later, the barony of Shoreston became merged with 
the viseountcy. After his mission to Czechoslovakia, 
Lord Rune iman served as Lord President of the 
Council, but resigned in 1939 due to failing health 
immediately after war was declared. He died in 
Doxford, Northumberland, in November, 1949.
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30mediator, Eunciman was admirably suited for the task.

He certainly did not fit the description which Halifax 
gave to French Ambassador Corbin:

'Our idea would simply be that we 
should, with the concurrence of both 
parties in Czechoslovakia, place at 
their disposal the services of the 
wisest, most influential and most 
experienced mediator that we could 
supply.31

On the other hand, his detachment had the dual advan
tage of not arousing the hostility of either party, 
and of allowing the Prime Minister to more easily 
mold the final recommendations of the Mission. Ostensibly, 

however, he was chosen for his alleged skill in settling

nNo member of the Mission had background 
or experience of either Central European polities or 
minority problems." Wheeler-Bennett, op. cit., p. 76. 
While conferring with representatives of the Government 
and the S.d.P. in the first part of August, members 
of the mission expressed surprise that the S.d.P. 
was not the only German party in Czechoslovakia, but 
that there were four others. Ibid., pp. 83-84.

31Woodward, op. cit., I, 565. See also 
Malcolm Muggeridge, The Sun Hever Sets; the Story 
of England in the Nineteen Thirties (Hew York:
Random House, 1940), p. 152. Muggeridge suggests 
that the Prime Minister’s respect for Runciman 
was at least partially based on the letter’s 
formulation of the accusation that the Labor 
Party would confiscate Post Office Savings Bank 
deposits if they came to power, a charge used in 
the successful election of 1935.
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industrial disputes, gained during his long service 
as President of the Board of Trade.

The other members of the Mission were Frank 
Ashton^Gwatkin, head of the Economic Relations 
Department of the Foreign Office, who had been assoc
iated with Runeiman while the latter was President 
of the Board of Trade; Robert J. Stopford, who had 
been secretary to the Simon Commission on India, and 
the Standstill Committee on Germany1s foreign debts; 
and Geoffrey Peto, the Mission's press attache, who 

had served as Parliamentary private secretary to 

Runeiman. They were later joined by Ian Render son, 
British Consul at Reichenberg in the Sudentenland, 
and then, in early September, by David Stephens, a 
Treasury clerk who had studied the problems of the 
German minority. The presence of the latter is 

perhaps indicative of the lack of experience among 
the permanent members of the Mission; Stephens 

was on a holiday bicycling through Czechoslovakia,
and was prevailed upon to assist as a technical 

32expert.

^Wheeler-Bennett, op. cit. , p. 79.



Lord Runciman had no particular plan which
he was expected to pursue, because the British
Government had no set official policy. Chamberlain,
at a luncheon at Lady Astor's on May 10, had given
the impression that Great Britain would not fight
for Czechoslovakia even in the event of German 

33aggression. A lead article in the Times, June 3, 
had suggested that the German, Hungarian, and Polish 

minorities in Czechoslovakia be given the choice of 
annexation to the neighboring states of their "kinsmen. 
Halifax felt compelled to instruct Newton the next 
day that this did not in any way represent Government 
policy.34" On June 9 a memorandum from Dr. Hesse,

Press Advisor to the German Embassy in London, 
suggested that Chamberlain favored a plebiscite; 
the diplomatic correspondent of the Sunday Times had 
told him that he could not understand why only auton
omy was demanded for the Sudeten Germans, when 

frontier revision was required and Chamberlain was

33Ibid., p. 52.
3 ^

Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-
1945, Series D, II, 444, 472.
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35willing to make extensive concessions» Officially,

however, all governments were committed to a solution
within the boundaries of Czechoslovakia.̂

Lord Runeiman began his task under no illusions
about the prospects of success. He had told Halifax
that "I quite understand you are setting me adrift
in a small boat in mid-Atlantic11, to which the
Foreign Minister had replied: "That is exactly the

37position." Ashton-Gwatkin described the situation 
in similar but more cogent terms: "As for ourselves,
can we usefully arbitrate or mediate, not in mid- 
Atlantic, as Lord Runeiman said, but on the edge of 
Niagara?"”̂  Halifax himself declared: "I am myself
slightly disposed to hope that R. may pull it off;

35Ibid., pp. 399-401.
•^Halifax, describing British and French 

efforts to solve the minorities question, said that 
any solution must be "compatible with ensuring the
integrity of the Czechoslovak State, while retaining
that minority within the frontiers of Czechoslovakia." 
Woodward, op. clt.. I, 86. Neither Hitler nor Henlein 
had yet demanded a plebiscite, and Benes had declared 
on July 16 that Czechoslovakia would fight rather
than accept one. Ibid., pp. 569-73.

O  "7Quoted in Laffan, op. cit., p. 204. 
3%foodward, op. cit., II, 70.
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39but no doubt the odds are long.18

In retrospect, It seems clear that the Mission 
was doomed to failure before it began. Its success 
depended upon the possibility of a solution; no such 
possibility existed. It has already been shown that 
the S.d.P. was negotiating only to create an appear

ance of good faith, and that the party was awaiting 
the planned intervention of the Third Reich.
Henlein, in a discussion with SS^-Obergruppenfuehrer 
Lorenz on June 3, had raised the following question: 

"What attitude should I adopt if the Czechs under 
foreign pressure, suddenly accede to all my demands 
and present, as a counter-demand, entry into the 
Government2" Henlein himself suggested that he answer
“Yes*1, but then demand a modification of Czechoslovak
' ' . . ...

foreign policy, because the Czechs ’"would never accede
to that. This conformed to the policy pursued by
Germany--a policy which prepared the way for a breakdown

•^Ibid., p. 55. A letter from Halifax to 
Henderson, dated August 5.

^^See above, p. 69, lines 1-9.
41Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945,

Series 0S- 11, 384.
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in negotiations in order to provide an excuse for 
intervention by the Reich. A memorandum from Ribbentrop 
on August 18 complained of the steady parade of S.d.B. 
members that came for advice from the German Govern
ment . Henlein already had clear instructions, the 
German Foreign Minister declared; he should keep 
negotiating, and always demand more than can be 
granted.̂  In the summer of 1938, the following 
comment was attributed to Henleinf s deputy Karl Frank 
as typical in internal S.d.B. discussions: "It is all
the same what is negotiated. Everything will turn out 
differently.

Runciman arrived in Prague on August 3,^  
preceded by one day by Ashton-Gwatkin and Stopford. He 

was received at the station by the Chief of Protocol, 
representing the President of the Republic; by repre
sentatives of the Czechoslovak Government; by Dr.

42Ibid., p . 587.
^ Ibid., p . 556 .
^American journalist William L. Shirer wrote 

in his diary that "Lord Runciman arrived today to gum 
up the works and sell the Czechs short if he can/1 
William L. Shirer, Berlin Diary: The Journal of a
Foreign Correspondent, 1934-1941 (New York: A. A.
Knopf, 1941), p. 120.
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Zenkl, the Mayor of Prague; and by Herr Kundt and Dr.
Sebekovsky of the S.d.P . Kundt was the leader of
negotiations for the Sudeten Germans; only in the
middle of August was contact made with Henlein and
Frank, who remained in the background as long as
possible in order to make a dramatic entrance upon the 

45scene. The members of the Mission stayed at the 
Hotel Alcron rather than the British Embassy, to 
maintain the illusion of a private, independent status. 
Nevertheless, it had been British Ambassador Newton 
who introduced Runeiman to the S.d.P. representatives 
at the station.

Negotiations between the S.d.P. and Prague on 

the Government's nationalities and language bills were 

temporarily postponed in view of the arrival of the 
Mission. The first task of the Mission was to gain a 
statement of aims from each side. Runeiman has been 
criticized frequently for maintaining contacts almost 
exclusively with the Henleinists; this, however, is 
false. Runeiman reported to Halifax on August 18

^^Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918- 
1945, Series D, IT, 577-79.
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that he had "seen nearly everybody who matters in 
each of the seven parties and a number of persons who 
have influence in this mixed little world. It is
true that Runeiman’s weekend social engagements,were 
primarily with Germans representing the old regime 
who had lost much from the Government’s land reform 

policy, but there is no indication that this greatly 
influenced his role as mediator; in fact, only one 
of his hosts was a professed member of the S.d.P .,^  
and Runeiman spent most of his time in Prague, with 
the exception of a few days in the Sudeten areas.

The first discussion between Runeiman and the 
Political Staff of the S.d.P., recently formed under 
Frank’s leadership, was held the day of the English
man’s arrival, and lasted one hour. Runeiman announced 
two assumptions under which he was opera ting--complete 
impartiality and the consent of both parties. Kundt 
stressed that the main difference was between the

^Woodward, pp. cit., II, 115,

^Ulrich Kin sky, who was leader of the S.d.P.'s 
social staff, formed in preparation for Runeiman’s . 
visit. Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945,
Series D, II, 535.
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concept of a state of nationalities and the concept of
a national state.

The first few weeks were spent in gaining the
views of the respective parties, and mastering the
voluminous material presented to members of the Mission„
The S.d.P. in particular barraged the Mission with
memoranda, articles, and other literature. According
to Frank, the aim of the party was "to convince His
Lordship that the nationality problem in Czechoslovakia

cannot be solved within the S t a t e T h e y  must
create the impression, however, that the inevitable
breakdown of negotiations is the fault of the Czechs

A definite pessimism colored British diplomatic
correspondence in this period. Runciman wrote to
Halifax on August 10 that the "common people" who look
on the Mission as the last hope for peace are going
to be disillusioned. Four days later he wrote that
a settlement by agreement was impossible, and on August

18 he reported that no progress had been made, and
49that only a "miracle" could gain agreement. There

48Ibid., p. 578.
^Woodward, op. cit., II, 74, 82, 115-16.
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were, however, two accomplishments of the Mission in
this period. First, when Kundt threatened to break
off all negotiations due to Hodza's firm refusal to
recognize nationalities as juridical personalities,
it was Runeiman who persuaded him to settle on a 

50postponement. In the second place, Runeiman urged
BeneK on August 10 to take unilateral action to admit
more Germans into the civil service as a sign of good
faith; this was done within the week, although Henlein

51 ' vregarded it as inadequate, Benes presented to Kundt 
on August 17 proposals for the immediate equality of 
status for the German language in Bohemia, Moravia, 
and Silesia; an increase in the German civil servants 
in the Sudeten areas; and financial assistance for 
the Sudeten Germans in the form of a special budgetary 
provision and a loan. In return he requested a two- 
month press truce to create a better atmosphere. The 
S.d.P. rejected the compromise, still insisting on the

^®Laffan, op. cit. , 219. See also Woodward, 
op. cit., II, 100.

51Ibid., 121, 652, 656.
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C OKarlsbad Programme as a minimum. Since Benes had

indicated a willingness to depart from the concept 
of a national state, and since the Government had stated 
that their proposals did not constitute a final offer, 
the Runeiman Mission busied itself with the task of 
gaining concessions from the Czechs, against a back

ground of German military preparations which were 
frequently reported in British diplomatic corres
pondence. The Czechs, meanwhile, moved to prepare 
public opinion for far-reaching concessions. An 
official announcement appeared in the Prager Presse 
on August 21, suggesting that the solution would 
have to be a radical and thorough one. It is im
portant to realize that Benes had to contend with 
opposition within the Government; the committee of 
the National Union, a party in the Government coalition,

passed a resolution on August IS rejecting any
53territorial autonomy based on nationalities.

Runeiman and Ashton-Gwatkin met with Henlein,

“̂ Documents on German Foreign Policy, '1918- 
1945, Series D, II, 586-87.

■^Laffan, op. cit., pp. 223-24.



accompanied by Frank and Kundt, at Schloss Rotenhaus, 
the home of Prince Max von Hohenlohe, a member of an 
Austrian family living in the Bohemian-German frontier 
district,, on August 18. Henlein was fairly concil
iatory, suggesting the possibility of compromise on 
the Karlsbad Programme, and expressing his hope for 
home rule within Czechoslovakia; he had no desire, 
he insisted, to break up the frontiers of the state.'
But if a negotiated settlement failed, he would demand 

54a plebiscite. Runeiman was favorably impressed by
Henlein1s performance, particularly when he received
an eyewitness account of Czech violence in the border 

55areas.
After conferences with Hodza in Prague and 

Henlein at Marienbad, Ashton-Gwatkin flew to London 
on August 24 for consultation, The same day Benes 
submitted a new plan, the Third Plan, to Kundt and 
Sebekovsky; further details were worked out with 

Benes, and on August 28 Runciman presented it to

"■^Woodward, op. cit., XI, 656-57,

~*~*See below. Chapter IV, footnote 72, for the 
German use of exaggerated or even manufactured incidents



Henlein, urging him to take it to Hitler. The Third
Plan proposed, along with the usual concessions of
economic aid and a proportional share of public
offices, the reorganization of local government into
autonomous cantons (Gaue), as nationally homogenous
as possible. The Plan, by substituting cantonal for

56communal control on the local level, would have
allowed the Henleinists to dominate the communities
controlled by German activists. After two separate
flights to Berchtesgaden, Henlein rejected the offer
on September 2 for two main reasons; first, the
proposal would have created three separate German
cantons, and thus hindered the Henleinist goal of a
single corporate German nationality; in the second
place, and more important, the S.d.P. had no intention
of agreeing to any proposal, no matter how conciliatory.
Hitler, however, was not yet prepared for direct intern-

57vention, and ordered the negotiations to continue. 

Henlein reported to Ashton-Gwatkin that Hitler was

5&The police, however, were not to be subject 
to cantonal control. Laffan, op. cit., pp. 225“26.

57Wheeler-Bennett, op. eft., pp. 87-88.
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pessimistic about a solution within the borders of - 
Czechoslovakia. And onee again fear of war led the 
British to demand still greater concessions from the 
Czechs,

By late August, the British Government had been 
informed of the opposition to Hitler's aggressive 
policies by some of the key German military leaders; 
agents of the latter had revealed that a firm position 
by England and France in the Czechoslovak crisis could

C Abring about the downfall of the Nazi regime„ But 
the British could not be deterred from their policy of 
appeasement; in Prague, the Runciman Mission continued 
to increase their pressure on the Czechoslovak Govern-

Vment. On September 2 Runciman informed Benes that if

"^Laffan, op. cit., p. 237 .
59Ewald von Kleist arrived in London on August 

18 and assured Winston Churchill and Sir Robert 
Vansittart, chief diplomatic advisor to the Foreign 
Secretary, that the German generals would intervene 
against Hitler if England and France remained firm.
In addition, an agent of the conspirators informed the 
British military attache in Berlin that a strong Anglo- 
French stand would lead to Hitler 1s downfall. A com
prehensive account of the generals1 conspiracy against 
Hitler appears in John W. Ifheeler-Bennett, The Nemesis 
of Power; the German Army in Politics, 1918-1945 
(London, New York: St.-Martin's Press, 1954),
pp. 404-24.
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the choice were between accepting the Karlsbad Pro
gramme and war, the British choice was unquestionably

g A
the former. The next day Newton visited Benes and 
told him very frankly that even if a victorious war 
were fought with Germany, it would be impossible to 
reconstitute Czechoslovakia in its present form. He 
stressed that it was vital for Czechoslovakia "to 

accept great sacrifices and even if necessary con
siderable risks now in order to avoid much greater 
risks leading to disaster ,

Under increased British pressure, Benes de
cided upon a bold move. On September 4 he received 
the S.d.P. negotiators Kundt and Sebekovsky in the 
Hradschin Palace, and asked them to "write your 
party8s full demands for the German minority, I

62promise you in advance to grant them immediately,"
It was Benes- himself who extracted and wrote down 
the reply from the negotiators, who were reluctant to

Woodward, op. cit,, II, 221.

61Ibid., pp. 226-27.
^Quoted in Wheeler-Bennett, Munich: Prologue

to Tragedy, pp. 90-91. -
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commit their final demands to paper. The President
signed the paper, and presented a copy of what was
to become the Fourth Plan to Kundt and Sebekovsky.
A copy was also given to Runciman, with the clear
reminder that the Plan was offered due to French and
British pressure.

The Fourth Plan granted the S.d.P. most of
what it had demanded; in effect, it accepted the

63essentials of the Karlsbad Programme. The first 
Karlsbad demand was for full equality of German and 
Czech national groups; the Fourth Plan attempted to 
meet this by granting equality of language, and 
government employment according to nationality pro
portions. The second demand called for the recognition 
of the Germans as a collective legal entity; the 
Fourth Plan set up a system of curiae in self
administered territories, to dispute any violations of 
minority rights; nationality rights were referred to as 

collective property.n The third and fourth points in 
the Karlsbad Programme insisted upon definite boundaries

^ A n  excellent comparison between the Fourth 
Plan and the Karlsbad Programme can be found in 
Laffan, op. cit., pp. 238-48.
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based on nationalities, with self-government within 
the German areas; the Fourth Flan accepted the concept 
of territorial autonomy by creating cantons which 

would be as nationally homogenous as possible; nothing 
was said about providing for an autonomous executive 

to head each nationality (a demand put forth in an S„ 
d.P'. memorandum of June 7) but the Government allowed 
that a federal arrangement among individual cantons 
could be arranged.̂  The fifth Karlsbad demand, 
legal protection of Germans outside of these areas, 
was met by provisions forbidding discrimination on 
the basis of nationality. The Fourth Plan was ad
mittedly vague on the sixth demand--reparations for 
all damages since 1918. But this corresponded to 
the vagueness of the demand itself, which could be 
interpreted broadly enough to include the undoing of 
Czechoslovakia * s successful land redistribution 
program. The Plan did call for re-employment of 
persons tinfairly dismissed; and a Government loan of 
one milliard (crowns) for industrial and unemployment 
relief, with 700 millions going to German districts.

^Woodward, op. cit., II, 254.
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In addition3 the Government promised to review any 
cases of hardship not covered by the Plan ̂ The 
seventh point in the Karlsbad Programme was for the 
employment of Germans in German areas by the Govern
ment; Plan Four stated that in individual adminis
trative districts a nationality could claim employment 

in state jobs in proportion to the nationality com
position of the area, with the very reasonable reserva
tion that this be subject to requirements of efficiency 
in individual cases. The final demand presented at 
Karlsbad had been complete freedom to adhere to 
National Socialist ideology; the Plan suggested that 
the professing of National Socialism would not be a 
bar to public employment, and that membership in the 
S.d.P . would not be to the disadvantage of any citizen. 

The Fourth Plan, while not corresponding to 
the Karlsbad Programme in exact detail, went a long 
way toward meeting the substance of the demands.
"My God, they have given us everything!" the amazed
" "■ 65Kundt declared in a Party Conclave on September 5.

65Quoted by Wheeler-Bennett, Munich: Prologue
to Tragedy, p. 92.
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Even Lord Runciman1s final report, generally hostile 
to the Czechs, admitted this:

In my opinion--and I believe in the 
opinion of the more responsible Sudeten 
leaders--this plan embodied almost all 
the requirements of the Karlsbad eight 
points, and with a little clarification 
and extension could have been,made to 
cover them in their entirety„

The details of the Plan were ’phoned to Henlein at
iksch, but the S.d.P. Fuehrer promptly left for the
Party Congress at Nuremberg,, where he was joined as
Hitler 8 s guest by Frank. In the .afternoon of September
7, the S.d.P.* s negotiating delegation met to consider

the proposals:
Delegation was unanimously of the opinion 

that proposals...could not be turned down; 
on contrary published form must be accepted.

t-7

Dr. Kier, an Austrian Nazi who had been appointed legal 
advisor to the S.d.P., submitted a memorandum, sent 
through the German Charge d'Affaires in Czechoslovakia, 
to the German Foreign Ministry, dated September 8: the

^^Woodward, op. cit., II, 675-76.
^ Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918- 

1945, Series D, "iL, 711-12.

In Kier ̂s. ' opinion proposals included acce 
ance of eight Karlsbad demands in theory.
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offer of the Government was acceptable, and if negotia
tions were accelerated, the complete realization of

68the Karlsbad Programme was possible. Had the Party 
been sincerely interested in a reorganization of the
Czechoslovak State to improve the condition of the

69Germans, the Fourth Plan would have been a workable 
basis for further elaboration. Hodza himself ex
plained that it was the basis for further developments, 
and did not represent the final offer of the Govern
ment, It had been presented by Benes at considerable

70personal risk, since public opinion was hostile.
Benes had conceded everything with the firm conviction 
that not even everything would placate the S.d.F.; 

in this he was correct. The negotiations were not 
accelerated--^they were broken off. But the Germans 
had to assure that Czechoslovakia would appear at

68Ibid., 717-19.
^Henlein had told Ashton-Gwatkin on September 

4 that Germany and the S.d.P. agreed to seek a solution 
on the basis of the Karlsbad Programme and to abandon 
any demands for a plebiscite. Ibid., p. 700.

70Czechoslovak public opinion was opposed to 
further concessions, and on September 8 shops and 
factories were closed in some towns to allow citizens 
to protest. Laffan, op. cit., p. 253.
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fault when negotiations ceased.

The incident which the Germans used to break
contact with the Government, and thus avoid the
responsibility of turning down proposals which they
themselves had expressed, occurred at Moravska Ostrava,
a predominantly Czech town where recently there had

been a number of arrests for smuggling arms and
espionage; by September 7, 83 Germans had been de- 

71tained. On this occasion several S.d.P. deputies 
visited the district police chief to inquire into 
the treatment of the prisoners, A crowd of German 
demonstrators soon gathered outside, attracting a 
number of Czech counter-demonstrators, and causing 
the officials to dispatch ten policemen, four of 
them mounted, to disperse the crowd. When the deputies 
went outside, one of them was allegedly struck by a 
policeman's whip. Ho one, however, was seriously 
injured. Although six men were detained for iden

tification, they were soon released, and the entire 
incident took less than 30 minutes. The German

^ Ibid., pp. 251-56. See also Documents on 
German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, Series D, II, 
711-12. - ■ -
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and Czech versions of the incident differed considerably.
According to the Germanss the deputy had revealed his
parliamentary position and was then deliberately
beaten by the Czech policeman. The Czech account
pictured the deputy fighting with a Czech, and then
receiving a light accidental blow from a policeman
who was separating them, in ignorance of the deputy's

status. British investigators Major Sutton-Pratt
and Peter Pares concluded that the S.d.P. had deliberately

72staged the riot; that the deputy had not been beaten.

72The German use of manufactured and exaggerated 
incidents is well documented. In the Nuremberg trials, 
SS-Obersturmbannfuehrer Fritz Mundhenke reported that 
buildings in Czechoslovakia were blown up by agents of 
the SS and Gestapo "with a view of making believe that 
this had been done by Czech Nationalists and in order 
to get a pretense for the invasion of German troops to 
protect the Volksdeutsch and the suppressed Slovaks." 
Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression (Washingtont Government 
Printing Office, 1946), VI, 77 9-80. The affidavit of 
Goebbel ’ s propaganda aide -ELans Fritzsche revealed the 
calculated campaign against Czechoslovakia by the 
German press, directed by the Government. The press 
deliberately "exaggerated minor events very strongly, 
used sometimes old episodes as new", drawing criticism 
from even the Sudetenland. Ibid.,-pp. 185-86.
General Jodi also admitted that he had no scruples 
about exaggerating incidents in order to provide an 
excuse for German intervention. Proceedings of the 
International Military Tribunal Sitting at Nuremberg, 
November 1945-Qctober 1946 (London: 1946-1947), XV,
362-63.
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if struck at all; that he was assaulting a Czech at 
the time, and probably should have been b e a t e n  1̂ 3 
The S.d.P,, nevertheless, denounced the Czechs for 
their "’brutal and offensive" action. That same day, 
September 7, Kundt informed Hodza that negotiations 
could not continue until the incident had been 
settled; the latter was very restrained and cooperative, 

promising that the incident was being investigated, 
and those found guilty would be punished. Even after 
the dismissal of the policeman, the S.d.P. delayed; 
they now spoke of brutal treatment of Germans within 
Czech prisons, a situation which would have to be 
corrected before contact was resumed.

The Runciman Mission desperately attempted to 
bring the parties together. On September 8 Ashton- 
Gwatkin gained from Frank a list of demands that 
would have to be met before negotiations could re-

Vconvene; on September 9 he took them to Hodza, who
74accepted them. The Chief of Police at Moravska

^Woodward, op. cit., II, 265. 

^Ibid., p. 671.



Ostrava resigned, and four of his subordinates were 
suspended pending trial for mistreatment of prisoners. 
Ashton-Gwatkin then persuaded Kundt to meet with Hodza 

on September 10 to discuss a resumption of negotiations 
they never took place, however, due to the events 
accompanying Hitler8 s speech at Nuremberg on September 
12.

It is of course an oversimplification to 
regard any historical controversy as a struggle between 
good and evil. But it is difficult to compare Benes8 
address of September 10 with Hitler 8s Nuremberg speech 
without thinking somewhat in these terms. President 
Benes addressed the nation in a radio broadcast the 
evening of September 10, speaking in Czech, Slovak, 
and German. He appealed to all that has been best in 
the Western intellectual tradition: reason, order, and 
the dignity of man. “T speak to you above all as to 
people desirous of peace and order who also respect

; 75
human dignity and goodwill in others.81 It was a 

plea for calmness and tolerance; "Be calm, be reason

able, keep your nerves steady. Go quietly about your

/'^Quoted in Laffan, op. cit., p. 303.
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76daily work.11 Hitler 8 s Nuremberg speech provided a 

sharp contrast between the two men. In place of reason, 
order, and human dignity, the Fuehrer spoke in terms 
of pure will, action, and racial intolerance. In very 
violent terms he denounced the Czechs as agents of a 
Jewish-Bolshevist plot, accusing them of deliberately 
seeking the annihilation of the Germans within Czecho
slovakia. In an undisguised appeal to all that has 

been bad in German nationalism, he announced that the
Sudeten Germans could expect assistance from the 

77Reich.
The Sudeten areas had been in a state of 

feverish unrest for several days, and Hitler * s speech 

was an impetus to open rebellion. After Hitler stopped 
speaking at 8:45 p. m., widespread pro=German demon
strations began. In the northwest it grew into an 
armed revolt, spreading through many other areas fchacnext 
day. The Government promptly imposed Standrecht (a 
condition just short of martial law) in eight districts

^Quoted in ibid., p. 304.
7^See above, p. 25, lines 14-18; p. 26, lines 1-8.
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78on September 13 and three more the following day.

The situation rapidly grew critical. The offices of 
the S.d.P. in Prague began to close down the night of 
September 12, and the next morning orders came to burn 
all incriminating records and to leave the offices 
in the hands of a few party officials who resided 
permanently in the city. That afternoon Die Zeit, 
the S.d.P. newspaper, announced it was appearing for 
the last time. Party leaders cancelled a scheduled
meeting with Lord Runeiman to confer with Henlein and

'79Frank at Eger. Frank presented the Czechoslovak
Government with a six-hour ultimatum, calling for the
withdrawal of the State police; repeal of Standrecht;
the confinement of the military to their barracks;

the transference of police control to local authorities;
80

and a radio announcement of these measures. Hodza 
agreed if the S.d.P. would send a representative to 
Prague to discuss restoration of order; Henlein, however,

7 8The districts were Cheb, Neudeck, Pressnitz, 
ElbogSn, Kaaden, Karlsbad, Falkenau, and Krumau.

79Woodward, op. cit., II, 672.

^^Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-
1945, Series D, II, 751.
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promptly rejected this offer, declaring the demands

81to be unconditional.
The Runeiman Mission desperately attempted to

salvage the negotiations. Ashton-Gwatkin and Peto,
joined by Nevile Henderson, traveled to Asch to find
Henlein. After receiving a notice written by Henlein
breaking off negotiations and disb and ing the S.d.P.

82delegation, they met with Henlein himself at 11 a . m. 
on September 14. The only possible solution, he 
insisted, was a plebiscite; he gave his thanks to the 
Runciman Mis sion for their efforts, placing all blame 
for failure upon the Czechs. In Prague, Kundt asked 
Runciman to inform the British Government that a 
plebiscite was the only acceptable answer to the 
problem. In the evening members of the Mission learned 
they were being superseded as peacemakers; Prime , 
Minister Chamberla in was planning a flight to Berch- 
tesgaden to confer with Hitler. The following day 
Henlein and Frank fled to Germany to avoid arrest, 
and set up headquarters in a castle at Donndorf, where

^Woodward, op, cit. , II, 67 2-73. 
82Ibid., p. 672.
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they directed border activities of the Sudeten German 

83 'Free Corps; a Henlein proclamation declared that the 
Sudeten Germans would return to the Reich.^ On Sep
tember 16, Runciman and Ashton-Gwatkin returned to 
England, followed a few days later by the other members 
of the Mission. William L. Shirer’s diary entry for 

September 18 read: "Runciman has left for London,
skipping out very quietly, unloved, unhonoured,

,,85unsung."

83Hitler approved the stated purpose of the 
Sudeten German Free Corps: "Purpose: Protection of
the Sudeten Germans and maintenance of disturbances 
and clashes»" Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, III, 
344. The Liaison Officer between the SS and Henlein 
testified at Nuremberg that the Corps was composed of 
both Sudeten Germans and men with SS experience. 
Germany provided rifles, machine guns, hand grenades 
and anti-tank guns. Ibid., V, 742-43. Hitler 
approved operations of the Freikorps across the German 
border in the Czech frontier areas in mid-September, 
at a time when the delicate negotiations were taking 
place, and when any incident might lead to war. 
Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945, Series.
B, II, 882.

84Ibid., pp. 801-802. 
^Shirer, op. cit., p . 133,



CHAPTER V
THE RUNCIMAN REPORT

Runciman1s final report, formally communicated 
to Chamberlain and Benes on September 21, called for 
"immediate and drastic action." After admitting that 
responsibility for the breaking off of negotiations 
rested entirely with the S.d.P., the document reverses 
itself and expresses sympathy with the German position:

-It is a hard thing to be ruled by an 
alien race, and I have been left with the 
impression that Czechoslovak rule in the 
Sudeten areas for the last twenty years, 
though not actively oppressive, and 
certainly not 1 terroristic, 1 has been 
marked by tactlessness, lack of under
standing, petty intolerance and discrimin
ation, to a point where the resentment of 
the German population was inevitably 
moving in the direction of revolt./

His belief that there was no major effort by the Govern
ment to meet Sudeten grievances (e.g., the complaint 
that more work and relief was provided for Czechs than

Runciman * s final report can be found in 
Ernest L. Woodward and Rohan Butler (eds.), Documents 
on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939 (London: His
Majesty's Stationery Office, 1946 ff.), Series 3,
II, 675-79.

142
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for Germans) is rather mystifying in light of his 
admission that the Fourth Flan embodied almost all 
the requirements of the Karlsbad Programme. The 
conclusion of the Report justified the misgivings 
with which President Benes had accepted the Mission:

TFurther, it has become self-evident 
to me that those frontier districts be
tween Czechoslovakia and Germany where 
the Sudeten population is in an important 
majority should be given full right of 
self-determination at once. If some 
cession is inevitable, as I believe it 
to be, it is as well that it should be 
done promptly and without procrastination.

In order to prevent further tension from occurring, the
Report urged immediate transfer of the German majority
districts to the Reich without plebiscite.

The Report was -first communicated to a meeting 
of>the Inner Cabinet'on the evening of September 16, 
attended by the Prime Minister, Halifax, Simon, Hoare, 
Vansit tart, Cadogan, and Lord Runciman. Chamberlain 
suggested in a speech on September 28 that Runciman’s

vocal remarks on the 16th were identical to the. final
2 : • ' " . formal report; but several factors raise grave doubts

Robert G. D. Laffan, The Crisis Over Czecho
slovakia, January to September, Survey of International 
Affairs, 1938, II (London:. Oxford University Press, 
1951), p. 334. ..../ '
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about this. First, the Report was radically different 
from anything Runciman had proposed while in Prague.
A tentative suggestion for a solution had been commu
nicated from Runciman to Halifax in early September; 
no mention was made of a plebiscite or transfer of 
districts; in fact, the proposals were far less compre
hensive than the Fourth P l a n I n  the second place, 
there were suggestions in the Report which went far 
beyond the scope of the Mission. Runciman recommended 
a complete reorientation and neutralization of Czecho
slovak foreign policy, consisting of four points:
(1) People who deliberately encourage a policy 
antagonistic to Czechoslovakia's neighbors (presumably 
Germany) should be forbidden to continue their agi-

■ . I-
tations; (2) Czechoslovakia should remodel her foreign 

relations to give assurances to her neighbors that she 
will not commit aggression against them; (3) The prin
cipal powers should give Czechoslovakia guarantees of 
assistance in case of unprovoked aggression against 
her; and (4) A commercial treaty should be enacted

qFor a list Of Runciman's proposals see 
Woodward, op. cit., pp. 223-24, Telegraphed from 
Ambassador Newton in Prague to Viscount Halifax on 
September 3. ; : •
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between the Reich and the remainder of the Czechoslovak 
Sta te.

The Report has every indication of being molded 
by Chamberlain in light of subsequent developments, 
rather than itself being an influence in the for
mulation of British policy. Runeiman ceased to play 

an active role in the Czechoslovak crisis when Chamber- 
lain decided to rely upon personal diplomacy and flew 
to confer with Hitler at Berchtesgaden on September 
15. It was at Berchtesgaden that the union of the 
Sudeten Germans with the Reich was demanded. Hitler 
insisted that he “would face...even the risk of a world 

war1’ for the “return11 of the Germans to the Reich;
he would not yield, regardless of the attitude of the

/other powers. The neutralization of Czechoslovakia, 
a subject not at issue during the negotiations in 
Prague but an important part of the Rune iman Report, 

became an issue at Berchtesgaden. The Report seems 

to reflect the ideas of Chamberlain, anxious to 
appease Hitler, rather than being a conclusion drawn

^Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1949-51),
Series D, II, 790.
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from the Runciman Mission’s study of the issues in

5Prague.

The recommendations in the Runciman Report
were the logical outcome of the British Government's
attitude that Czechoslovakia was not worth a world war.
By mid-September, both Britain and France were more
firmly committed to this attitude than ever before.
On September 10 Foreign Minister Bonnet put a clear
and direct question to British Ambassador Phipps; In
the event of a German attack on Czechoslovakia* "we
are going to march, will you march with us?" Halifax
conveyed the British answer in a letter, to Phipps on
September 12;

• The question,, though plain in form, 
cannot be dissociated from the circumstances 
in which it might be posed, which are neces
sarily at this stage completely hypothetical

-  . 5
Duff Cooper's diary entry for September 17 

described Runciman11 s report to the Cabinet: "Runci-
Btan was present and described his experiences * in 
Czechoslovakia. It was interesting, of course, but 
quite unhelpful, as he was unable to suggest any 
plan or policy." Duff Cooper, Old Men Forget (New 
York: E» P 0 Dutton & Co., 1S54), p. 22#. War
Minister Leslie Hore-Belisha8s private papers also 
support this view; according to his account Runciman, 
although stating that Czechoslovakia could not remain 
as it was, did not want to suggest any plan himself. 
R. J, Minney, The Private Papers of Hore-Belisha 
(London; Collins, 1960), p. 140.
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.... So far, therefore, 'as I am in a position 
to give any answer at this stage,..it would 
have to be that while His Majesty’s Govern
ment would never allow the security of France 
to be threatened, they are unable to make 
‘precise statements of the character of 
their future action, or the time at which 
it would be taken, in circumstances that 
they cannot at present foresee.1^

It would be misleading to accept the French question

at face value as a sign of firmness. Phipps reported
to Halifax that Bonnet ’’seemed genuinely pleased at

’ 7the negative nature" of the British reply. On
September 11 Chamberlain, in a statement to British
journalists, had said that "Germany cannot with im- 
. ' 
punity carry out a rapid...military campaign against
Czechoslovakia without fear of intervention by France
and by Great Britain.” But when the contents of, this
statement were given to representatives of the foreign
press. Bonnet ordered all diplomatic correspondents of
the French press to minimize its importance. Bonnet
had told Phipps on September 14 that “France would

6 ' •Woodward, op. cit., p. 303
7Loc. cit.
Quoted in John W. Wheeler-Bennett, Munich;

Prologue to Tragedy•(Hew York: Buell, Sloan and
Pearce, 1948), pp. 97-98.
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accept any solution of Czechoslovak question to avoid
war11, and had hinted to Czechoslovakia that France

9 •might have to reconsider her treaty obligation.
The advocates of appeasement within the French Govern
ment shared a conviction that Germany was militarily 

10superior; legitimate doubts as to British support;

a fear of Russia which often exceeded distrust of
Germany; and a frequent admiration of Mussolini's

Italy. Phipps correctly assessed French firmness
11as only a bluff. He could have added that British 

attempts at firmness were little more than bluff.
In order to impress the, Germans with a display of 
British determination, Sir Nevile Henderson issued 
numerous warnings to German officials at Nuremberg,

§Woodward, op. cit., p. 323.
■^Despite General Game1in's confident pre

dictions that the democracies were ahead in military 
potential and could win a war, the general feeling was 
the opposite. General Joseph Vuillemin, Chief of the 
French Air Staff, returned from Germany in July with 
a report of German air predominance, which was confirmed 
by French Intelligence. In September, the American 
Colonel Lindbergh arrived in France from Germany and 
concluded that Germany had air superiority over all 
other air fleets combined. Wheeler-Bennett, op. cit., 
pp. 98-99. •

11Woodward, op. cit., p. 312.
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hoping to convince Hitler to deliver a moderate speech 
on September 12. The substance of the British Am
bassador's remarks were as follows: “If Germany 
makes an aggressive attack on Czechoslovakia,
France is in honor bound to come to the aid of the 
Czechs; and, if France is engaged in war, Great 
Britain will inevitably be drawn in also. But 
at Henderson's own insistence, the warning was not 

conveyed to Hitler himself, under the rather uncon
vincing arguments that Hitler would not receive
him, and even if the warning were made, it would

13only incite him to further violence.
Once appeasement had been decided upon, the 

road was clearly marked from Berchtesgaden, where 
Chamberlain accepted the principle of a transfer 
c£ the German majority districts to the Reich; through 
Godesberg, where Hitler raised his demands to include 
military occupation according to a timetable; to the 
Munich Conference, where both Hitler and Chamberlain

12Sir Nevile Henderson, Failure of a Mission 
(Hew York: G. P» Futnam's Sons, 1940), p. 149.

13Ibid., pp. 149-50.
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received substantially what they sought. The former, 
by Munich and its aftermath, achieved the destruction 
of the Czechoslovak State; the latter had seen his 
policy of appeasement result in an avoidance of war 
over the Czechoslovak crisis. But war had been 
averted at an enormous cost: the sacrifice of
Czechoslovakia, the only liberal state in Central 
Europe, and a key point in the Eastern security 
system against German expansion.

The E.unciman Mission clearly failed to achieve 
its professed goal of gaining a negotiated settlement 
between the Czechoslovak Government and the German 

minority. To this degree, it was an obvious failure. 
But considered from another aspect, the Mission was a 
success. Chamberlain, although hoping for a settle
ment, was under no illusions that Runeiman would 
perform a miracle. He felt that a war over the Sudeten 
question was unthinkable, and hoped to create a sit
uation where Czechoslovakia would be forced to accept 
this attitude. The Runeiman Mission enabled him to 

do this more easily, while providing a face-saving 
device for Britain and France. The British and French 

proposals, presented to the Czechoslovak Government
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on September 19, called for a transfer of the German 
majority districts to the Reich, in agreement with 
Hitler's demands at Berchtesgaden; the proposals 
referred to the Runciman Mission as influencing the 
decision of the British and French Governments; 
and the Runciman Report itself kept up the illusion 
that the decision of the British to recommend a 
transfer was the result of Lord Runciman's private 
and detached study of the issues in Prague.

It would be a mistake, however, to regard the 
Mission only as a devious attempt to achieve this 
purpose. The members of the Mission made an im
pressive attempt to solve a virtually insoluble problem. 
But although Runciman's pro-German sympathies are 
usually exaggerated, there is little doubt that the

See above, p. 121. Runciman's wife was 
unquestionably pro-German, At an August 18 dinner 
at the British Legation, attended by most Legation 
heads in Prague* high Czech Foreign Ministry Officials, 
and Sudeten German aristocrats, Lady Runciman revealed 
a "remarkable understanding" for the Sudeten Germans, 
and spoke freely of the Bolshevik influence within 
Czechoslovakia. These remarks were hardly proper for 
the wife of a man engaged in delicate negotiations 
between Czechs and Germans. The degree of influence 
which Lady Runciman exerted over her husband's views 
has never been determined, however. Documents on 
German Policy, Series B, II, 592-93, -
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Mission served as an impetus to German demands.
Members of the Mission too often served the purpose
of listening to German demands and then extracting
concessions from the Czechs. Germans soon came to
regard him as a friend, and expected more concessions

15to follow his discussions with the Czechs. The
activities of the Mission thus made circumstances
more palatable for Hitler8s final coup. The ultimate

effect of the Runciman Mission, as A. J» Taylor 
16points out, was to prepare the way for war rather 

than prevent it. Benes1 unexpected offer to meet 
the terms of the Sudeten Germans showed that the 
Germans had no desire for a solution within Czecho
slovakia, and the subsequent developments eventually 
turned popular opinion from a sympathy with the 
minority to an antagonism toward Hitler8s aggression.

•^Xbid., pp. 615-16. See also Woodward, 
op. cit., p. 672. While spending a weekend near 
Karlsbad on ’September 12, Runciman was greeted by 
demonstrations, Nazi salutes, and a German cheer 
which indicated the role the Germans anticipated 
for him: "Lieber Runziman mach uns frei / Von der
Tschechoslovakei.”

^A. J. P. Taylor, The Origins of the Second 
World War (Greenwich, Connecticut: Fawcett Publications,
Inc., 1961), p. 170.
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It was a major failure of British policy not to recognize 
that there were two distinct though related problems-- 
the minority problem within the Czechoslovak State, 
and the problem of Germany's aggressive expansion.
The Eunciman Report itself failed to consider the 
problem of Gdrman expansion; Lord Runciman viewed 
Germany's role in the crisis as a natural development. 
Perhaps the true issues at stake were expressed by 
Duff Cooper in explaining his resignation from the 
Cabinet after the Munich Conference to the House of 
Commons. The principle involved in the Czechoslovak 
crisis, he said, was that: "...one Great Power should 
not be allowed, in disregard of treaty obligations, of 
the laws of nations and the decrees of morality to

17dominate by brutal force the Continent of Europe."
This was the same principle, he declared, for which 
Britain fought Louis XIV and Philip II. And it was 

the principle for which Britain should have been 

willing to fight Hitler in 1938.

•^Quoted in James Joll (ed.), Britain and 
Europe; Pitt to Churchill, 1793 to 1940 (London:
N. Kaye, 1950), p . 339.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

COLLECTIONS OF OFFICIAL DOCUMENTS

Curtis, Monica (ed=). Documents on international 
Affairs; 1938. Vol. II. London; Oxford 
University Press, 1943.

Documents and Materials Relating to the Eve of the 
Second World War. New York; International 
Publishers, 1948.

Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945. Wash
ington; Government Printing Office, 1949-1951. 
Series D, Vols. I-II.

Gantenbein, J. W. (ed.). Documentary Background of
World War II, 1931-1941. New York; Columbia 
University Press, 1948.

Great Britain. House of Commons Debates. Vol.
CCCXXXIII, 14 March - 1 April 1938. London;
His Majesty"s Stationery Office, 1938.

Klochko, V. F ., et al. (ed.). New Documents on the 
History of Munich. Prague; Orbis, 1958.

Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression. Washington; Government 
Printing Office, 1946.

Proceedings of the International Military Tribunal
Sitting at Nuremberg,.November 1945 - October
1946. London: 1946-1947.

United States. Foreign Relations of the United States,
1938. Vol. I: General. Washington: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1955.

154



155
Woodward, Ernest L. and Butler, Rohan (eds.). Documents 

on British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939, London: 
His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1946 ff.
Series 3, Vols. I-II.

UNOFFICIAL COLLECTIONS OF DOCUMENTS, SPEECHES, etc.
Chamberlain, Neville. In Search of Peace. Hew York: 

Putnam, 1939.
Czechoslovak Information Service. Czechoslovak Sources 

and Documents. Hew York: The Czechoslovak
Information Service, 1942 ff.

Halifax, Edward F. L. W., 1st Earl. Speeches on Foreign 
Policy. New York: Oxford University Press,
1940.

Hitler, Adolf. Mein Kampf. New York: Reynal and
Hitchcock, 1939.

________ . My New Order, Ed. Raoul de Roussy de Sales.
New York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1941=

' Speeches Delivered from 1933 to 1940.
Berlin: Various publishers, 1933-1940.

MEMOIRS,. LETTERS, DIARIES, etc.
Benes, Eduard. Eduard Benes in His Own Words: Three

score Years of a Statesman, Builder and Philo
sopher . New York: Czech-American National
Alliance, 1945.

Cecil, Robert, Viscount. A Great Experiment. New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1941.

Ciano, Galeazzo, Count. Ciano’s Hidden Diaries, 1937-
1938. New York: Dutton, 1953.

Cooper',/Alfred Duff (1st Viscount Norwich) . Old Men 
Forget. New York: Dutton, 1954.

The Second World War: First Phase. New
York: Scribner, 1939.



156
Cowles, Virginia S. Looking for Trouble. New York 

and London; Harper, 1941.
Dalton, Hugh. Memoirs. London; Muller, 1953-1962.
Frangois-Poncet, Andre, The Fateful Years: Memoirs

of a French Ambassador in Berlin, 1931-1938.
New York; Reyna1 and Hitchcock, 1949,

Gafencu, Grigore. Last Days of Europe, a Diplomatic 
Journey in 1939, New Haven, Connecticut:
Yale University Press, 1948,

Gisevius, Hans B . To the Bitter End, Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1947,

Halifax, Edward F, L» 1L, 1st Earl. Fullness of Days.
New York: Dodd, Mead and Co., 1957.

Render son, Nevile. Failure of a Mission. New York; 
Putnam, 1940.

Hesse, Fritz» Hitler and the English. London: Win
gate, 1954.

Hindus, Maurice G. We Shall Live Again. New York:
Doubleday, Doran and Go., 1939.

Hodza, Milan. Federation in Central Europe: Reflec
tions and Reminiscences. London: Jarrolds,
1942.

Jordan, Max. Beyond All Fronts; A Bystander"s Notes 
on This Thirty Years War. Milwaukee: Bruce,
1944.

Minney, R . J. The Private Papers of Hore-Belisha. 
London; Collins, 1960.

Samuel, Herbert L., Viscount. Grooves of Change: A
Book of Memoirs. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill,
1946,

Schmidt, Paul. Hitler 1s Interpreter. New York: 
Macmillan, 1951.

Sheean, Vincent. Not Peace but a Sword. New York: 
Doubleday , Doran and Co., 1939.



157
Shirer, William L. Berlin Diary: The Journal of a

Foreign Correspondent9 1934-1941. New York:
A. 'A, Knopf, 1941.

Simon, John A., 1st Viscount. Retrospect. London; 
Hutchinson, 1952.

Taylor, Edmond. The Strategy of Terror. Boston; 
Houghton Mifflin, 1940.

Templewood, Viscount (Sir Samuel Hoare)» Nine Troubled 
Years. London: Collins, 1954.

Weizsaecker, Ernst von. Memoirs. London: Go1lanez, 
1951. .

BIOGRAPHIES

Foiling, Keith G. The Life of Neville Chamberlain. 
London: Macmillan, 1946.

Hitchcock, Edward B. "I Built a Temple for Peace." The 
Life of Iduard-leneg. New York: Harper, 1940.

• O

Mackenzie, Compton. Dr. Benes. London: Harrap, 1946.
Macleod, Iain. Neville Chamberlain. London; Muller, 

1961.
Salter, Arthur, Baron. Personality in Politics; Studies 

of Contemporary Statesmen. London: Faber and
Faber, 1947.

SECONDARY WORKS: BRITISH
AND DIPLOMATIC HISTORY

Angell, Norman. Peace with the Dictators. London: 
Harper, 1938.

Birdsall, Paul. Versailles Twenty Years After. New 
York: Reynal and Hitchcock, 1941.



158
Bishop, Donald G. The Administration of British Foreign 

Relations. Syracuse, New York; Syracuse Uni
versity Press, 1961.

Butler, Harold. The host Peace. New York; Harcourt, 
Brace, 1942.

Carr, Edward H„ Britain; A Study of Foreign Policy 
from the Treaty of Versailles to the Outbreak 
of the liar. New York; Longmans, 1939.

________ . International Relations Since the Peace
Treaties. London; Macmillan, 1940.

._____ . The Twenty Years * Crisis, 1919-1939. London:
Macmillan, 1940.

"Catoi! (Frank Owen). Guilty Men. London: Gollancz,
1940.

Cave, Floyd A., et al. The Origins and Consequences of 
World War II. New York: Dryden, 1948.

Chambers, Frank P., et al. The Age of Conflict, 1914-
1943. New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1943.

Churchill, Winston. The Gathering Storm. Boston: 
Houghton Miff1 in, 1948.

Craig, Gordon A. and Gilbert, Felix (eds.). The
Diplomats, 1919^1939. Princeton. New Jersey: 
Princeton University Press, 1953.

Einzig, Paul. Appeasement Before, During and After the 
War. London: Macmillan, 1942.

Furnia, Arthur H. The Diplomacy of Appeasement: Anglo-
French Relations and the Prelude to World War II, 
1931-1938. Washington: University Press, 1960.

Gathorne-Hardy, Geoffrey M.. A Short History of Inter
national Affairs, 1920-1939. London: Oxford
University Press, 1942.

Gilbert, Martin and Gott, Richard. The Appeasers. 
London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1963.



Haines, Charles G. and Hoffman, Ross J, S» The Origins 
and Background of the Second World War. Revised 
edition„ New York: Oxford University Press,
1947.

Ingram, Kenneth. Years of Crisis: an Outline of Inter
national History, 1919-1945. New York: Macmil
lan, 1947.

Kain, Ronald S. Europe: Versailles to Warsaw. New
York: Wilson, 1939.

Keith, Arthur B. The Causes of the War. London:
Nelson, 1940.

Kennedy, John F. Why England Slept. New York: Funk,
1940.

Lee, Dwight 1. Ten Years: The World on the Way to
War, 1930“1940. Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1942.

MoElwee, William. Britain's Locust Years, 1918-1940. 
London: Faber and Faber, 1962.

Medlicott, William N. British Foreign Policy Since
Versailles, 1919-1939. London: Methuen, 1940.

Mowat, Charles L. Britain between the Wars, 1918-1940. 
Chicago: University Press, 1955.

Muggeridge, Malcolm. The Sun Never Sets; the Story of 
England in the Nineteen Thirties. New York:
Random House, 1,940.

Namier, Lewis B. Europe in Decay, a Study in Disinte
gration, 1936-1940. London: Macmillan, 1950.

Orton, William. Twenty Years Armistice, 1918-1938. New 
York: Farrar and Rinehart, 1938. *

Raushenbush, Stephen. The March of Fascism. New Haven, 
Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1939.

Rayner, R. M„ The Twenty Years' Truce, 1919-1939. London 
Longmans, 1943.



160
Reynolds, Philip A. British Foreign Policy in the Inter* 

War Years, London; Longmans, 1954«
Scanlon, John„ Very Foreign Affairs. London; Allen 

and Unwin, 1938.
Schwarzschi1d, Leopold. World in Trance; from Versailles 

to Pearl Harbor. London; Hamilton, 1943,
Seton-Watson, Robert W. Britain and the Dictators. New 

York: Macmillan, 1938,
Soward, Frederick H. Twenty-five Troubled Years, 1918-

1943. London: Oxford University Press, 1943.
Strang, William, Baron. Britain in World Affairs; a 

Survey of the Fluctuations in British Power 
and Influence, Henry VIII to Elizabeth II.
London: Faber and Deutsch, 1961.

Taylor, A. J. P. The Origins of the Second World War. 
Greenwich, Connecticut; Fawcett, 1961,

 ________. The Trouble Makers--Dissent over Foreign
Policy, 1792-1939. London: Hamish Hamilton,
1957. " - .

Tolischus, Otto D . ■ They Wanted War. New York: Reynal
and Hitchcock, 1940.

SECONDARY WORKS; GERMANY

Bullock, Alan. Hitler; A Study in Tyranny. New York: 
Harper, 1953. .

Ebenstein, William. The Nazi State. New York, Toronto; 
Farrar and Rinehart, 1943.

Grossman, Vladimir. The Pan-Germanic Web: Remaking
-Europe. Toronto; Macmillan of Canada, 1944.

Grzesinsky, Albert G. Inside Germany. New York; Dutton, 
1939.



161
Laurie, Arthur f* The Case for Germany. Berlin: Inter-

nationaler Verlag, 1939. •
Mendelssohn, Peter de. Design for Aggression. Mew York: 

Harper, 1946.
Neumann, Franz, - Behemoth: the Structure and Practice

of National Socialism, 1933-1944. London: 
Gollanoz, 1942. -

Santoro, Cesare. Hitler Germany as Seen by a Foreigner. 
Berlin: Xnternationaler Verlag, 1939.

Shirer, William L. The Rise and Fall of the Third Heich;
a History of Nazi Germany  ̂ Mew York: Simon and
Schuster, 1960.

Tosevic, Bimitrije J„ Mot Nazis but Germans. Toronto:
The Ryerson Press, 1944.

Vermeil, Edmond. Germany in the Twentieth Century: a 
Political and Cultural History of the Weimar 
Republic and the Third Reich. Mew York:
Praeger, 1956.

Wheeler“Bennett, John W. The Nemesis of Power; the
German Army in Politics, 1918-1945. London, New 
York: St. Martin's Press, 1954.

Whittlesey, Derwent S, et al. German Strategy of World 
Conquest. New York: Farrar, 1942.

Williams, Wythe. Riddle of the Reich. New York:
Prentice-Hall, 1941.

SECONDARY WORKS: CZECHOSLOVAKIA
AND THE MINORITIES PROBLEM -

Azcarate, P. I. League of Nations and National Minori
ties : An Experiment. Washington: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 1945.

Benes, Eduard. Democracy Today and Tomorrow. New York: 
Macmillan, 1939.



162
Bilek, Bohumil* Fifth Column at Work. London:

Drummond, 1945«
Borsody, Stephen„ The Tragedy of Central Europe. New 

York; Collier, 1962.

Bruemmer~Bozeman, Adda von. Czechoslovakia; Its Rise
and Fall. Dallas: Southern Methodist University,
1939.

Fodor, Marcel W» South of Hitler. Second edition.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1939.

Graham, M. W. New Governments of Central Europe. New 
York: Holt, 1924.

Hanc, Josef. Tornado Across Eastern Europe. New York: 
Greystone, 1942.

Janowsky, Oscar I. Nationalities and National Minori
ties . New York: Macmillan, 1945.

Junghann, Otto. National Minorities in Europe. New 
York: Covici, Friede, 1932.

Kerner, Robert J. (ed.). Czechoslovakia: Twenty Years
of Independence. Berkeley, California: Uni
versity of California Press, 1940.

Macartney, C. A. Problems of the Danublan Basin.
Cambridge, England: University Press, 1942.

Meyer, Henri C. Mitteleuropa in German Thought and
Action, 1815-1945. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff,
1955.

Namier, Lewis B . Facing last. New York: Harper, 1948.
Papanek, Jan. Czechoslovakia. New York: International

Universities Press, 1945.

Pribicevic, Stojan. World Without End; the Saga of 
Southeastern Europe. New York: Reynal and
Hitchcock, 1939.



163
S.ouceks Joseph So (ed.) „ Central-eastern Europe, Cru

cible of World WarSo Hew York: Prentioe-
Hall, 1946. ..

  ____. A Challenge to Peacemakers. Philadelphia:
American Academy of Political and Social Science,
1944.

Schlesinger, Rudolf. Federalism in Central and Eastern 
Europe. New York: Oxford University Press,
1945.

Thomson, Samuel H. Czechoslovakia in European History. 
Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 1953.

Vietz, Karl. High Treason against Europe. London:
Heath Granton, 1938 =

Wanklyn, Harriet G. Czechoslovakia: A Geographical
and Historical Study. New York: Praeger, 1954.

Wiskemann, Elizabeth. Czechs and Germans. New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1938.

________ „ Germany's Eastern Neighbors. London, New
York, Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1956.

Zurcher, Arnold J. The Experiment with Democracy in 
Central Europe. New York: Oxford University 
Press, 1933.

SECONDARY WORKS: THE MUNICH CRISIS

Armstrong, Hamilton F. When There is No Peace: The
Munich "Settlement". New York: Macmillan,
1939. -

Eubank, Keith. Munich. Norman: University of Oklahoma
Press, 1963.

Gedye, I. 1. R. Betrayal in Central Europe. New York: 
Harper, 1939.



164
Hadley, William W. Munich: Before and After. London;

Cassell, 1944.

Laffan, Robert Go D. The Crisis over Czechoslovakia, 
January to September. Survey of International 
Affairs, 1938, Vol. II., London: Oxford
University Press, 1951.

Ripka, Hubert. Munich: Before and After. London: 
Gollancz, 1939.

Rothstein, Andrew. The Munich Conspiracy. London: 
Lawrence and Wishant, 1958.

Seton-Watson, Robert W. From Munich to Danzig.
London: Methuen, 1939.

Werth, Alexander. France and Munich. Hew York:
Harper, 1939.

eeler-Bennett, John W. Munich: Prologue to
Tragedy. New York: Duell, Sloan and
Pearce, 1948.

ARTICLES

Armstrong, Hamilton F. ’"Armistice at Munich,” Foreign 
Affairs, XVII (January, 1939), 197-290.

Einstein, Lewis. ’’The Munich Agreement: A Retrospect, ”
History, XXIII (March, 1939), 331-40.

Gooch, George P. “British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939,” 
in Studies in Diplomacy and Statecraft. New - 
York; Longmans, 1942.

"Henlein1s Anti®Nazi Rival,” The Spectator, Vol. 160 
(May 20, 1938), p. 910.

Poole, Be Witt C. "Light on Nazi Foreign Policy,”
Foreign Affairs, XXV (October, 1946), 130-54.

Roucek, Joseph S. ’’The Czechoslovak Party System, ”
The Journal-of Central European Affairs, I - 
(January, 1942), 428-45.



165
Thomson, Samuel EL "Czech and German: Action,

Reaction and * Interaction," The Journal 
of Central European Affairs, I (October, 1941), 
306-24.

Watt, Donald C. "The German Diplomats and the Nazi 
Leaders,"- The Journal of Central European 
Affairs,-X¥.(July, 1955), 148-60.

Weinberg, Gerhard L. "The May Crisis, 1938," The 
Journal of Modern History, XXIX (September, 
1957), 213-25.


