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Preface

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

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

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

This volume consists of a “Tabula Honoraria,” in which many scholars
from around the world have joined to pay tribute to one of the most illustri-
ous members of their company. Antony Polonsky has graciously consented to
write what follows, an introductory appreciation of Piotr Wandycz’s extraor-
dinary career. The main portion of the volume consists of a series of essays by
Piotr’s students which the editor hopes will please our teacher. Finally, we
follow with a bibliography of Piotr’s published works—which expands so
rapidly that it will obsolesce even as this volume is in press—which most
strikingly demonstrates the range and quantity of his writings.

>
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The tribute began as a result of a conversation between William L.
Blackwood, one of Wandycz’s last doctoral candidates, and the editor.
Friends and colleagues along the way have provided encouragement and
good counsel. Many most worthy would doubtless be omitted by any enu-
meration. However, I must mention Harvey Goldblatt of Yale, Tadeusz
Gromada of the Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences and Anna M. Cienciala
late of the University of Kansas who helped so well and so often. A place
apart is reserved for Timothy Madigan of the University of Rochester Press,
who dealt with my tardiness and idiosyncrasies with grace and forbear-
ance. The Kosciuszko Foundation and the Polish Institute of Arts and Sci-
ences in New York City were generous in their financial contribution to
this project, and I am profoundly grateful. Finally, I should like to thank
my daughters: Aleksandra (Olesia) who proofread the manuscript, and
Jadwiga (Jadzia) who compiled most of the index.

M. B. B. Biskuprsk1



Tabula Honoraria

(Boldfaced names are deceased)

Ivo Banac, Bradford Durfee Professor of History, Yale University, New Haven, CT

Daniel Beauvois, Directeur du Centre de Recherches sur Ihistoire des slaves,
Université de Paris I

Stanislaus A. Blejwas, Endowed Chair in Polish Studies, Department of History,
Central Connecticut State University, New Britain, CT

Henryk Buthak, Senior Curator, Biblioteka Narodowa, Warsaw

E Gregory Campbell, President of the College, Carthage College, Kenosha, W1

Andrzej S. Ciechanowiecki, Professor, London

Janusz Cisek, Deputy Mayor, Stalowa Wola

Norman Davies, Professor (emeritus), School of Slavonic and East European
Studies, University of London

Istvan Deak, Set Low Professor Emeritus, Columbia University, New York, NY

Kazimierz Dziewanowski, Ambassador of Poland to the United States, 1990-
93, Warsaw

M. K. Dziewanowski, Professor of History (emeritus), University of Wisconsin,
Milwaukee

Jozef Andrzej Gierowski, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Jagiellonski,
Krakéw

Aleksander Gieysztor, Professor, Instytut Historyczny, Uniwersytet Warszawski

Thaddeus V. Gromada, Executive Director, Polish Institute of Arts and Sciences,
New York, NY

Milan L. Hauner, Professor of History, Naval War College, Newport, RI

Przemystaw Hauser, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Adam
Mickiewicza, Poznan

Karlevi Hovi, Professor of History, University of Turku

Sir Michael Howard, Professor of History, Emeritus, Yale University, New
Haven, CT

Jerzy Jaruzelski, Professor, Instytut Nauk Politycznych, Uniwersytet
Warszawski

Jerzy Jedlicki, Instytut Historii, PAN, Warsaw

Adolf Juzwenko, Director, Ossolineum, Wroctaw

Andrzej S. Kaminski, Professor of History, Georgetown University,
Washington, DC

Woijciech Karpinski, CNRS, Paris

Paul Kennedy, J. Richardson Dilworth Professor of History, Yale University,
New Haven, CT

Jan Kieniewicz, Professor, Uniwersytet Warszawski

Ryszard Kiersnowski, Professor, Instytut Historii PAN, Warsaw
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Col. General (ret.) Béla Kiraly, Professor of History, Brooklyn College, CUNY

Jerzy Kloczowski, Professor, Instytut Europy Srodkowo-Wschodniej, Lublin

Macgregor Knox, Stevenson Professor, London School of Economics and
Political Science

Domokos Kosary, Past President, Institute of History, Hungarian Academy
of Sciences, Budapest

Leszek Kosinski, Secretary General, Conseil International des Sciences
Sociales, Paris

Marcin Krdl, Professor, Instytut Historyczny, Uniwersytet Warszawski

John J. Kulczycki, Professor of History Emeritus, University of Illinois, Chicago

William Larsh, Yale University, New Haven, CT

Zofia Libiszowska, Professor, Uniwersytet Lodzki, L6dz

Piotr Lossowski, Professor, Instytut Historyczny, Uniwersytet Warszawski

Igor Lukes, Professor of History, Boston University

Kay Lundgreen-Nielsen, Professor, University of Southern Denmark

Antoni Maczak, Professor, Instytut Historyczny, Uniwersytet Warszawski

Jan Malicki, Professor, Instytut Orientalistyczny, Uniwesytet Warszawski

Vojtech Mastny, Washington, DC

John Merriman, Charles Seymour Professor of History, Yale University, New
Haven, CT

John S. Micgiel, Director, Institute on East Central Europe, Columbia
University, New York, NY

Bernard Michel, Director, Institut Pierre Renouvin, Université de Paris 1

Williamson Murray, Harold K. Johnson Professor of Military History, U.S.
Army War College

Janusz Odrowaz-Pienigzek, Director, Muzeum Historyczne Warszawy

Janusz Pajewski, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Adam
Mickiewicza, Poznan

Martin Peterson, Professor of History, University of Goteborg

Michat Putaski, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Jagiellonski, Krakow

Tomasz Schramm, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Adam Mickiewicza,
Poznan

Zdenek Sladek, Professor, USD, Prague

Georges-Henri Soutou, Professor of Contemporary History, Université de Paris [V

Fr. Jozef Tischner, Professor, Papieska Academia Teologiczna, Krakéw

Lech Trzeciakowski, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Adama
Mickiewicza, Poznan

Henry A. Turner, Stillé Professor of History, Yale University, New Haven, CT

Maurice Vaisse, Professeur des Universités a I'Institut d’Etudes politiques de Paris

Jaroslav Valenta, Historicky ustav, AV CR, Prague

Andrzej Walicki, O’Neill Professor of History, University of Notre Dame,
Notre Dame, IN

Zbigniew Wojcik, Professor, Instytut Historii, PAN, Warsaw

Jacek Wozniakowski, Professor, Katolicki Uniwersytet Lubelski, Lublin

Marian Zgoérniak, Professor, Instytut Historii, Uniwersytet Jagielloniski, Krakow



Piotr Wandycz

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

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

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

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

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

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

BERNARD MICHEL

Professor at the Université Paris 1,

Director of the Pierre Renouvin Institute and of the
Center for Research on Contemporary Central Europe






Piotr Wandycz: An Appreciation

Piotr Wandycz, in whose honor the essays in this volume have been prepared,
encapsulates in his life many of the aspects of Poland’s fate, both tragic and
fortunate, in the last most violent of centuries. He was born in Krakéw in
1923 and went to school in Lwéw, which, according to Norman Davies, is
the city which “he feels more than anywhere, to have been his Polish home.”!
His father, Damian Wandycz, was an engineer and a former soldier in the
Pitsudski Legions and, together with many others, left Poland with his wife
and son during September 1939, moving to Romania and then to France.
While in France, Piotr studied at the University of Grenoble. In the late au-
tumn of 1942, the family made its way through Spain to Portugal and from
there flew to the United Kingdom. Here the young Wandycz joined the Polish
Army in Scotland, where he was later commissioned as a second lieutenant in
the First (Armored) Division of General Stanistaw Maczak.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Wandycz, Polish Diplomacy 1914-19435, 16.
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Jews, who constituted sizable groups in the historic Res Publica, are discussed,
the stress once more is on their relations with the Poles.®

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

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

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

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

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

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

8. Piotr Wandycz, The Lands of Partitioned Poland (Seattle, WA, 1974), xii.

9. Piotr Wandycz, The Price of Freedom: A History of East-Central Europe from
the Middle Ages to the Present Day, London and New York, 1992.

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

ANTONY POLONSKY

11. Wandycz, The Price of Freedom, 273.






Chapter 1

A Comparison of Czech Politics in
Bohemia with Czech Politics
in Moravia, 1860-1914!

Bruce M.. Garver

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

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

1. The author made a shorter presentation in Czech on this subject at the World
Congress of the Spolecnost Véd a Umeni (SVU) on June 26-29, 1994, in Prague.

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

I

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

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

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

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

4. See, for example, Jiii Kotalka, FrantiSek Palacky: Zivotopis (Prague, 1998);
Vienemecky svaz a Ceskd otdzka koncem 19. stoleti, Rozpravy CSAV [Ceskoslovenskd
Akademia Ved], Vol. 73, No. 12 (Prague, 1963), and Vznik socialistického delnického
hnuti na Jiblavsku (Liberec, 1956); Otto Urban, Ceskd spolecnost (Prague, 1982);
and Zdenek Solle, Delnické hnuti v Ceskych zemich konocem minulého stoleti
(Prague, 1954), and Delnické stavky v cechdch v drubé polovine XIX stoleti (Prague,
1960).

5. A clear and concise summary of five decades of scholarship on the subject of
“the social structure of the Czech lands” may be found in Efmertova, Ceske zem?é,
232-315.
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The similarities between Czech politics in Bohemia and Moravia be-
come quite evident when compared with developments in Austrian Silesia,
the home in 1900 of 147,000 Czechs, a minority of less than one-quarter
of the total population of that province. Because more than half of these
Czechs were industrial workers or their dependents, not surprisingly the
Social Democratic Party consistently captured a large majority of Silesian
Czech votes, 65.9 percent in 1907 and 69.3 percent in 1911.° Both the
occupations and politics of most Czechs in Silesia thus resembled those of
many Czechs in other industrializing areas where Czechs constituted a large
national minority: northern Moravia, the industrial suburbs of Brno, and
northern Bohemia. What made Silesia very different was the fact that its
Czech inhabitants included few middle class people and therefore, given
restricted “three-class” suffrage, had no political representation compa-
rable to that enjoyed by Czechs in provincial and local self-government in
Bohemia and Moravia and in district self-government in Bohemia.”

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

6. Oscar Krejci, Kniba o volbdch (Prague, 1994), 72-73.

7. The late Professor Otakar Odlozilik first suggested to me in June 1967 that in
all instances, one ought to be sure to consider Czech politics in Moravia as well as
in Bohemia. In contrast to Czechs in Moravia and in Bohemia, those in Silesia
controlled no institutions of self-government at any level and had very little voice in
the Diet of Austrian Silesia because most of them were industrial workers or poor
to moderately prosperous peasants who had been excluded from politics by suf-
frage based on wealth and education—voting by curia to the Silesian Diet and by
class to district and communal assembly boards. Given the working-class origins of
so many Silesian Czechs, no wonder 65 percent of all Czech votes in Silesian Reichsrat
elections went to Social Democratic candidates.

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

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

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

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

9. Three new kraje (Jiblavsky, Brnensky, and Zlinsky) include all of what for-
merly was the South Moravian District (Jibomoravsky kraj) except a small area
assigned to the Olomoucky kraj. The two others (Olomoucky and Ostravsky) in-
clude the entire former North Moravian District (Severomoravsky kraj) except for
the areas in Valassko and around Vsetin incorporated in the northeasternmost part
of the new Zlinsky kraj. See Miroslav Korecky, “Kraje: bliZsi vladnuti, vice sfedniku,”
Lidové noviny (Prague, March 16, 2000), 7.

10. Krejci, Kniha o volbdch, 306, Table 66.

11. On successful Czech efforts before 1914 to improve the government, cul-
ture, and public facilities of Brno and its many suburbs, see Jan Sedlak, Brno v dobé
secese (Brno, 1995).
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II

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

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

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

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

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

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

13. See especially Frantisek Roubik, Bibliografie casopisectva v Cechdch z let
1863-1895 (Prague, 1936), introductory essay; and Milada Wurmova, Soupis
moravskych novin a casopisii z let 1848-1918 (Brno, 1955), passim.
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this industrial expansion was the large and growing network of Czech
banks, the first of which was the Zivnostenska banka chartered in 1868.

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

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

14. On National Foundations, see Antonin Bohac&, Boj o ceské mensiny v zemich
Ceskych v poslednich dvou letech (Praha, 1909); Leander Cech, et al., Pametni list k
jubileu 20 letého trvdni Nar. Jednoty pro Jibozdp. Moravu (Brno, 1906); and Emanuel
Hruby, ed., Nd§vyvoj v severnich Cechdch od ochranou Narodni Jednoty Severoceské
1910-1935 (Prague, 1936). Fr. Belehradek et al., Pametni list vydany na oslavu
pulstoleté innosti uistiedni Matice Skolské v Praze (Prague, 1931). Claire E. Nolte,
The Sokol in the Czech Lands to 1914 (New York: Palgrave,Macmillan, 2002)

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

Finally, Czechs in all predominantly Czech-speaking areas of Moravia
and Bohemia took control of the self-governmental institutions established
during the early 1860s at the communal level and, in Bohemia alone, at the
district level. Given curial representation in the diets, Czechs, despite con-
stituting roughly two-thirds of the population in Bohemia and three-quar-
ters in Moravia, were able to control no more than two-fifths of the seats.'®
Besides, the authority of self-governmental institutions at all levels was
circumscribed by their subordination to imperial agencies under the “two-
tracked” system of government. Nonetheless, Czechs, through self-govern-
ment, not only promoted public education, economic growth, and internal
improvements but also acquired limited control over their own tax monies
and public works programs and an invaluable training in the responsibili-
ties of citizenship.'” Given the election of delegates to self-governmental
bodies on the basis of either three-class or curial voting, propertied and
educated Czechs predominated and often acted in their own as well as in
what they perceived to be the national interest.

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

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

17. On the Czechs’ use of samosprdva as a primary means of civic improvement
and promoting civic responsibility, see Frantisek Schwarz, Pisobeni Vicalva
Dobrouvského jako okresniho starosty (Prague, 1890), and Vyklad zdkona obecniho
pro krdlovstvi Ceské ze dne 16. dubna 1864 (Prague, 1877).

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

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

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

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

20. The four dialects of Czech in Bohemia are the Central, the Western, the South-
ern and the Northeastern. The majority of Moravian Czechs, including all who live in
the Hana, the fertile South Moravian plain, speak a dialect called Hanidcka naiedi.
Others, living within twenty to thirty miles of the Moravian Slovak border between
Moravia and Slovakia speak a Moravian-Slovak dialect that of all Czech dialects most
closely resembles Slovak and that is in fact identical in some respects to the westernmost
Slovak dialects. In southeastern Moravia, from the hills south of Kyov through Uherské
Hradiste to Kromefic, a third dialect, called Dolska néieci, separates the speakers of
the Hanacka from those speaking Moravian-Slovak. The Lasskd nafeci is spoken by
the Czech inhabitants of the extreme northeastern corner of Moravia and the eastern
part of what was until 1918 Austrian Silesia. Bohuslav Havranek, “Ceska nafeci,”
Ceskoslovenskd Vlastivéda, Vol. I: Jazyk (Prague, 1934), 84-218.
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Strong regional identity may still be found in those areas of Moravia or
Bohemia where a distinct dialect is complemented by unusually distinctive
local customs and folk costumes and by some remarkable historical expe-
rience. An outstanding example in Bohemia is the Chodsko area around
DomaZzlice. Cases in point in Moravia include the Han4 plain, the Kyov
portionally more distinctive local customs and dialects survived in predomi-
nately rural Moravia than in heavily industrialized and urbanized Bohemia,
where greater, though by no means complete, standardization of dress,
language, and customs was evident by the third quarter of the nineteenth
century. This phenomenon was reinforced by the fact that in Moravia,
every local, or communal, self-governmental body was autonomous,
whereas in Bohemia, each such body was subordinate to an elected district
governing board situated in an urban area.

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

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

21. Data from Richard Charmatz, Deutsch-osterreichische Politik (Leipzig, 1907),
84-835; Statistisches Handbuch des Konigreiches Bohmen, 2nd ed. (Prague, 1913),

4 (1890), 86-87.
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numbers, Czechs controlled the fourth or real curia of the Moravian Diet
as well as communal self-governmental bodies in Czech-speaking rural ar-
eas. But in the third or urban curia of the Diet and in many municipal self-
governmental bodies, Germans predominated, giving them a proportion-
ally greater representation in the Moravian than in the Bohemian Diet and
control of municipal government until 1919 in the two largest cities of
Brno and Moravska Ostrava.

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

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

22. See Table 14 in Garver, Young Czech Party, 341-344, based on official cen-
sus data presented by Ludmila Karnikova, Vyvoj obyvatelstva Ceskjch zemi1754—
1914 (Prague, 1965), 78-101, 11219, 143-82, 218-69.

23. Julius Ambros, Z malych korenu: Vzpominky a iwaby z narodniho Zvota v

Olomouci (Olomouc and Kroméiiz, 1912), gives the most complete and graphic
account of this prolonged struggle.
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provinces remained higher than that elsewhere in the Monarchy. In Bohemia,
Czechs largely controlled several important industries including sugar beet
processing, the brewing and bottling of beer, and the manufacture of ma-
chine tools, heavy transportation equipment, electrical goods, motorcycles,
bicycles, and automobiles. In Moravia, Czechs achieved preeminence only
in some of the food processing industries.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

26. These are the divisions clearly delineated by Ludmila Karnikovd, Vyvoj
obyvatelstva v Ceskych zemi, 196201, 348-51.

27. Garver, Young Czech Party, 19ff.
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and east central Bohemia, northeastern Moravia, and greater Brno in south
central Moravia. By the turn of the century, firms in these regions manu-
factured the larger part of Austro-Hungarian iron and steel, chemicals and
electrical goods, machine tools, and heavy transportation equipment. Ger-
mans controlled most of these industries in Moravia, whereas Czechs con-
trolled the larger part of all but the coal, iron, steel, and glass industries in
Bohemia. Thus, in those few parts of Moravia where industrialization and
urbanization had advanced at a pace equal to anywhere in Bohemia,
Moravian Czechs had only a small share in owning and managing the tech-
nologically most advanced sectors of the economy. This, more than any-
thing else, explains why no party developed in Moravia comparable to the
Young Czechs after 1901 under the leadership of Karel Kramdf (1860-
1937), Bedfich Pacak (1846-1914), and Vaclav Skarda (1861-1912), who
became increasingly beholden to Czech industrial and banking interests.
The far greater strength and influence of the Czech intelligentsia and the
industrial and managerial upper middle class in Bohemia as opposed to
Moravia were also in part due to the fact that the only Czech-language
university before 1919 was located in Prague. It became a magnet for
younger Moravian Czech intellectuals who, upon graduation, more often
than not returned to their native province to establish newspapers, busi-
nesses, or other institutions, very often along lines suggested to them by
what they had observed or worked with in Prague. Others like Tomas G.
Masaryk (1850-1937) and Jan Herben (1857-1936) remained in Prague
to make their professional reputations.?® The delay until 1919 in establish-
ing a Czech university in Moravia, in contrast to Bohemia’s having ob-
tained one in 1882, had everything to do with politics and cannot be at-
tributed, after the later 1880s, to Moravia’s slower economic growth or its
relatively small Czech middle class. Moravian German political opposition
to the establishment of a Czech-language university in Brno, a policy sup-
ported by Germans elsewhere in the monarchy and by the emperor, de-
feated all annual Moravian Czech attempts beginning in 1891 to create
such a university. The absence in Moravia until the turn of the century of a
Czech polytechnic institute comparable to that established in Prague in
1869 somewhat restricted the entry of Moravian Czechs into managerial

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

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

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

1AY

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

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

One of the main objectives of later nineteenth century Czech politics,
perhaps more keenly perceived in Moravia and in Bohemia, was the full
integration of Moravian Czechs into the Czech nation through education,
the raising of national consciousness, the encouragement of political activ-
ism, and the acquisition of civil liberties and equal opportunities for the use
of Czech language in public life. Czechs in all the Czech lands were heart-
ened that by the 1890s, Czech Moravia was assuming a position of full
equality with Czech Bohemia in national culture and politics.?” Bohemian
Czechs did so in part because they had long recognized that the Moravian
Czechs were their most direct link to the Slovaks and Poles as well as to the
eastern and southern Slavs.3° For example, in southeastern Moravia, Czechs
established many cultural as well as political ties with Slovaks just across
the border as in the Vesna, an academy dedicated to promoting the fine
and decorative arts, in which the Moravian artist, Joza Uprka, was a prin-

29. See Antonin Hajn’s and Richard Fischer’s 1901 and 1902 recollections of
FrantiSek Vahalik. Fischer, Pokrokovd Morava, Vol. 1, 125.

30. This point is expressed by T. G. Masaryk among others in his “Moravo,
Moravicko mila! Otisk stari prace profesora T.G. Masaryka z II. ro¢niku Casu
(¢islo 2 ze dne 5. ledna 1888),” (Bieclav, 1935), 10.
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cipal leader.>! Not coincidently, the principal advocate of Czech-Slovak soli-
darity and of Czechoslovak independence, Masaryk, had a Moravian mother
and Slovak father and grew up in Hodonin and Cejkovice near the Slovak
frontier.’> Furthermore, as the Moravian Czech progressive Frantisek
Vahalik contended in 1892, “for all Czechs, bringing Moravia permanently
into the Slavic sphere of influence is the greatest addition to the strength of
Czech collective endeavor and of greater importance to the Czech national
cause than any immediate favor or gift that can be obtained from the pow-
ers of the world.”33

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

31. Sedlak, Brno v dobé secese, plates 6 through 9ff.

32. Poldk, T. G. Masaryk, 15-58.

33. Pozor, April 9, 1892, cited by Fischer, Pokrovd Morava, 1:126.

34. See Tables 1 and 2 below. These tables appear in Garver, Young Czech Party,
357-58, and are based on information in Statistisches Handbuch des Konigreiches
Bohmen, 2nd ed., 56; Miroslav Buchvaldek et al., D&iny Ceskoslovenska v datech
(Prague, 1968), 464-65; Oldfich Riha and Julius Mésaros, eds., Prebled
Ceskoslovenskych dejin (Prague, 1960), Vol. 2, part 1, 1000, 1012; and R. Fischer,
Pokrokovd Morava, 2:318.

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

Party No. of votes  Total Percentage of votes
received  seats and number of seats
Bohemia Moravia  Silesia
% No. % No. % No.
Social Democrats 389,960 24 39.8 17  30.7 5 659 2
Agrarians 206,784 28 220 23 158 4 145 1
Clericals 182,500 17 11.9 7 298 10 — -
Young Czechs 16,524 19 11.3 14 114 5 22 -
& Moravian People’s
Old Czechs 32,524 6 1.4 2 6.7 4 — -
Natl. Socialists 75,101 9 10.3 9 1.1 - 174 -
Radical Progressives 9,899 - 0.6 - — - - -
State Rights Radicals 7,879 - 0.5 - — - - -

People’s Progressives 14,704 2 0.9 1 2.4 1 — -
(“Realists™)
w/o party affiliation — 2 1.3 1 2.1 1 — -

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

Party No. of votes  Total Percentage of votes
received  seats and number of seats
Bohemia Moravia  Silesia

% No. % No. % No.

Cz.Social Democrats 357,263 25 36.5 14 26.5 11 355 -
(a)

Centralist Soc. Dems. 19,367 1 0.2 - 2.5 - 338 1

Agrarians (a) 257,714 38 264 30 18.9 6 245 2

National Catholics (b) 127,992 7 11.9 - 36.6 7 — -

Christian Socials 83,124

Young Czechs 56,573 14 9.8 14 — - 22 -

Moravian People’s 34,443 4 — - 85 4 — -

Progressives

Old Czechs 9,872 1 0.4 1 21 - — -

Natl. Socialists 95,906 14 9.7 13 2.2 1 — -

State Rights 20,916 2 2.4 2 —_ - = -

Progressives

Progressives (“Realists”) 10,168 1 0.7 - 1.5 1 — -
(a)

w/o party affiliation 10,802 1 2.0 1 1.2 1 62 -

Others (c) 14,931 1 1 -

TOTAL: 1,099,171 108 100.0 75 100.0 30100.0 3

a
(b

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

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

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

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

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

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

37. Fischer, Pokrovd Morava, 1:15-19, 11:349-67.

38. The October 1896 diet elections in Moravia also brought returns favorable
to Young Czech interests. Stransky’s People’s Party won a plurality of Czech seats
for the first time, taking seventeen seats in the third and fourth curias as opposed to
thirteen for the National, or Old Czech, Party and five for the clerical parties. An
electoral agreement between Stransky and the Old Czechs contributed to the vic-
tory. Two of the five clerical mandates went to the leaders of the newly founded
Czech Catholic National party (Katolickd strana ndrodni). See Garver, Young Czech
Party, 223-24; Fischer, Pokrovda Morava, I: 49-61, 65-79.

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

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

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

40. “Jinou cestou,” Selské listy, December 30, 1902, speech by Adolf Stransky,
reprinted in part by Fischer, Pokrokovd Morava, 1: 142-43. In this speech, Stransky
critically evaluated Young Czech “positive politics” and described the more pro-
gressive course about to be taken by the Moravian People’s Party.

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

The most striking difference between Czech politics in Bohemia and
Czech politics in Moravia was the presence of strong clerical parties in the
latter province. Like their counterparts in Bohemia, these parties did not
emerge until after the Old Czech Party had sustained defeat at the hands of
strongly liberal and anticlerical forces in both rural and urban areas.®* As
soon as the Old Czechs and Conservative Great Landowners appeared in-
capable of protecting clerical interests or of holding Young Czech and
People’s Party anticlericalism in check, the church hierarchy, with the sup-
port of most Czech priests and many laymen, and in the spirit of Leo XIII’s
1891 encyclical Rerum novarum, organized the Catholic National Party in
1896 and the Christian Social Party between 1894 and 1899.*

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

42. See Tables 1 and 2 above.

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

44. “In the spring of 1896, Mofiic Hruban, formerly an Old Czech, and Antonin
Cyril Stojan, Th.D., in Moravia established the Catholic National Party (Katolickd
strana ndrodni), which in October acquired five mandates to the Moravian Diet
and in the following year sent Stojan to the Reichsrat. While the Catholic National
Party served wealthier and more conservative Czech Catholics, the Christian Social
Party for Moravia and Silesia (Kiest’ansko-socidlni strana), founded in 1894 and
reorganized on a popular basis in 1899, appealed to Catholic peasants, tradesmen,
and workers, seeking to combat liberalism and Social Democracy and to resolve the
social question in accordance with Rerum novarum. Under the able leadership of
Jan Sramek, a young parish priest, this party and its local affiliates for political
education and economic self-help enjoyed great success throughout rural Moravia.
In 1902, Sramek set up a Catholic trade union (Veodborové sdrueni kiest’ ansko-
socidlniho delnictva), which grew by 1914 to 410 branches and 32,000 members.”
See footnote 45 and Fischer, Pokrova Morava, 1: 79-84.
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almost every strongly Catholic district. Thus weakened by repeated elec-
toral defeats, the already divided clerical movement in Bohemia fell apart
as its three constituent parties followed separate ways—the Catholic Na-
tional Party, the Conservative People’s Party, and the Christian Socialist
Party.®

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

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

vvvvv

45. See ]J. Dolezal, Politickd cesta ceskébho katolicismmu (Prague, 1928), 7ff.; Jan
Heidler, Ceské strany politické v Cechdch, na Moravé a ve Slezsku (Prague, 1914),
47-50; Ivo Duchacek, ed., Mandatdi ndroda: Studie a projevy k 75. narozenindm
Msgre. Dr. Jana Srdmka (Prague, 1946); and Ludvik Nemec, Antonin Cyril Stojan
(New Rochelle, NY, 1983).

46. According to the Ottiwslovnik naucny, Vol. 23 (1905), 625-26, the Sokol in
1903 had 51,505 members and 467 lodges in Bohemia and 154 in Moravia and
Silesia. By contrast, Orel had over 12,000 members in 1914 in comparison to nearly
120,000 in the Sokol. Josef Reznicek, “Vyvoj &sl. Orla,” Zivot, Vol. 11(1929), 9.
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region, where, in order to defeat the clerical candidate, and impressed by
Masaryk’s civil libertarian and progressive politics, the Social Democrats,
the People’s Party, and the Progressives ran no one against him in 1907 or
in 1911.4

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

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

vvvvv

Miloslav Trapl, Vedecké zdklady Masarykovy politiky (Brno, 1946), and Miloslav
Trapl, Masarykiiw program: demokracie—socialismus—ceskd otdzka (Brno, 1948).
48. See Garver, Young Czech Party, 2791ff. and 320 for a discussion of the agree-
ment.
49. “Representation in the Moravian Diet before and after 1905” may be seen
in Table 24, Garver, Young Czech Party, 360.
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to their counterparts in Bohemia after rejecting a small minority’s desire to
draw nearer instead to Austrian Social Democracy in Vienna. This trend is
best revealed by the overwhelming support of eleven to one that Moravian
working class voters gave to the autonomist, as opposed to the centralist,
slate of Czech Social Democratic candidates in the 1911 Reichsrat elec-
tions.*"

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

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

50. See Tables 1 and 2 above.

51. This is evident from a comparison of evidence from Tables 1 and 2 above.

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

Conclusions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Chapter 2

Strategy, Politics, and Suffering: The
Wartime Relief of Belgium, Serbia,
and Poland, 1914-1918

M. B. B. Biskupski

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

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

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

2. C. Paul Vincent, The Politics of Hunger: The Allied Blockade of Germany,
1915-1919 (Athens, OH, 19835), 36.
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The importation of transoceanic food into Europe was a strategic ques-
tion of the greatest moment for the British, who were linked by what Avner
Offer has called the “agrarian bond” to food exporting nations.> Control
of the channels of this food was perhaps London’s greatest strategic con-
cern during the war. As a result, relief issues raised fundamental questions
about national and imperial security.

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

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

The whole question of sustained and massive international relief for a
substantial population was without precedent before the First World War.
As John F. Hutchinson has shown, it was only in the last few years before
the war that the international Red Cross movement had become a major
institution, enjoying governmental and popular support and large funds.®
Such institutions as the Rockefeller Foundation, the Quakers, and the
American Relief Clearing House [ARCH] in the United States only involved
themselves in wartime relief in stages as they gradually expanded what
they regarded as their scope of action. The Jewish Joint Distribution Com-
mittee came into existence late in 1914 only as a result of amalgamating
several smaller organizations. The most famous wartime relief organiza-
tion of all, Herbert Hoover’s Commission for Relief in Belgium, had to
engage in almost perpetual struggle to maintain its activities, as both sides

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

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

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

6. John E Hutchinson, Champions of Charity: War and the Rise of the Red
Cross (Boulder, CO, 1996), 189, 224ff. and passim; Dimitra Giannuli, “American
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in the conflict resented Hoover. In other words, the very idea of the relief of
large civilian populations, in wartime, by neutral agencies was unprecedented
before 1914 and intruded itself only with difficulty into the military and
diplomatic realities of a major war. Why this development was more suc-
cessful in some places than in others raises many intriguing questions, which
we shall discuss in due course.

I. The Relief of Belgium

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

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

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

7. George 1. Gay and H. H. Fisher, Public Relations of the Commission for Relief
in Belgium: Documents, 2 vols. (Stanford, CA, 1929), 1, iff..

8. Hoover to Eustace Percy, October 7, 1916, in Gay and Fisher, Public Rela-
tions, 1, 165.

9. Vide Surface and Bland, American Food , 162-163, 278.
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ture of Belgium was severely crippled by systematic German destruction, requisi-
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of the German occupation authorities. So successful were the commission’s
actions that famine was averted, the feeding of the entire population as-
sured, and reserve stocks created to preclude the possibility of shortfall or
untoward development. Perhaps more important, the CRB had achieved
international celebrity, gaining supporters and an organizational support
network around the world. In sum, within several months of the occupa-
tion of Belgium, the country was no longer in desperate straits, and indeed,
was rapidly becoming the object of international concern and affection.!!
Belgian suffering had been both short-lived and not particularly intense. As
early as the autumn of 1915 it was concluded that in Belgium there was no
“distressing shortage, even of clothing”; the population was “comfortable
and free from hunger.”!?

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

The explanation for this phenomenon begins with chronological prior-
ity. Belgium was the first innocent casualty of the war. Its willingness to
stand up to German threats was admired as heroic defiance of an infinitely
more powerful foe. The subsequent performance of its army, though stra-
tegically insignificant, won for the Belgians, and especially its attractive
monarch, Albert I, a hero’s mantle. The fact that the army was able to hold
on to a scrap of the national territory and fight on was still another page in
what was a chapter of admirable gallantry. In the words of Sally Marks:
“Anglo-Saxon publicists turned the war in part into a crusade for the rights
of small nations, the roi-chevalier in Flanders field became the shining symbol
of that crusade.” Belgium became “the little corner never conquered,” the
“reluctant and unofficial spokesman of the smaller nations.”!3

11. A historian of the American press notes that the CRB had “great power” by
the fall of 1914, and was able to begin a “high pressure campaign in the United
States.” “Most of the New York papers gave publicity and editorial support to the
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In the words of Stuart Wallace, the invasion of Belgium “was a godsend
for the [Herbert Henry] Asquith government,” rallying liberal opinion, dis-
inclined to military action, behind the war. Intellectuals in Britain were
“swept off their feet by Belgium”'* which became a cause so pure that
“secular considerations—treaty commitments and strategic necessities—first
put forward . . . later became consecrated as moral imperatives, finally
being replaced altogether with religious arguments.” Belgium became the
theme of mountains of mawkish poetry, the motif of music hall perfor-
mances, and was endlessly in the press. Dignitaries of the Church of En-
gland spoke of “martyred Belgium” first by comparing it to the tribula-
tions of Israel, later it was elevated to a “Christ among nations”: “Belgium
became a personification of the Allied cause, God’s cause, because it was
there, in Flanders, that the new Nebuchadnezzar had set up not a golden
idol . . . but an idol of iron.”"

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

In fact, as V. H. Rothwell has noted, “the restoration . . . of Belgium re-
mained for long the one essential and declared British war aim.”17 For the
French, similarly, only the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine rivaled Belgium as a
basic war aim. By February 1916, the Allies promised, i.a., that Belgium would
be “generously indemnified” for all damages. This became the basis for
Belgium’s claim for “special consideration.”® Before the war the Foreign Of-
fice had concluded that war over Belgium would be popular within the coun-
try, whereas involvement in the Balkans would not be.'” This prediction was
borne out by the extraordinary reception given to Belgian refugees by the
British who took in more than 250,000 during the war.?°
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The British defense of Belgian interests was a compound of geopolitical
self-interest, and a dedication to moral purpose; the distinction between
the two being, in Lawrence Martin’s word, essentially “arbitrary.” Foreign
Secretary Sir Edward Grey, from the beginning of the war, was convinced
of the strategic importance of Belgium, linking the fall of that county,
domino-like, to the collapse of Holland and France and the concomitant
undermining of British security.?' Self-interest alone, however, would not
have galvanized public support sufficiently; hence, Belgium became trans-
muted into a moral cause:

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

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

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

The invasion of Belgium consolidated parliamentary and press support of
the war and . . . nullified the isolationist case overnight. British officials
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hoped that this diplomatic trump card would have a similar effect in secur-
ing the opinion of the rest of the world, and they dispersed the story of
Belgium around the globe.”

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

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

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

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

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

Such aid was sorely needed by the Serbs. The country had been at war
almost continuously since 1912 in the First and Second Balkan Wars.?? The
new combat of 1914 had killed almost 200,000 from a prewar population
of 4.3 million. Widespread damage and social dislocation led to the break-
down of transportation and communication, financial chaos, hunger, even
isolated areas of famine. Epidemics began to appear, more fearsome be-
cause one-fourth of all physicians in Serbia had died by the end of 1914,
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and the country’s medical system had been primitive to begin with. Chol-
era, diphtheria, and dysentery spread rapidly, but the worst was typhus.
The taxed and hungry population was particularly susceptible and the
mortality rate quickly reached 60 percent; more than a half million were
ill, and the disease was spreading rapidly throughout the country. Corre-
spondent John Reed termed Serbia “the land of death.”3*

Medical missions from Switzerland and Holland arrived late in the year,
and similar assistance from France, England, the United States, and other
neutrals quickly followed. Belgrade officially appealed to the United States
for major aid, a request whose merits were corroborated by American offi-
cials stationed in the Balkans.** The State Department, the American Red
Cross, the Rockefeller Foundation, and other agencies began intense nego-
tiations involving London and Paris.* In March 1915, the Red Cross sent
a medical commission of more than forty under Richard Strong. He was
able to equip the French and British teams already operating, and with
their cooperation establish the “International Sanitary Commission” to
combat typhus in Serbia. Under their direction Serbia was “drenched in
disinfectants and smoked in sulphur.”%”

35. Vladimir Stojanchevich, Srbiia i srpski narod za vreme rata i okupatsiye
(Letskovats, 1988), 19-20; Clara Sturzenegger, La Serbie en Guerre, 1914-1916
(Paris, 1916), 134ff.; Nelson Page to Secretary of State, October 22, 1914, United
States National Archives, Record Group 59, Records of the State Department Rela-
tive to the Internal Affairs of Serbia and to Political Relations between the United
States and Serbia, 1910-1929, Microfilm 357 [hereafter USNA, RG 59, M357,
followed by roll number], roll 1.

36. Vopicka to Secretary of State, October 20 and 28, 1914; Robert Lansing to
Mabel Boardman, October 22 and December 11, 1914; State Department to Consul
Thomson at Nis, April 6, 1915; Memorandum by [William] Phillips, State Depart-
ment, April 21, 1915, Thomson to Secretary of State, April 26, 1915; Karl Robinson,
Committee of Mercy, to Frank Polk, State Department, October 14, 1915; in USNA,
RG 59, M 357, roll 2. Lansing to Boardman, October 23, 1914, USNA, RG 59,
M357, roll 1; Wickliffe Rose to Lindley M. Garrison, March 31, 1915, Rockefeller
Archive Center, Rockefeller Foundation Archives, Record Group 1.1, Projects, Series
100N [hereafter RAC, RG 1.1, followed by Box and folder number (if any)], Box 75,
folder 712. An outline of the activities of the Rockefeller Foundation relative to Serbia
can be found in Ubavka Ostojich-Fejich, “Misiia Rokfelerove Fondatsiie u Srbii 1915-
1916 godine, in Srbiia 1916 godine (Belgrade, 1987), 237-243.

37. “Preliminary Report of Richard P. Strong, M.D., Director of Sanitary Com-
mission to Serbia of the American Red Cross,” October 25, 1915, RAC, RG 1.1,
Box 74, folder 705; Walter Hines Page to Secretary of State,, November 16, 1914,
USNA, RG 59, M357, roll 1; Pupin to Pasic, March 8 and 15, 1915 and Pasic to
Pupin, March 18, 1915, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 74, folder 706; Red Cross to Jerome
Greene, March 6, 1915; Rose to Greene, March 13, 1915; Rockefeller Foundation
to Greene, March 13, 1915; NN to NN, March 31, 1915, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 75,
folder 712; Bicknell to Ryan, March 25, 1916, RAC, RG 1.1, Box 75, folder 712.



40 Ideology, Politics and Diplomacy in East Central Europe

Disease nonetheless raged through the spring of 1915, reaching nine
thousand new cases daily in April, leading the Red Cross to deem the ty-
phus epidemic in Serbia “the most severe one of this disease which has
occurred in modern times.” Beyond military deaths, there were already at
least 150,000 civilian casualties.3®

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

While Serbia’s strategic fate was being decided elsewhere, the domestic
struggle against typhus made headway in 1915. By the summer the
Rockefeller Foundation reported the disease contained, moreover, the coun-
try was “not in any great distress for food.” Serbia was “very much in the
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minds of the great nations and was “receiving much assistance,” hence, no
further aid efforts were contemplated after the summer of 19135. Strong left
Serbia in the fall of 19135, after a month without a new case of typhus. He
pronounced the medical condition of the military and civilian population
alike as “excellent.”!

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

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

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

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

The British responded with a series of actions. They were so convinced
that the Austrians were plundering Serbia that they prevented food from
all other countries from being imported. Their principal focus was nearby
Romania.*” Reports from medical workers in Serbia, as well as the Ameri-
can minister in Bucharest, confirmed that London had joined the French in
systematically buying up Romanian stocks. If that proved impossible, the
British would pressure the Romanians not to honor deliveries to Serbia.*
London also insisted that all neutral relief workers leave Serbia.*” Hence-
forth, the British announced, the Central Powers would be exclusively re-
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sponsible for providing food to the population, a position identical to that
which they adopted regarding German-occupied Poland.*® Paris seconded
the British actions and informed American relief agencies that sending aid
to Serbia would only “encourage . . . organized pillage” by the occupiers.’!
For their part, the Austrians admitted that international aid for Serbia was
unnecessary. However, the Allied charges of wholesale requisitioning were
adamantly denied by the Red Cross director for the Balkans who person-
ally vouched for the fact that “not an atom of the food brought in . . . [for
relief purposes] has gone to any but Servian mouths.”*?

Having decided to restrict access to Serbia, the British subsequently would
not relent. After the summer of 1916, the importation of foodstuffs from
Romania became impossible because Bucharest joined the war, and the
British would not allow the blockade to be lowered for shipments from
abroad. London’s insistence that all food to Serbia went, ultimately, to
Austria was maintained for the rest of the war, despite efforts by neutrals
and appeals from the Serbian government-in-exile. After American bellig-
erency, in April 1917, the State Department used virtually identical words
to refuse the urgent appeals from the Serbian government for aid. It be-
came increasingly difficult to repeat the assertions because the Austrians
had furnished whatever guarantees against requisitioning the British—and
later the Americans—had insisted were crucial.’® Nonetheless, the policy
remained unaffected. In a particularly revealing “confidential” post scrip-
tum to an internal State Department memorandum, it was noted: “Neither
the Department nor the British Government are [sic] inclined to consider
this matter at all favorably and we are endeavoring to refuse the request
politely without antagonizing the Serbian Government.**
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Remaining efforts to aid the Serbs were restricted to refugees at Salonika
and scattered other places. As a result, relief agencies spent very little for
Serbia after 1916. The Red Cross, for example, announced in early 1917
that it would suspend all relief operations directed at Serbia and Montenegro,
having spent all told perhaps $200,000 since the beginning of the war.5
This virtual termination of outside aid to Serbia, largely at British insis-
tence, was to be bitterly premature. Deprived of large-scale relief and vexed
by Austrian, and especially Bulgarian, exactions, the Serbs were much in
need during the last two years of the war.’® Recent Serbian studies have
concluded that by 1917 the number of seriously ill again reached well into
six figures and, because of food shortages, the fatality rate soared to one-
third of the population.’” The circumstances of the last year of the war are
described movingly in Milovan Djilas’ celebrated autobiography, Land
Without Justice:

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

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

In sum, Western interest in the plight of the Serbs was considerable,
though belated and short-lived. An émigré Serbian historian has lamented
that “1915 was the most tragic year in Serbian history . . . and [with] no
real help from her allies.”*® This is certainly true in a military and political
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sense, but only partially so as concerns relief. The Allies were willing to
extend considerable medical aid to the Serbs, though they failed to prevent
catastrophic casualties. Later they—especially the British—seemed very
concerned about oversupplying the Serbs, a phenomenon not in evidence
as regards Belgium. Doubtless, the poor synchronization between need and
response was due in large part to the suddenness and immensity of the
Serbian difficulties: epidemics, and later military disaster, with the con-
comitant breakdown of the infrastructure of food and medicine. As a re-
sult, the magnitude of the Serbian plight was incomparably greater than
that suffered by the Belgians.

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

We should, however, not exaggerate even the brief interval of Western
sympathy for the Serbs. Despite the efforts directed towards it in the early
years of the war, Serbia was never a real rival to the Belgian relief cause. By
1916, when the Rockefeller Foundation (which had been the principal fi-
nancial supporter of medical aid to Serbia) calculated that it had spent
perhaps $100,000 in Serbia and Montenegro, it was musing over a new
drive to garner forty times that for additional aid to Belgium. The founda-
tion concluded that “Belgium had a special claim upon the sympathy and
help of the rest of the world.”®> More important, the British and French
governments made it clear that Serbia was not to be equated with Belgium.
The British ambassador to Washington, Sir Arthur Spring Rice, told the
secretary of state in the spring of 1916 that London would object “most
strongly” were an analog to the CRB to be contemplated for Serbia. The
British insisted, despite assurances from relief personnel on the spot, that
the Austrians were “stripping” Serbia and that relief efforts would “merely
relieve the Austrian Government of their responsibility.” Because the guar-
anties in effect regarding Belgium were, according to Spring Rice, “unsatis-
factory,” a second relaxation of the blockade, this time for Serbia, was
absolutely out of the question.® It is noteworthy that neither Spring Rice
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nor his superior, Sir Edward Grey, made the argument that Serbia did not
need food, which was at least arguable at some occasions; rather, they
insisted that since it was an obligation of the Central Powers to feed the
Serbs, importation of foodstuffs would unquestionably be requisitioned.64
In fact, London complained that continuing efforts by American relief agen-
cies were playing into German and Austrian hands by allowing them a
propaganda weapon to use against the Allies; in reality, the Central Powers
disposed of “enormous stocks” of food, which they were legally required
to expend on the Serbs.65 Hence, the needs of the Serbs were not really
denied by the British; rather, they were rendered irrelevant by recasting the
issue into a debate concerning the legal obligations of occupation regimes.
Of course, the same arguments could have been adduced regarding Bel-
gium, but there the blockade was relaxed.

The adamant defense of a stringent blockade coincided, notably, with
the fact that by the late spring of 1916, it had finally become “water-tight.” ¢
Previously, London assumed considerable leakage resulted in importations
of food into Austria or Germany, even if indirectly. Within Britain there
took place a major reconceptualization of the blockade after mid-19135.
The so-called “ginger group” pressed the government for a far more effi-
cient prosecution of the war, especially through the use of sea power and
the blockade. This was matched by a press campaign denouncing the exist-
ing blockade efforts as ineffective.®” The ability of the cabinet, and particu-
larly Foreign Secretary Grey, to resist these growing demands for a more
stringent enforcement declined in the last half of 1915. The “ginger group”
announced by December that they would oppose “any relaxation” of the
blockade “on any ground.” The result was the creation of a new Ministry
of Blockade under an extreme devotee of a tight blockade, Lord Robert
Cecil, and his equally ardent subordinate, Eyre Crowe.®® The victory for
the extreme pro-blockade faction was complete by 1916, the very time
when Serbian—and Polish—relief efforts would be calling for its abridg-
ment. Hence, London was being asked to lower the blockade just when it
had become convinced that it was becoming effective.
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III. The Failure to Relieve Poland

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

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

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

Hence, in the spring of 1915, Hoover took the lead in attempting to
organize an “International Commission for Relief in Poland” and acquired
substantial financial support from the Rockefeller Foundation as well as a
considerable German contribution.”” However, neither the Russian nor the
British government would cooperate in allowing the importation of food-
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stuffs across the blockade, and the whole effort proved abortive. Interna-
tional relations broke down in mutual recrimination. Berlin promised to
provide for the Poles from its own stocks, and the British responded that
this action justified their intransigence as it demonstrated that the Central
Powers had food in sufficiency and must have been guilty of requisitioning.
Thus, their obduracy regarding the blockade was, in London’s eyes, justi-
fied ex post facto.”

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

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

In October, the main Polish relief agency in Warsaw pleaded with Hoover
to try again to relieve Poland, now that the situation had both increased in
scope and expanded in magnitude. The Rockefeller Foundation informed
the State Department that the situation in Poland was “more desperate
than it has been at any time in Belgium.”’¢ The American press was filled
with ghastly reports from Poland. A special correspondent of the Chicago
Tribune reported: “These poor people must starve to death unless America
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feeds them. . . . If something is not done to aid them at once there will be no
need to send provisions to them, because they will be dead.”””

Hoover began intensive negotiations for the importation of food. In gen-
eral, the Germans were cooperative; the British were not. The major stum-
bling block was the British insistence on the inviolability of the blockade.”
As far as London was concerned, the question of Polish relief was, ulti-
mately, a blockade question, which meant it was essentially a “military”
decision, and the military necessity of the blockade had already been ac-
cepted in London, and hence by the Allies.” British public opinion, which
became so exercised over Belgium, could countenance a far worse situation
in Poland. Stuart Wallace has explained this seeming anomaly:

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

equivalent to helping the enemy’.*

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

Suffering in Poland became a major public issue in the United States,
immensely encouraged by the Polish American lobby under the direction
of the famous pianist-statesman Ignacy Jan Paderewski.®> The American
government was sympathetic to the Poles and began to press the British for
concessions. London, however, was adamant and blamed the whole prob-
lem on German requisitioning.®’ The British increasingly viewed efforts to
arrange international relief for Poland as either part of, or at least facilitat-
ing some gargantuan German plot. Grey and his ambassador in Washing-
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ton, Spring Rice, saw organized Polish American agitation as evidence of
German machinations, and the sympathy of the Wilson administration for
Polish efforts was explained as crass ethnic politics in an election year.®
The solution was to appear to negotiate and consider the various propos-
als, yet insist on impossible conditions and thereby sabotage them.3

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

This was obviously an effort to sabotage Polish relief, masquerading as
assent, because the whole project would require enormous negotiation and
involve Berlin, Vienna, and probably Sofia, whereas a practical scheme for
Poland had already been worked out between Hoover and the Germans.®
Despite major efforts by both the State Department, and various relief agen-
cies, notably the Rockefeller Foundation,® the whole issue descended into
a pointless squabble by the late summer of 1916.*° The American press
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reacted bitterly to the failure of the negotiations, and considerable blame
was attached to the British. Nonetheless, on the whole, the reaction of
both the American government and public opinion was one of disappoint-
ment rather than blame. In other words, the British did not suffer any
serious loss of public esteem as a result of their refusal to cooperate regard-
ing Polish relief.”!

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

IV. Conclusions

By the end of the First World War, Belgium had received hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars in aid, a major international relief agency had prevented
starvation and privation, and the Belgian population was, by all accounts,
well fed, well clothed, and in good health. The total casualties suffered by
Belgium during the war had not exceeded 75,000.”* By comparison, Serbia
had lost at least one-fourth of its prewar population of four and one-half
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million.** The country was, by war’s end, “destitute of supplies,” its com-
munications and transportation systems broken down. It had 500,000 or-
phans, most of them homeless, and a large part of the country was “suffer-
ing from semi-starvation,” the remainder exhausted and with few medical
supplies.” Poland presented a similar picture of misery. Wartime deaths
were estimated at approximately one million with an equal number wounded
or crippled.”® By the armistice, the country was devastated: starvation threat-
ening at least five million of an estimated twenty-seven million, wreckage
everywhere, and the medical system in ruins.”” Why did the world react
with such alacrity and sustained concern for the needs of Belgium and yet
prove, relatively, so niggardly with aid to far more grievously beset Serbia
and Poland?”® The answer can be found under several broad headings.
Belgian suffering was chronologically the first and captured world at-
tention, whereas Polish and Serbian problems, however great, became nec-
essarily part of the welter of war news arriving after the public had become
gradually inured to reported horrors.” Moreover, to Western public opin-
ion, Belgium was a familiar part of Europe, whereas Poland and Serbia
were strange and distant places, located, none too precisely, in the exotic
east. In practical terms, the Belgians were close to Atlantic-borne importa-
tion of food. Serbia and Poland, by comparison, were farther away and far
more difficult to access. Second, it cost a tremendous amount to supply
Belgium; adding Serbia, and especially large Poland, to relief efforts would
have presented the world with gargantuan bills. Third, whereas Belgium
was quite industrialized, Serbia and Poland were largely agricultural; they
should have been able to provide for their populations.'® If they did not,
requisitioning by the Central Powers seemed the inevitable explanation.
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But these explanations are not sufficient. They explain why the Western
Allies may have been unable to relieve Serbia and Poland, but not why they
were unwilling to do so. That requires a consideration of larger factors. Here,
two are of equal weight and intimately intertwined. First, we must consider
the question of wartime strategy. For France, Belgium was inseparable from
the defense of France itself, and London, even before the war, came to regard
Belgium as vital to British strategic interests. Neither Serbia nor Poland en-
joyed such exalted status in the considerations of the Western Allies. Serbia
was significant only so long as it was able to maintain itself against the Cen-
tral Powers. When it was overrun in 19135, it lost this status. Indeed, because
Serbian territorial ambitions complicated British, French, and Russian abili-
ties to bargain at will with Balkan territories in an effort to win the support of
Bulgaria, Greece, or Italy, Serbia became a strategic impediment by late 1915.
As for Poland, it was until 1917 regarded by Paris and London as exclusively
within the penumbra of Russian strategic considerations. Hence, the Western
Allies avoided any actions involving Poland as long as Russia was able to
assert its preemptive authority over the region.

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

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

101. As early as February 1915, Grey was being pressured to maintain a strict
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can friendliness”; vide Stephen Roskill, Hankey: Man of Secrets, Vol. I, 1877-1918
(New York, 1970), 157-158.
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relief had been arranged only over “violent objections” in England and
further relief efforts faced enormous difficulties that were essentially “a
matter of psychology.”!?

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

One does not need to be an adherent of Avner Offer’s thesis'® concern-
ing the fundamental nature of food importation to British strategy to agree
that the British ascribed enormous importance to restricting importations
to continental Europe as perhaps the major factor in winning the war.!%
Serbia and Poland ran afoul of so profoundly held a conviction.

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

Finally, we must consider the relative significance of the “cause” of Bel-
gian relief versus Serbian or Polish need. Belgium virtually preempted the
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charitable energies of the Western public. Among the British, Belgian relief
gained more financial contributions than any other wartime charity if we
exclude aid sent to British soldiers. In the United States, which provided by
far the greatest financial support for European relief, Belgium was a veri-
table colossus. By early 19135, the major Polish and Serbian relief funds had
each amassed $40,000 in public donations in the United States, but for
Belgium the amount was $1,000,000; indeed, Belgian relief had earned
almost $50,000 within the first fortnight of the war.'”” This disparity con-
tinued throughout the conflict. President Wilson proclaimed January 1,
1916, “National Polish Relief Day” in the United States. The results were
pitiful: less than $5,000 was collected throughout the entire country. The
appalled administration decided not even to proclaim a similar “Day” for
the Serbians— or anybody else—because similarly poor results were antici-
pated.'® Secretary of State Lansing advised the president to proclaim no
other national relief days. There simply was not enough support from the
American public for any country other than Belgium.

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

Such colossal sums were demanded for Belgium that a “high pressure
campaign was maintained on its behalf.” !> This was necessary for the CRB,
which raised during the war the staggering sum of nearly $1billion on be-
half of Belgium,'"® and was also a convenient focus for public sympathies
from the point of view of the Allies.
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Despite the fact that Belgian suffering quickly ceased to be acute, even
serious, campaigns for continued, even increased, funds were incessant. In
mid-19135 the vice chairman of the CRB demanded that the American pub-
lic double its donation rate for Belgium (then running twenty-five to forty
times higher than the rates for Poland and Serbia).'* Indeed, the American
public never gave substantial amounts to either Poland or Serbia; much of
the money collected came from the relatively impoverished ethnic commu-
nities in the United States. (This would include the Polish Jews’ support for
their co-religionists in Europe.) Why the American public was so disposed
is an intriguing question, though impossible to answer with certainty. Or-
thodox Serbia may well have seemed alien to the public, and though Bel-
gium and Poland were both heavily Roman Catholic, the former was part
of the unfamiliar east of Europe, which had recently deposited so many not
particularly welcome immigrants in the United States. The American public’s
disdain for southern and eastern Europeans doubtless made their home-
lands’ distress less sympathetic.

Despite the minuscule financial support for relief to these eastern coun-
tries, devotees of Belgian relief resented their intrusion into the public con-
science and stressed the unique call Belgian had on the sympathies and
support of the public. Even the Rockefeller Foundation, which devoted
enormous attention, though little actual money, to Serbian and especially
Polish relief in 1915-1916, originally was not interested in the relief needs
of the east of Europe: “our resources may be preempted in Western Eu-
rope,” the foundation declared in November 1914.'5 It was in many ways
a prophetic declaration.

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

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

Finally, in a very real sense neither Serbia nor Poland really received
relief at all during the war. Only Belgium was the recipient of a steady
supply of food, clothing, and medicine that allowed its civilian population
to abide. Serbia received teams of physicians, medicines, and technical aid
in combating epidemics. This succor was very brief and cost very little.
However, when Serbia requested major outside support in food, clothing,
and other assistance, it received little or nothing. The Poles, by compari-
son, did not have the sudden dramatic epidemic that did much of the kill-
ing in Serbia. In Poland the population died due to malnutrition, exposure,
and exhaustion. No effort to alleviate this distress was consummated. In-
stead, a steady but pathetic stream of money and supplies flowed in, but it
was very little compared to the need. Certainly, this much is true: The only
factor that did not play a major role was the distress of the population.
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Chapter 3

“This Troublesome Question”: The
United States and the “Polish
Pogroms” of 1918-1919

Neal Pease

On April 10 a news dispatch appeared that fifty Jews had been lined up
against a wall and executed by command of a Major in the Polish Army. A
great outcry broke out in the American press. Paderewski was in Paris and 1
suggested that he should have an investigation made at once. In the meantime,
we sent one of our staff to investigate and found there was really not much
truth in the story. But it still raged in the American press and began to
threaten our relief work. On June 2nd I wrote President Wilson suggesting
that with Paderewski’s approval, an official American Mission be sent to look
into the matter. General Edgar Jadwin, Mr. Homer Johnson, and Mr. Henry
Morgenthau were appointed as the Commission. These gentlemen did a fine
service by exposing falsity and creating a generally more wholesome atmo-
sphere.
Herbert Hoover, The Memoirs of Herbert Hoover:
Years of Adventure, 1874-1920 (New York, 1951), 357-58.

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

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

1. The quotations are from Harry M. Rabinowicz, The Legacy of Polish Jewry:
A History of Polish Jews in the Inter-War Years, 1919-1939 (New York and Lon-
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movement at the turn of the century, openly called for the reduction of
Jewish influence in a free Poland. At the same time, a growing minority of
Polish Jewry was abandoning its customary civic passivity and adopting
Zionism or other creeds foreseeing a Jewish political destiny separate from
the Poles.

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

These developments partially accounted for the readiness of interna-
tional opinion to believe that the misfortunes of Polish Jewry in 1918-19
stemmed from deliberate pogroms, encouraged or winked at by the new
state authorities, rather than the chaos and warfare still prevalent in the
east of Europe. In a sense, the armistice had not ended the world war in the
eastern zone of the continent, where the violent and disorderly course of
the Russian revolution and civil war and the fixing of new frontiers raged
for two more years. In that stormy interlude, Poland battled a variety of
Bolshevist, Lithuanian, and Ukrainian forces for control of the kresy, which
became a no-man’s-land of warring factions patrolled by imperfectly disci-
plined troops and inexperienced officers. Swept up in the maelstrom, the
Jews of the region found themselves in harm’s way despite their efforts to
lie low during the fray. Blatant and brutal attacks against Jews emphati-
cally did occur, but opinions differed then, and continue to differ now,
about the applicability of the term “pogrom” to these incidents.* Most of
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part, the Morgenthau report consciously strove to limit usage of the word “po-
grom” as an elastic and imprecise term applied indiscriminately to a broad range of
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more general, less emotive “excesses.”
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the Jewish casualties attributed to pogroms in fact took place within the
context of military encounters that afflicted Jewish and gentile civilians
alike, and killed more of the latter. Jews plainly suffered a disproportionate
share of injuries for many reasons—the concentration of their numbers in
the most hotly contested cities, their heightened vulnerability as shop own-
ers to looting and bread riots, bullyragging by licentious soldiers, mob thug-
gery in anarchic conditions, distrust of Jewish political allegiance—but these
were neither sponsored or condoned by the Polish government nor as nu-
merous as reported. In all; approximately three hundred Jews perished by
violence in Poland during these months, far fewer indeed than in other
troubled areas of East and Central Europe. Even so, the charges that Poles
were butchering thousands of Jews, inflated by hearsay and hyperbole,
captured the attention of the world.*

Accounts of pogroms in Poland first arose in November 1918 in the
wake of the Polish capture of Lwow after prolonged combat with adher-
ents of the West Ukrainian Republic. Within days, press dispatches, princi-
pally of German and Austrian origin, began to circulate contending that
Polish authorities had permitted, or even organized, the slaughter of as
many as three thousand Jews in that city. Initiating a pattern that would
recur in coming months, a second generation of articles presently disputed
the original reports as misrepresentations of a military operation, but the
journalistic maxim that accusations outweigh denials held true.’ The news
elicited expressions of shock and indignation, and the protests grew with
the appearance of similar tales of anti-Jewish excesses. From the beginning
the stories provoked the sharpest response in the English-speaking lands,
above all the United States, the country that had waged the war as a cru-
sade for liberal democracy and the liberation of East Central Europe. U.S.
public opinion invested much hope in resurrected Poland and reacted re-
proachfully to these rumored abuses, being untutored in the ethnic and
political complexities of the Polish lands and, according to many Poles,
conveniently inclined to forget the imperfections in America’s own record
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of treatment of minorities. The United States also was home to a large,
influential, and articulate Jewry, whose most visible leadership favored Polish
independence but placed little faith in the Poles’ intentions toward their
Jews. Already by early December Jewish spokesmen had appealed to Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson to protect Polish Jews, and a groundswell of public
censure of Poland had begun to surface.®

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

19. The culture of jocular anti-Semitism that reigned at the Warsaw legation
may be observed passim in the Gibson Papers and in the manuscript collections of
other mission staff, such as the Arthur Bliss Lane Papers, Sterling Library, Yale
University, and the Jay Pierrepont Moffat Papers, Houghton Library, Harvard Uni-
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20. In FRUS 1919, v. 2, William Phillips to Gibson, April 25, 1919, 748; Polk to
Gibson, May 28, 1919, 750; Gibson to Polk, May 31, 1919, 752-753; Gibson to
Phillips, June 15, 1919, 764.

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

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

22. Gibson to Phillips, June 17, 1919, Gibson to Polk, June 20, 1919, FRUS
1919, v. 2, 765-769; Gibson to Mrs. Frank Gibson, June 1, 1919, Gibson Papers;
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and Cyrus Adler castigated its revival of “old slanders” as an exercise in
blaming the victim.** When Gibson arrived in Paris later that month to
consult with senior U.S. officials, Brandeis and Frankfurter confronted him
with threats that the American Jewish lobbies would work to block his
confirmation as minister to Warsaw. A man of thin skin and short fuse,
Gibson raged at his Jewish critics: if their vendetta provoked anti-Semitic
riots in Poland, the “blood guilt” would be theirs.”® Under fire, the envoy
to Warsaw understandably posed no objection when his chiefs decided to
transfer custody of the investigation to another, more formal panel.?®
Even before the Gibson inquest collapsed in fiasco, the plan of con-
structing an official American commission to examine the alleged Polish
pogroms had seemed to many a logical step; indeed, the Polish government
and numerous Jewish groups already had accepted the idea in principle
when the rumors of atrocities first began to circulate in the last weeks of
1918.%” The project revived on June 2 when Herbert Hoover of the ARA,
following consultations with Prime Minister Paderewski, wrote to Presi-
dent Wilson to warn that the controversy, if left to burn, could do “a great
deal of harm”; exaggerated reports of anti-Semitic violence jeopardized
the repute of the Polish state, and “it must be a fundamental principle with
us that we must support the Polish Republic.” To allay the rumors and
prescribe any necessary correctives in Warsaw’s posture toward the Jewish
minority, Wilson should appoint a board of inquiry including American
Jews of “broad character”—for example, Henry Morgenthau. The presi-
dent replied the next day that he favored the proposal both as a means of
aiding Poland and as a solution to “this troublesome question of the treat-
ment of the Jewish people.” On June 5 Hoover’s suggestion won the blessing
of the U.S. Commissioners Plenipotentiary, who endorsed the judgment that
Morgenthau would make “an excellent Jewish member” of the panel.?®
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Morgenthau attractiveness to the American decision makers in large
part derived from the very qualities that rendered him suspect to the U.S.
Jewish activists. When Hoover spoke of his “broad character,” he meant
precisely that Morgenthau differed fundamentally from the other Jewish
delegates at Paris: as a Jew who nonetheless opposed Zionism and warmly
backed Polish statehood, he could be trusted to lend credibility to the in-
vestigation while addressing a delicate issue in an impartial and respon-
sible fashion. However, the American Jews at the conference saw the ques-
tion in a much different light, and once word of Morgenthau’s impending
nomination as head of the inquiry started to circulate, to a man they pressed
him to step down. Marshall, Adler, and their colleagues argued that no Jew
should serve on the commission as a matter of propriety; privately they
objected to the selection of Morgenthau himself, doubting his commitment
to Jewish interests and worrying that he would merely lend legitimacy to a
prefabricated acquittal of Poland. Morgenthau bowed to their advice and
asked to be excused, agreeing that the task was best left to a gentile.”

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

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

29. Morgenthau, All in a Life-Time, 352-353; Adler, I Have Considered, 319;
Harlan B. Phillips, ed., Felix Frankfurter Reminisces (New York, 1960), 156; Min-
utes of daily meetings of the Commissioners Plenipotentiary, June 13, 1919, FRUS
1919: PPC, v. 11, 232-233.

30. House Diary, June 25 and June 26, 1919.
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region established more orderly conditions in the areas of heavy Jewish
settlement. Furthermore, the conclusion of the Polish minority-protection
treaty in Paris on June 28, partially in response to the disquieting reports
from eastern Poland, considerably reduced the urgency of the pogrom ques-
tion in the eyes of Jewish leaders. Achievement of this compact had become
the centerpiece of the Jewish delegations’ East European agenda, and ulti-
mately the peacemakers exacted similar pledges from the other “successor
states.” While these governments resented the treaties as insults to their
sovereignty by great powers unwilling to apply the same standards to them-
selves, the Jewish spokesmen celebrated them as satisfactory charters of Jew-
ish citizenship in the emancipated countries. With this victory in hand, Marshall
and his colleagues called on Polish Jews to set aside the hostilities of the past
and offer allegiance to a Poland now obliged to uphold their rights.*

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The studied ambiguity of the Morgenthau report, its careful allotment
of sympathy and reproach to all parties, permitted diverse interpretations
of its message. Lifted from context, isolated passages could offend or please
anti-Semites, Jewish activists, and champions or detractors of Poland alike.
Outraged Zionists condemned it as “Morgenthau’s whitewash,” the “de-
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liberate treachery” of a renegade Jew against his own, but Marshall also
could cite it as evidence that Poland needed to raise its standards of con-
duct toward the Jews.’! For their part, Polish officials elected to accentuate
the positive and focus on the American’s dismissal of the pogrom charges
and warm regard for Poland as a stronghold of democracy and Allied loy-
alties, and they greeted his ruling as essentially favorable.*

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the long run, the Morgenthau commission failed to undo the damage
to Poland’s reputation wrought by the lurid charges of anti-Semitic out-
bursts. To the extent that the controversy of 1918-19 made any lasting
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impression on public memory, the sensational accounts of Jewish massa-
cres in Pifisk and elsewhere outweighed the drier rebuttals of the investiga-
tors and reinforced the popular equation of Poland with cruelty toward
Jews. John Maynard Keynes spoke for many when, in the course of his
celebrated diatribe against the peace treaties, he memorably dismissed Po-
land as “an economic impossibility with no industry but Jew-baiting.”’*
Concerning American opinion, the Polish Foreign Ministry resignedly took
for granted that Warsaw would bear the stigma of anti-Semitism indefi-
nitely.*® The association of Poland with violent animus toward Jews lin-
gered in the U.S., dormant for the time being but easily revived.’” More-
over, the tales of Jewish bloodbaths in Poland at the end of the World War
refused to die, and, with repetition, crystallized into “common knowledge”:
the “Polish pogroms” had entered the realm of sturdy myth.
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Chapter 4

The Socialist Imprint on International
Relations in Interwar Europe

William L. Blackwood

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

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

The immediate background to the Dawes-Locarno package was the
unrest that had afflicted Germany ever since the November revolution of
1918. The German crisis had intensified in early 1923, when Belgian and
French troops marched across the Rhine into the Ruhr Valley in retaliation
for Berlin’s unilateral declaration of a reparations moratorium. Four years
and a few months after the armistice, militarized foreign control of many
of Germany’s most important mines and heavy industries exacerbated even
further the witch’s brew of political violence, social protest, and hyperin-
flation that inflamed left- and right-wing extremism and threatened to shatter
fragile German republicanism. Events such as the massacre of thirteen Krupp
workers by French troops played into the hands of radical nationalists and
communists alike. The communists’ so-called Schlageter line, named after
a right-wing German paramilitary executed by the French in the Ruhr, com-
pleted the circular connection between right- and left-wing extremism. In
the words of Karl Radek, the tireless, multilingual revolutionary journey-
man of the Communist International (Comintern), the Weimar Republic’s
confrontation with France in the Ruhr had transformed “nationalism, used
earlier to strengthen the bourgeois governments,” into “a means of intensi-
fying the existing capitalist collapse.”! The communist embrace of nation-
alism went hand in hand with an appeal for a broad united front “from
below” of workers and the lower middle classes. With the specter of an
extremist dictatorship in Germany looming large, Europe’s socialists moved
into the vanguard of the movement to save Europe by rescuing Germany.
Discussions among the Belgian socialist leadership at the onset of the Ruhr
crisis illustrated how ideology and pragmatic concerns created a rationale
for sustaining and collaborating with German democracy. Belgium had a
direct stake in reparations, and the still-fresh memory of the German mili-
tary occupation stroked anti-Germany emotions. The Belgian socialists
deemed German payments indispensable, albeit in a reduced amount. At
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the same time, they explicitly framed their discussion of how to go about
extracting money from Germany in terms of the need to strengthen Ger-
man socialism in the internationalist struggle against French “reaction,”
which, all European socialists argued, threatened to turn the Ruhr into a
communist bastion and, for good measure, to wreck definitively the Ger-
man economy. In Paris, the kind of reasoning gave rise to assertions that
socialism’s “subordination of national policies to the interests of the prole-
tarian class” sought to undermine the defense of French national interests.
Meanwhile, Belgian diplomatic traffic from Berlin made it clear that con-
cern about German stability extended beyond socialist circles. Radek’s ac-
tivities in Germany were tracked closely and portrayed as an attempt to
align Germany with Russia by harnessing German nationalism for
cummunism.? Most socialists in Western Europe had looked askance at
Czechoslovakia and Poland’s acquisition of formerly Austrian and Ger-
man territories and the end of World War I. With the fate of the Weimar
Republic appearing to hang in the balance in early 1923, the pernicious
ideological current flowing from Russia into Germany further strength-
ened the socialist inclination to deal with Germany at the expense of it
immediate eastern neighbors.

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

One war and yet another division of Europe later, Locarno’s twenty-
fifth anniversary was a time for pondering what might have been. In 1950,
Joseph Paul-Boncour, an independent socialist who had represented France
at the League of Nations while working closely with Briand to promote
Franco-German understanding, christened Locarno “the first tangible mani-
festation of the spirit of European Union.” In an effort to link the past to
the present, he conditioned West Germany’s transformation into a respon-
sible member of the community of nations on European unification. A
further, if somewhat far-fetched contemporary twist on Locarno was to be
found in Paul-Boncour’s assertion that the principles driving European union
also drove the Western commitment to the U.S.-led United Nations’ de-
fense of South Korea against invasion from communist North Korea. For
his part, a German commemorator of Lorcarno’s silver anniversary postu-
lated that, had Stresemann been alive in 1950, “he and Winston Churchill
would have fought side by side for the same lofty cause at the Strasbourg
meeting of the Council of Europe.” Instead, it fell to Chancellor Konrad
Adenauer to make “the choice between East and West, between playing
ball with the Soviets or becoming an integral part of a united Europe.”’
West Germany’s quest for a usable history aside, Adenauer made for a
rather peculiar Stresemann successor. The Catholic politician and lord mayor
of Cologne who went on to become the founding father of the Federal
Republic had not liked Stresemann, and he had not shared the latter’s goals
during the crisis year 1923. Nor was it the Christian Democrat Adenauer,
but rather the leader of German socialism, Kurt Schumacher, who, after
the Second World War, advocated a third path for Germany as part of a
united Europe much closer in its underlying goals, if not its ideological
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packaging, to Churchillian conceptions than Adenauer’s own nose-to-the-
ground policies.

Back in the fall of 19235, the kind of unity for Western Europe supported
by the United States twenty years later was nowhere to be had. This made
the allusions swirling around the gathering in the remote corner of Switzer-
land that much more fantastic. The Times of London deemed Locarno, not
Versailles, the “genuine Treaty of Peace,” “a very great and liberating event”
destined to be “a landmark in European history.” In Paris, Le Temps paid
homage to “an outstanding act in the development of European politics”
that inspired joy “throughout the world, wherever people long for peace
and dignified labour.” In the bitterly divided journalistic landscape of Ber-
lin, the middle-of-the-road Vossische Zeitung predicted that Locarno would
enter the history books as the place “where nations ... succeeded in finally
attaining real peace” by putting down a “milestone on the path to a closer
union of the European states. “Germany’s other major liberal daily, the
Frankfurter Zeitung, hopped on the same bandwagon. It praised “a great
historical fact” and “the ascendance of the European spirit.” On the other
side of the Atlantic, the Chicago Daily Tribune headline with the dramatic
announcement, “Powers Due to Sign War Death Knell.” Not to be out-
done by its Midwestern rival, the New York Times presented its readers
with an even more sensationalistic announcement: “France and Germany
Bar War Forever.” Manhattan’s largest religious venue, the Cathedral of St.
John the Divine, staged a “solemn service of thanksgiving for the signing of
the treaties of Locarno.” Among the assembled luminaries was Nicholas
Murray Butler, the president of Columbia University, who spoke passion-
ately in favor of greater American involvement in world affairs.®

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

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

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

<«

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

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

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

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

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

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

10. 14 October 1925 Venkov. February 1925 Warsaw-Prague summary report,
in AMZV, Pz, VarSava. For a discussion of how Locarno fit into the overall con-
tours of Czechoslovak foreign policy in the 1920s, see Frank Hadler, “Locarno im
Blickwinkel tschechoslowakischer Aussenpolitik,” Ralph Schattkowsky, ed., Locarno
und Osteuropa. Fragen eines europdischen Sicherbeitssystems in den 20er Jabren
(Marburg, 1994), 147-53. For a comparison of Czechoslovak and Polish reactions
to the genesis of a security arragement confined to the West, see Radko Biach,
Ceskoslovensko a Evropa v poloviné dvacdtych let (Prague, 1996), 106-17. 21
October 1925 Prague-Paris “Commentaires de la presse tchécoslovaque au sujet de
la Conférence de Locarno,” and 23 October 1925 Warsaw-Paris “A/s Retour de M.
Skrzynski Les Accords de Locarno et Popinion polonaise,” In Archives Diplomatiques
du Ministere des Affaires Etrangéres (Paris), Sous-série Grande Bretagne, vol. 85,
86.
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tional system marked the end of a dangerous interlude in European poli-
tics. Locarnites ruled the day with their argument that the moment had
come to end, once and for all, the Weimar Republic’s internal chaos and to
halt its vacillation between half-hearted reconciliation with the West and
full-fledged rapprochement with Soviet Russia, the other traditional great
power left outside by the Versailles system. Based as it was on Berlin’s
disavowal of an active eastern policy designed to deepen Russo-German
relations, Locarno logic necessitated a quid pro quo that would give Ger-
many something in exchange for concessions in the West on reparations
and security. Thanks to the graphical talents of its caricaturists and the
angular prose of its editorialists, Pravda did make for far livelier reading
than its Western counterparts. But the Russian paper’s talk of a German
defeat in October 1925 missed the mark entirely. Locarno did not subordi-
nate Germany to the West. It did create a new outlet for the projection of
German power. With Locarno, a calculus was born that would subsequently
define Germany’s place in international relations well beyond the 1920s.
Namely, how to use ties with the West, which ipso facto imposed certain
limitations on German actions, to create opportunities in the East? Whether
the issue at hand had to do with borders, as after 1918, or with the division
of Germany itself, as after 19435, the problematic interaction between the,
at least, superficially desirable “Europeanisation of the German question”
and the much less salutary “Germanisation of the European question” be-
came apparent for the first time at Locarno.!

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

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

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

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

The Franco-German socialist collaboration was a sign of just how seri-
ously socialists took developments like the Schlageter line. That being said,
another, much weightier and largely ignored historical factor was also at
work. In August 1914, the socialist International had collapsed ignomini-
ously, when workers and their leaders all over Europe abandoned the red
banner and embraced the national colors in an orgy of patriotism. While
the International never became the alternative working-class parliament
that many socialists had anticipated when surveying the effects of Europe’s
first protracted total war, the organization did provide an absolutely vital
framework for the formulation and implementation of a specifically social-
ist approach to international relations. It was through the International
that socialists first overcame the enmity induced by the war and then agreed
on a common set of economic and political policies that contained all of
the key elements subsequently brought to life by Dawes and Locarno. Be-
fore 1914, the best the International could hope to do was to act as a
pressure group capable of coordinating actions among its member parties.
After 1918, by way of contrast, the interparty contacts that the Interna-
tional promoted resonated in cabinets and foreign ministries. Total war
had democratized European politics and elevated socialist influenced to a
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qualitatively new level. To be sure, Karl Kautsky’s statement about “a revo-
lutionary party that does not make revolution” and Eduard Bernstein’s
riposte that the “goal, whatever it may be, is nothing me, the movement is
everything” continued to highlight the profound internal contradictions
that plagued Marxism in its symbiotic relationship with the capitalist state.
The most disastrous consequences of the chasm between theory and prac-
tice were to play themselves out in the domestic politics of Weimar Ger-
many in the late 1920s. In international affairs, however, socialists found
the going easier at a time when they were no longer merely the passive
observers and rhetorical critics of official policies that they had been ear-
lier. In 1919, a Czech socialist marveled at the convocation of an interna-
tional socialist conference on postwar reconstruction in a Swiss spa, this
time Lucerne, where, across a lake, he could gaze at dwellings now occu-
pied by exiled members of the former Habsburg ruling class. In 1923, Ger-
man communists, hardly satisfied with seeing socialists supplant aristo-
crats, sought to discredit the socialist International by branding it an “In-
ternational of ministers” and adorning factory walls with posters that listed
the ministerial positions held by leading socialists from most of the major
states of Europe. A prominent left-wing French professor and pundit scoffed
“at the executive of the Second International, calling it the International
Socialist Cabinet,” since “all of its members were ministers, ex-ministers,
or prospective ministers of State.”'3 This is not to suggest that socialism
dictated the course of European international relations. It is fair to say,
however, that socialism played a decisive role in the selection of options.
Without socialist support, there would have been no Locarno. With social-
ist support, a bona fide collective security arrangement would have stood a
better chance of implementation. When what may aptly be deemed “the
social democratic moment” dawned in Europe, socialism was ready to play
a critical role in the selection of the former over the latter in a way that
generated such great expectations and claims that then gave way to bitter-
sweet speculation about lost opportunities.'

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

Following the left-wing victories in France and Great Britain, socialism’s
mantra-like goal of using international political and economic reconcilia-
tion to strengthen German democracy received a powerful boost in the
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German parliamentary elections of December 1924. At this juncture, Ger-
man radicals of all stripes lost votes to the SPD and other parties commit-
ted to the “execution of the peace treaty and the Dawes plan.” These elec-
tions swung the German political spectrum back from the turn it had taken
the previous May, when the strong showing of nationalists, “super-
nationalists,” and communists had produced a “debacle” for the SPD and
an “incontestable success” for right-wing revanchism. The road to Locarno
was marked with significant, interconnected shifts to the left in the politics
and societies of the three major state actors. Socialism was now directly
linked to official policies in a way that did not jibe well with orthodox
Marxists precepts and which also could be exploited in the confrontation
between the nationalist right and the internationalist left. Communists
throughout Europe regularly accused socialism of having sold out to bour-
geois politics. On the other hand, the German ambassador to London cau-
tioned against excessive public support for the Labour government, lest
British conservatives accuse the latter of “receiving instructions not only
from Moscow, but also from Hamburg,” the site of the interwar socialist
International’s rebirth.'” Of all the major political actors in Europe, social-
ists worked the hardest to mold domestic and international politics into a
cogent whole between the wars. In the mid-1920s, they could point to
abundant evidence of success, as the parallel political developments in
France, Germany, and Great Britain appeared to confirm the democratic
left’s indispensable role in creating a viable, self-reinforcing foundation for
reconciliation rooted in the linkage between domestic and international
politics.'® All of the basic tenets underpinning Locarno politics were part of
the socialist foreign policy consensus. The intent first put on prominent
display at Locarno to bind Germany to European decision-making struc-
tures; the related talk of future European unification in conjunction with
Locarno; the perceived severing of the Soviet-German link through Locarno;
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the implicit rejection of French imperialism at Locarno; the ambivalence
towards Czechoslovakia and Poland officially sanctioned by Locarno; and,
finally, the attendant differences between the two successor states’ reac-
tions to Locarno—all of these key features of Locarno politics were staple
elements of the socialist International’s approach to European affairs after
1918. It was precisely in the socialist milieu that they were first molded
into a coherent policy that found expression at the state level only after
socialists had put them into practice among themselves. It is not an exag-
geration to say that German socialism’s rapid rehabilitation within the In-
ternational set the stage for Germany’s rehabilitation as a great power.
Socialism’s pro-German orientation extended back to the immediate
postwar period and, indeed, back to the war itself. Already in February
1919, in Bern, Switzerland, the Second International had moved to put a
working-class imprint on the pending peace negotiations that were about
to ratify the territorial restructuring already under way in the region be-
tween Germany and Russia. Already before the West European socialists
had buried their war hatchets, the International rejected Czechoslovakia’s
acquisition of the German-inhabited border areas of Bohemia and Moravia;
the prohibition of an Austro-German union; and Poland’s acquisition of an
outlet to the Baltic. The International also questioned the incorporation of
the entire Prussian partition the Polish state as well as the proposed divi-
sion of the industrially developed region of Upper Silesia between Ger-
many and Poland." In Czechoslovakia and Poland, these territorial changes
were widely viewed as a logical consequence of the collapse of multina-
tional rule and as a historical necessity after Germany’s blatant bid for
imperial domination over Eastern Europe during the war. Doubly disturb-
ing from the Czechoslovak and Polish socialist standpoint was the fact that
the International’s pro-German territorial postulates of 1919 glibly passed
over the wartime record of the majority of Austrian and German socialists,
who had embraced Mitteleuropa schemes and their goal of a large, autar-
chic economic entity that would be forever secure against British-led en-
circlement.?® Making matters even worse was the awareness that Germany’s
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military control over the “lands in between” had actually peaked just months
before the armistice. At this juncture, with German war aims in the east
sewed up, the imperial German government had seized on an attempt to
rejuvenate the International at Stockholm in 1917 as an opportunity to
weaken the Allied war effort. The Czech and Polish socialists had, for their
part, sought to use Stockholm as a forum for advancing their own national
aims, which received very short shrift among their European comrades,
who were fixated on halting the war in the West. Raising certain parallels
to Lenin’s trip in the opposite direction in a sealed train provided by the
German government, after the armistice, European socialism’s pro-Ger-
man proclivities made an effortless journey from Sweden to Switzerland
thanks to the deeply ingrained inability to come to terms with the very un-
Marxist confluence of national and social revolution among previously
stateless nations.

An official British report on the Bern conference recorded that the Labour
Party worked hard to build a “golden bridge for the Germans and played
into their hands.” Moreover, the “majority of delegates listened to speeches
of representatives from Poland, etc. with obvious impatience, thereby show-
ing that in their view the question of nationalities is inconvenient as tend-
ing to hamper reconstitution of the Internationale.”?! The bridge put up in
early 1919 was far from complete. Nor did it lead to an immediately dis-
cernible goal. It did, however, point in a direction that, once Franco-Ger-
man cooperation had created a stable foundation, would have both Dawes
and Locarno as way stations. Right after the war, animosities between French
and Belgian socialists and their German comrades were too great to permit
reconciliation in the West. The right wing of the already seriously divided
SFIO was bent on indicting German socialism for its wartime policies and
sought to wrest an open admission of war guilt from its German comrades.
For its part, 