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In part I have sousht to further coherence and avoid reve-
tition by coverins particular items in the case study fornat the
first time they cavwe uDd or neeced to be trourht up., This is in
part resronsihle for the rerhars urfortunate length of my "Systemie
Environ-ent" sectinri. I hore th=t this "as not resvlted in my
ruryins any sems concerning military capatilities under "inter-
ration=]l or-:nizstion. Rather, I have covered relative military
cap~bilitsies vnder "distridbvtion of pover® sand so on. Where the
nlac~~enrt of »n iter has outr-red even nmy psycholoric I have in-

cluded @& bac) referencce,



SYSTEMIC ENVIRCNNMENT

The international system of 1938 can best be characterized
as one of rough global multipolarity, "Global" because its
major membership ranged from Japan in the east throuih the
Soviet Union to the European subsystex dominated by Italy, Ger-
many, France, and Great Britain, and then back to ﬁhe east where
the United States rubbed against Japan. Among these major powers
Germany, Britain, France, and the Soviet Union were the most inm-
portant national actors relative to the crisis over Czechoslovakia
and merit the greatest attention in any att-mpt to examine that
crisis., While consideration of the possible behavior of Japan
and Italy did enter into the calculations of the national actors
most central to the crisis, such considerations were generally
marginal to the course and outcome of the crisis, The United
States was to be of even less importance, |

The international system of 1938 was "roughly global" because
the congeries of power did not form the relatively seamless
though stretched -7eb of influence radiatinz from the major actors
which characterize an idealization of recernt global polarity,
but rather becsuse vower, even for the major actors, was rarkedly
locnl, .even if rotential for geosrsrhic scope was more extensive,
- In 1968 Soviet tank crews took an easy rmorning's drive across
Hungary and Foland into Czechoslovakia, In 1938 the situation
for Soviet tank crewys was quite different with inmense signifi--
cance f2r what transpir<d in that year.

The multipolarity of 1938 was not a tight system of major

power nudeglinz ag:inst major powrr as so0 many billi -rd balls in
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a rack, Rather, in the rack with the major powers ere a number
of imvortant nonks ard crannies filled by reglional actors possess-
ing no mean power in their particular geocrarhic area of the
syst~m, Thelr number included Czechoslovakia, which was probably
first among them in systeric imrortance, as well as Foland,
Hungary, Rrmania and Yugosloavia, Crucial to the systenic
equation was the status of these regzioral powers, whose actual
and potential irportance in the system was nct balanced ty a
firmly established rosition in the systemic status quo. In
1938 the importance of such middle-level states as Czechoslovakia
and Ppland was substantially greater than it is today. Both
as meo~raphic areas and possessors of national power such states
were quite significart in any systeric eguation of power. That
their rosition in the systemic status guo was.in some counsels
penciled in made them doubly‘important in that earlier inter-
national system,

Even with the advantage of retrospection it is particularly
difficult to estimate the distribution of power which obtained
at the time of the crisis over Czechoslovakia, Yet calculetions
of power, some of them'grossly inaccurate, were crucial to the
crisis behavior of a number of irportant actors in 1938, Indeed,
in the eyes of some observers mispercection and misrectresentation
of the pover configuation is seen as the certral asrect of the
crisis outcome, In part confusion as to tower distribution
stems from the destabllizing effects that powerful organizational

ard econcmic tcols brought to bear on given ratios of basic



naflonal economic potential. In part such confusicn derives
from the particular state of military technology and thought
extant in 1938 and thc'rapid changes that military technology
and thought was undergoing. In part such confuslon stems from
«111ful. misrepresentation of power by humzn.actors both during
and well after the crisis, Hence, from all of this, 1t becomes
for the analyst particularly difficult and potentially redun-
dant to separate questions of power distritutlon from questions
of military technology or from questions of powver percention,
Thus.'in the interest of econonmy, this section +ill attempt to
deal 7ith all such zeneral questioué relating to military affairs,

In the 1930's the states of Europe were faced with & con-

catenation of half-understood political and economic potentialities

which cruciaslly related to the military povrer they were able’ to
bring to bear in pursult of intsrnational policy. Operating
from re}atlvely equal economic bases, major European states
contemlated rossible force structures which were unsupportable
in the longz run from the dual perspectives of national w11l and
econonic stability, In a sense one mizht say that developments
in military affalrs reqdired super powers while the only players
actively on the field were middle powers.

Unfortunately for the stability of the r-lation of military
forces and theif utilization, there were forms of economic and
political orzanization available whlch of fered the apparent
potentiality of transforming, if only for a short while, a middle

poter into a super rower, War of course was the nost approvriate
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context in which to utilize such trchnijques and the First torld
yar had demmnctrated '“oth thelr amphetamine-like rotential for
exponentially increasing natlonal performance and élso the moral
and econonmic destruction such utilization ultimately caused in
the national corpus. In the 1930's one set of powers was to
more closely attend to one of these demonstrated effects and
another set of powers was to attend more closely to the other
cfemonstrated effect, While not to make too much of arnalogles,
the situation was one of untrained runne s of a:proximately
equal ability in a long race of undefined length faced with the
agonizing decision of ‘then to put on a burst of effort which
would ultimetely wealen ones reserve, "Agonizirg" is not too
dramatic.a word, for in Germary, Britain, and France much pains-
taking attention =as ziven to the rproblem outlined above, With
full realization that the end result would be a reaking and then
dropving off of German power, Germany was to choose one strategy
for develorment of military power, though in rractice her economic
and political s ét-m was not to be as totﬁlly oriented toward |
building milit-ry s:re;gth as sone observ - rs have claimed.

With the realization that Great Zritaln could not bear the burden
of preparation for modern war for an indefinite period of time,
the British opted for strength in the long run and agonized

over national ability to survive until tr-e short run became the
lors run, France, while rnot isnoring the problem, vacillated
franticall~ bet-reen the two extremes,

Another gue tion to consider before turn'ng to the actu=zl



distribution of prower obtaining in 1938 is that of the military
téchnologv of the period, which in some ways was qulte felevant
to the crisis over Czechoslovakia, The militarv technology of
the Munlch period was of course conventional as opposed to nuclear,
but three new develorments renrecenting elaboration from ex-
periences of the 1914 war added a crucial element of unconven-
tionality to the background of familiarity against 'vhich soldiers
and statssmen roved in 1938 and significantly colored rossibilities,
exnectations, and tehavior during the Munich Crisis. The three,
each of which was misunderstood by at least one party to the
crisis, were stretegic bobardment, elaborate hardened defensive
lines, and, to @ certain extent, armored-mechanized warfare.
Stanley Baldwin's observation that "the bombers -ill slways
et t‘--wrou--;hliL was taken as axiomatic by most EBurorean rowers in
t*e interwar yvears, Experience in World War I, the writinzs
of Douhet, technological develonments favorlngloffensive air
power, and the purrvortedly relevant example of undefended city
bombing in the Spanish Civil Adar, all Wrré factors in instilling
universal if not evenly_distributed fear of aerial attack on |
civil tarsets, On both sides it seemed an unlikely rossitility
that bombers could be storred once they were in the air. One
elther aimed at deterring his enemy or sought to preemptively
eliminate his enemy's bomber alrcraft while they were on the
ground, Once an attack was on, there Was held to be 1little
chance of a victim's sienificantly mitizating the damage he was

to suffer., Such =2 situation was pot-ntially guite unstable.
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In.many ways the situatlon re~embled 'rthat in modern times has
been called the "balance of terror" and shared with that more
modern alance the chaéacteristlc of subjectivity, of balance
being in the eye of the beholder, As a result moments of tension
tended to be intense and more frightening than they otherwise
might have been, especially for those wvho felt the most vunerablé
from the air., Moreover, the net effect of all of ;his, as Robert
Osgood points out, »as to put the nation itself in .the front
lines and to thus even further complicate the difficulties of
ratioﬂal response to the problems faced in conjunction with air
bombardment% ‘

The implic=2tions of hardened fortifications were also new
and.imhortan£ to the military setting of the Munich reriod. In
this case the implications went in the other direction from those
relating to stratezic bombardment and resulted in & heizhtened
sense of securlty for those -tho fthouzht in terms of such for-
tifications. Moreover, France in particular, but also in other
stntes, the exlstence of military force structures which 1n some
cases were overwhelmingly oriented toward more static defense
complicated the problem for decision makers of estimating power
balances, In a sense the rrotlem was one of seeing how many
avples equ-led an orange, When an attempt was made to relate
these differing force structures to differing forelgn policy
needs a comrlex egquation was created +whose dirficult solution

aprears in some cases no" to have been attended to, or perhaps

even attemnted,




Reasoning from the analogy of positional wzrfare as
precticed during the First Jorld War and the lessons the analogy
taught, several powers becan in the 1930's to construct massive
defensive comnlexes. First France, then, with French assistance, . r
Czechoslovakisa, and then, in the midst of the Nunich Crisis,
Germany, &ll sought the advantagze of digging the ditch and
sighting the guns in before hostilities had begun. Each system
of fortifications was theorectically more complex than those
which had gone before, and all rromised security inexpensive
in terms of manpower. All promised more insulation from the
outside world than subsequent history would prove warranted,

though each power as a distirct state was to make a distinct and

different use of that insulation,

The imrlications of the Maginot Line for French passivity

" toward alliance obliszatlons are zenerally “nown. In addition

the existence of the Maginot Line as a focus of attention for

the French defense community caused a conscious Frerch inatten-
tion to developmentg in air and mechanlized warfare. Germany

and Czechoslovakia were to share to a lesser, but still signifi-
cant degree the somewhat mystical French bemusement with the

idea of fixed fortifications. During the crisis Hitler's sense of
security was enhanced and his timing rigidly raced by the Organization
Todf's rapid construction of the West Wall., For the Czechs the _
crisis began then the Anschluss outflaenked their own impressive
system of fortificaticns.and reached 1ts rezk uhen the Germans

wrre able to transfer trains from construction wor's on the West



Nall to troov moverent in the east,

| Finally, scovething should be sald of the erfegt of the
evolving concepnts of armored-mechanized -varfare on the military
milieu, As respectu:ble helrs of the rrussian General Staff,
the Reichswehr had continued developinent of the technigue of
rapid movement. Thne equirment nece:ssary for such warfare and
the i1dea itself of such warfare had great arpeal for Hitler and
other top Nazils, perhaps more than for German mili‘*ary men. On
seeing the first Mark I tank in 1933 Hitler was like a child
with a new toy. Supposedly he had repeated over and over to
Guderian, "That's what I need, That's what I want to have,"
Development of armored-aerial striking forces and the theory
of their vtilization in Germany was to far outprace such develon-
ment in other countries, Other powers were not particularly
imoressed by those techniques and even in 1G40 the rapid events
in France were a rude awakening for the world., Yet Hitler and
other Nazis (though not most German military men) were of the
belief thzat their rarid striking forces would be able to over-
whelm the impressive Czech defenses. The salient existence of the
fascinating and novel-weapons was to maintain German hardliners in
thelr course, ~‘.{et paradoxically German armored competence was
not in 1938 thet it was to be in 1940, A very strong warning
shoild have come when during the Anschluss more than half of
the German motorized vehicles involved had broken down along the

roads, Indeed Hitler himself was later to admit, after inspecting

Czech dafensive wrorks, that he had overrated the ability of his elite

forces to deal 1ith them,
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Numerous popular iccounts picture German strensth as

overthelmineg in 1735, a product of relentless totalitarian
efficlency which, with‘sinmle-winded orient :tion toward total

war, had maximized Gerrany's human and material porrer potential,
Such accounts, vhile leading understanding in the proper direction,
are untrue, In the summer of 1936 when Gerrary began rearmarent

in ‘earnest, she possessed an economic base second only to the

.q
Soviet Union among Euronean rowers. In a 1936 memorandum Hitler

had characterized rearrament production not as an economic rroblem
but as a question of will and had called for "unconditional sub-
ordination of all other desires to pfeserve Germany's national
exlstence.f- In rractice however, hecause of remarkable areas

of EOVernfenkal inefficiency,. military focus on a short rather
than a long war, National Socialist sensitivity to the domestic
effects of inflation and higher taxes, desires for consumer goods
and vublic works, and general failure to aprrehend the princirple
that "a nation c=n finance everything ~hich can be produced,"&
Germany fell dramatic=zlly short of r~alizins the military forces
which Hitler had c=elled for and which the economic base could
have made possible., It was pnly after Stalingrad that Germany
fully mobilized.

Though Germany folloved after 1935 a consistent policy of
exaggerating her military strength and though other powers,
particularly France and Britain, tended to over-rate the force
strength thich Germany positedi Germany nevertheless was probably

the strongzest sinsle rower in 1938, Wnile not going to total
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mobilization, the Natlon=al Socliallist state had, more than any
other state, directed mass energy and economic manipulstion
toward the rrevaration for war. German planners correctly con=-
celved that the burst of speed that they nad put on would begin
to fade in the 1942-44 period and would be surpasseﬁ by the
efforts of others, Coupled with a revisionist mentality, the
logic of such a situation was as inescapable as it was unfortunate.
In 1937 Fromm, head of the Organization Department of the Army
High Command had written,

This situation is unbearable for any length of

time...Is there, or 1ls there not, a fixed in-

tention to send the armed forces 1into action at

a definite point of time? ?

Germany's most marked force sureriority was 1in the air,
In both quantity anrd quality, ard in psychic weight, the German
_air force significantly surpassed any other single air force,
There “as the possitle excertion of the Soviet air force which
could not, howrver, be meaningfully brougnt to bear agsinst
Germany from Russian soil. In 1938 Germany had 2800 modern
first line aircraftqof thich the majority were tactical fighters
and bombers designed for close in support of ground forces. The
level of training for German pilots exceeded that of any other
Ination. In 1937 Germany had cancelled a2 potentially significant
strategic bomber Progreanm and only by "stretching" could existing
ajircraft be utilized for substantial strategic bombardment .
of }arié and London. Fighter bases were not then close enough

" to Britian for the Germans to be able to provide fizhter protection

over Britain,



12

Germany's 1938 army consisted of 45 divisions, This was
not the awesome military force some present day collectors of
Nazil memorabilia imagine it to have heen, at least not in 1934,
There were inadequacies in training, middle-level officers, and
equipment. German ground forces weré. howevér. at least the
equal of any other such force in Europe, pérhaps a bit better,
Thgre rere in September only 3 lenzer divisions. The speed with
which these divisions could be derloyed was limited in the case
of the nlan to reduce Czechoslovakia's defenses by‘the necessity
of using other, slower moving divisions to augment Panzer strength,
As the total complement of troops to be used in the attack
on Czechoslovacia vas widely spread over various points, the
Wwehrmacht High Command rejquired a go-ahead sipnal at least three
days before an invasion of Czechoslovakla was to be actually
launched, Moreover, because of planning +which required utilization
of the cover from early morning fog in the areas to be attacked,
the penultimate order to attack was .required from ritler by the
arred forces hefore noon on the day before attack. Finally,
the same rolling stock was needed for both the frantic West Jdall
construction arainst a French incursion arnd movement of troops
toward Czechoslovakia., Hitler's decision to continue construction
on th= West Vall until the last possitle minute befcore an attack
on Czechoslovakia meant the ma%ing of rigid plans for the loéding
and unloading of trains?l At 2 minimum it -tould take s=veral
days to alter such plans., The 1implication of this, which at

one point the Germans ran ur against, was that even as the pro-
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jected attack date approached earlier plans and dec’'sions con-
étrained thelr a*11ity to move the attack urp. ane the first
two reeks of Sertember were past, an attack could only occur
shortly after September 20. It could not occur before September
20. |

In the Anzlo-Germ=an Naval Agreement of 1935 Germany had
been permitted leeway to construct a substzntial number of capi-
tal ships in a ratio of 35:100 with the Commonwealth., By 1938
the German navy appeared to be strong enough to hold the Baltic
and perhaps able to interfere substantially «with British control
of the North Sea., It was likely, howvever, that Germany would
fall victim of & blockade in the case of 2 long war with Britain.
In such a continzency Germany's earlier.measure toward autarky
would have made some difference, It was estirated in 1938 that
in the event all outside supplirs -—7ere terminazted Germany would
be able to fight a major war for seven months relying only on
internal resources,

Czechoslovakia's defense est=zblishment was quite impressi#e
for a state of her size. She was the most defensively secure
small state in Central Eastern Europe, Her regular army con-
sisted of about 25 divisions, only a few of which were involved
in holding the elaborate and sophisticated series of fortifications
facing the German border., A few were kept in a more mobile
status to fend off poscsible attacks from foland and Hungary.

The remsincder were Yept in the interior as a finsl strong roint.

While it i3 true th=at the Anschluss allowed German forces to out-

A
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flank the southern terminus of Czechoslovazkia's fixed defenses,
north-south communications in the border area with Austria were
less than perfect and the Czechs had been proceeding since the
Anschluss to cover thls flank with another set of defensive
structures, Czechoslovakia also possessed an excéllent reserve
system numbering well more than a million men. The Soviet Union
1ms supplyirg the Czech Air Force with aircraft and though
quite 1limited in nurbers, operation~l types rossessed by the
Czechs were held to equal in gquality those of Germany. In the
¥oda factories Czechoslovaltia pozsessed some of the finest and
most coveted armament works in Eurore. As thelr defensive lines
were breachrd in an attack Czech nmilitary leaders vlsanned a
carefully executed withdrawal from the border areas, Their ex-
perts estimated being ahle to stand alone against Germany for
six weers; for considerably longer with aild,
French industrial and economic strength had declined during

the 1930's relative to that of other states. In the wake of

the Depression severe social conflict had constrained French
economic regeneration, Tools which in Germany could be used

to increase military strength were desperately used in France

to hold the country tosether. Yet France was the stronsest
defensive power in Europe, DMountains and the Maginot Line pro-
tected her from direct attsasck hy Ger-a2any and Italy, her only
possible sericus enemies. hHer Army numbered more than a hundreé

divisions at morilization strenzth of more tnan a million ren,

Yet there was no signific=nt offensive nilitary capselty. ~rrench

i
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alr strensth was pathetic, About 800 aircraft were available
but it was judged by the French that if German bombers used
thelr capability to attack French clties, almost all of these
plenes would have to be used in defense of Faris alone., As

it wes, every one of the French planes was Pbsolescent. German
tyres were literally almost t-rice as fest,

Though untroubled dorestically relative to other democracies
in the 1930"'s, Great Britain hesitated to take on fhe econonic
burdens which great power diplomacy rejuired, Even after some
measure of rearmament was undertaken beginning in 1936, the
thouzht of the chore ahead seemed to partislly paralyze the
British effort, If resources were devoted to armament, British
export capadity would, it was thouzht, suffer and thence British
econoric strength, which was seen as the key to a long war, would

flounder, As only a long war could ultimately threaten the

islands and Commonwealth, it was for the worst possitle eventuality

that sfrength tas husbanded, That this threatened the short
run was clearly seen as noth unfortunate ard, ziven the British
conception of economic possibllity, unavoidable., In summing up
this thin“irg, Clhamberl=ain had told his ministers in 1937:

In my view that is a matter of first impor-
tance, It may be that in the next war our
enemy -oulé aim for a "knockout" blow, but the
evidence before me does not shoa4 that 1t would
be likely to succeed,..lf that view 1s correct,
the factor of our staring power must be iresent
in the minds of other governments as well as of
ourselves., They must be askin% themselves what
are our chances in a long war. 1
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In harmony with her thinkinz in t~rms of a long war and
éoonomic porer, Britain's military strength was in her fleet,
which was of course largely irrelevart to a short conflict in
the center of Europe. In 1938 the alr strength which existed
during the Battle of Britain was mostly on peper., Less than
2 hundred modern Hurricasnes existed and these were hampered by
a fallure in developm-nt of the heating mechanism for the guns,
The remainder of Britain's air force, while substantial in
numbers, was as patheticz1lly inadequate as that of France. The
British Army, while providing a vital core for expansion, num-
bered only EZ0,00Q men. In the event of British involvement
in the war, it was projected that Britain would only be able
to transfer 30,000 men and 120 =2ircraft to the continent, Hence
Britain would be unable to play a sirnificant role in the early
stages of any conflict in Eurore, though it was believed that
British alr strensth might dull the dreaded "knockout blow"
which Germany might choose to deliver against the islands.

The Soviet Union was the great unknown in the tower dis-
tribution equation of 1938, While it was clear that the Soviets
had substantial economic vower and military equipment in 1938,
the leadershiﬁ qualities and training of Soviet soldliers were
rightfully quite suspect due to the scything taken by thelr
military eztablishment in the purces of that period., However,
the Red Army of 1938 did number over 50 cdivisions and wzs =s
mAdern 28 ~ny in furcpe, In tne 1920's the Soviets and Germans

had join%ly developrd mechanized tactlics and the 3=d Army had

P —
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attended well to their lesson. Soviet plznes numbered in the
thousands and thouch Soviet production types were soon to be
outclassed by the 1stest Gerran types, in September 1938 Soviet
operational typss were on a par with the best in the world,
Unfortunately for the peace of mind of the Soviets, Russia,

as many other states in 1938, was beset on more than one side,
By the summer of that year Japanese troop strength in Manchuria

had reached 250,000 men,
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By 1938 the League of Natlions -7as almost dead, Neville
Chnmhnrlmln wns solidly on the mark when, in February 1938,
he had observed that 1t would be best not to

delude the small countries by makins them think

that they are protected by the League of Nations

against acts of expansionigﬁen ‘e know that they

can exrect no such thing,

Gravely wounded by lManchuko, the fnilure of sanctions against

Italy, and its failure to act during the Anschluss, the Lezgue |
was to take no action relevant to the course and outcome of the
Czechoslovaklian crisis,

Though the League took no action, this is not to say that
its existence =ras irrelevant to the Munich Crisis., Geneva
provided-a location, a talklng voint, as 1t were, for Soviet
interaction with those who were interested in Kusslian views on
Czechoslovalia, Maxinm Litvihov, Soviet Commissar for Foreigen
Affailrs, was in Geneva during *“he helgnht of the crislis tension
end -7as thus more readily avallahle and more rzadily able to
meet -rith the highest ranizing officizals of various Central and
Western Eurorean nations than 1f he had been at a distznce in
Moscow. Hence the League facilitated communication, Moreover,
as Soviet diplomacy w's qulte active during the crisis, Litvinov
and the Soviet Unicn were perhaps srared by Geneva's exlstence
the loss of fapc “hich might have been suffered had Litvinov
in his actlve naneuvering scurried a2s Chamberlain nad back and
forth across Eurore,.

Finally, thovgh the League -ras almost dead, its mechanisrs,
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thourh disused, still existed snd nrovided the most salient
potential means for co-ordinating resistance to Hitler outside
the exlsting frameworlk of treaties designed to support Czecho-
slovalkia, should those treaties fall, Or, pernaps, ziven the
Leacgue's then recent moribund state, the League's existence

" provided a usefvl mechanism in which one aould voluntarily en-
tangle oneself so as to appear to surport Czechoslovakia without
tge rossihility of actually being asked to do do. Azain it was
the parvenu Sovliet Union which most utlilized the League. and

its actions seen to have partaken of a bit of both of the just
mentioned poscinilities of the League as mechanism, albeit creaky
at best,

If it was true, as Chamberlsin tvas to szay during the crisis,
that it was incredible for Great 3ritain to be involved in war
over a faraway reorle of whom the British knew nothing, how
much more incredible rust the idea have seemed from Capetown
or Sydney? Avrarently Chamberlain's statement came close to
accuratrly reflecting the views of Britain's peculiar inter-
national organizatiocn, the Commonwealth, During September the
Commonwealth High Commlissioners made it abundantly clear to
the Cabinet on atnrmber of occasions that the Dominions were
strongly against war for defense of Czechoslovakia. This was
only an echoirg of a stand taken soon after the Anschluss and
on which Commonwealth representatives remailned unanirmous. The
Commonwealth had rlayed a crucial role in the last war and

Britaln would have teen hard cut to contemrlate another war
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without its suprort. Moreover, political and economic event-s
éince the First Jorld Jar had disenchantec many parts of the
Commonwealth with the very idea of membership itself. Chamberlain
was aware that a war without certaln and valid provocation might
shatter the Cormonwealth, In late Septemier the opinions of
the Commonwealth !izh Commissioners were to welgh heavily against
Duff Cooper and other hard liners who were for standing firm.
Broadly speaking there were two types of national system
structures and three ideoclogies relevant to the important actors
in the Munich Crisis., Systems were either liberal democratic
or, in Robert Tucker's appelation, fuehreristic totalitarian,

As liberal democraclies the significant aspect of Great Britain,

France, and Czechoslovakia relevant to their international behavior

during the crisis was that their political systems featured some
interplay of and concern for partisan politics as well as a
relatively high degree of autonony in the area of civil military
relations, In addition France and Czechoslovakia faced some
substantial problems of internal cohesion, concern for which
was to affect their international behavior during the crisis,

A reading of the domestic history of the Soviet Union,
Italy, and Gefhany during this period is enough to disabuse
one of = notion of a dictator's total and easy running of a
system, It 1is however clear that in the fuehreristic totsli-
tarian systems there vas a marked tendency toward leadership by
one individual vtho more or less successfully controlled both an

ideoloricslly s-1f-conscious party and, most important of the
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state's organizations relative to the international erisis,

g military apparntus, Stalin's prorress in thls directlion by
1938 had surpassed that of his fecllow dictators, In particular,
s cantionary note shovld be added to contrast Hitler's tenuously
absolute control of Germany in 1938 with the more-firm control

he was to achieve during the war years.

The 1930's were famous among counters of ideolczies for
their three-wsay srlit between comrunlsm, fascim, and democracy.

The most imvortant ideology relevent to Uie crisls over Czecno=
slovakia does not, however, appear in the familiar list, National-
ism, simple and passionate though its embodiment may have been,

was the ideology which set the Sudetens off in a wild spasm of
longing for the Fatherland they had r.ever been a vart of and appre=-
hended only roorly. "une Volk, One Reich," they chanted 1in the
wale of the Anschluss, and meant it, Dr. Goebbels and his rhilo-
logical insisht may have stirred them, but the Nazis did not create
those materials that =were stirred, nor did they trove able to pre-
vent a simmer from becoming a btoil.

Perhaps more importantly nationalism was a factor that could
be understood in the dJest and indeed sympathized with at a level
which fascism would never have been able to reach, Indeed, nation-
alism was the lingua franca of justification for Sudeten rioting,
Hitler's suprort of their devands, and even the explanation for
the tortures iditler clalmed the Sudetens were undsr-oing. Threé

times during the crisis Hitler told the story of a Sudeten “roman's being
R |

tnrown out a rindov., The fact that rationalists tradition:lly did
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and had done to them that kind of thing lent credibility to Hitler's
claim for a chanre that had strategic implicatiors, as did Hitler's
apparently gen-ine agitation at such a story. Czechoslovakia,
itself a product of nationalism and justified by those sentiments,
was in fact hoisted by 1ts own petafd wThen one of the rnatlons com-
prisirg the Czech state demanded to "go héme to the Reich.," [lhings
were not then ameliorated for Czechcslovaiia when other groups

bégan to demand to go home to Poland, or dungary, or to a new
Slovakia, ‘

. There can be little doubt that of the big-three 1ldeologles,
communism seems to have most affected the outcome of the crisis,
Though some will argue differently, 1t appears that the 1deoclogy
of the demccratic states or of the fascist states is difficuvlt
to re]ate‘qua ideology to ary particular set of actlons or outcome
except as those two ideologies relate to communism. I am arare
that National Socizlist fascist ideology was quite conducive to
a polity of expansion, even to the kind of radically "realistic"
forelgn policy =hich Germany followed. Yet it would seem most
appropriate to relate this to an extrene of nationalist sertiment
and the particular psychology of those who both created National
Socialism and controlled German foreign policy.

Communism, then, was imgortant, and important because of the
way others reacted to it, particularly as communism nizht rélate
.to domestic politics inside a particular country. Czech ard
French decision makers in some cases were loathe to enter into

close co-operation with the communists for two reasons relsting
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to domestic proliftics. On the one hand, there are numerous state-
ﬁents indic-tines their fear of a Rec —enace, of the subversive
utility the Soviets mlght find in alliance co-operation during

a war. Secondly, there is substantial eviderce that s-me decisicn
makers in both countries fended the Soviet embrace off not be-
cause they themselves feared its implications for sucversicr, but
because other political grours in their delic=te acmestic political
balarnces -rere resolutely resistant to Communists both as subver-
sives and as internal political competitors., The position of the
Czech Agrarian Party precluded, it turned out, Czechoslovakia's
accerting Soviet assistance without the moderating influence of
France a}so being thrown into the alliance balance,

Finally, quite a debate has developed concerning Soviet inten-
tions during the crisis. On the one extreme is the interpretattion
based on the role of the notorious British "Cliveden set" and its
supposed desires, after the Soviet infant survived strangulation
in its crib, to set the to totalitarian adolescents to the east at
each others throats. On the other extreme are those who paint the
resolute Soviet behavior in the crisis as an effort to set carital-
ism against its National Socialist perversion in a war which would
bleed capitalism white, While some such sentiments can be found,
it is difficult to re~late them directly to actual policy goals,

In =eneral, hovever, it would be possible to blame an ideological
mirror image effect for somewhat helghtened insecurity in each

camp, though again this is difficult to relate to policy.

il
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From 1936 to 1939 the Soviet Union was experiencing the
period of the great purpes. It seems clear that the effect of
the purges, whatever thelr goal, wns something approachinrg a
domestlic revolution and that this domestic revolutlion relates
to the inter-state crisis. There ajppears QO nave been approxi-
mately a 60% change in the coTposition of many levels of Soviet
1egdersh1p during this perlod}B Moreover, the Soviet Army suf-
fered even more massive disruptions 1in its 1eaderéhip. Though

the purges were treginning to taper down by the Munich period,

Khrushchev indicated in his famous 1955 "secret report" that the

effects of the purses continued to hamrcer Soviet militery capacity

14
as late as 1941, Further, though not nearly enough is known

concerning Soviet decision making, it seems reasonable to suppose

that the unsettling Soviet domestic events during this period
nmight have had the potehtiélit& for causing a more tentative
Soviet behavior relative to Czechoslovakia than would otherwise
have béen the case, DMore certainly, 1t seers possible to relate
the rurres to heichtened Jestern disdain for the Soviets on the
ideolomical grouvnds above mentioned., Finally, and even more
certainly, it seems accnrate to assign the pursces sore influence
in decreasing Furopean respéct for Soviet military powcrlbsome
role in reducing European confidence in the Soviet Union's pro-
fession of interest in Czechoslovakia, and some part in reducing
the viability of the Soviet commitments which had been made

relmative to Czechoslovakia,

In Germany during the funich period 2 hichly placed group
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in the military and Foreign Finistry was of some revolutionary
potential. Consisting both of conservatives who had long dis-
liked the tone and direction of the National Socialist social
revolution ard of others of a more pragmatic bent who doubted
the practicability of Hitler's diplomatic and strategic intentions,
this groun coalesced in late August, 1938 around the leadership
of Ludwig Beck, Chief of the General Staffi® Continuing efforts
which had begun in the spring in an attempt to co-ordinate acticn,
this group on three occasions in August and September communicated
with the British, seeking to discover British intentions and
to encourage Britain to mazke a firm stand. In September plans
were made by the group that, in.the case that iitler went ahead
with the military att=ck on Czechoslovakia, certain military
and police vnits were to selze control of Germany and of Hitler
and were to brinzg the dictator to triaqu While perhaps colored
by elements of fantasy and self-vindiceation, the conspirators'
post="tor n~ccounts indicsted that it was Chamberlain's trirvs to
Berchtessaden and Munich wﬁich had prevented the execution of
their plens, |

It is unfortunate that most of the literature on German
. resistance to Hitler, which 1s closely related to gquestions of
war guilt and the nature of Germany, is as polemical as it 1is
extensive., At any rate, the past few decades' history seems )
thus far to indicate that totzlitarian reglimes are not vulnerabie

to either mass uprisine or successful coup dtetat, Further,

aven ~fLer bhe ar had veen lost and Hitler continved the fan-
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tastic struggle, the record of high-level resistance to Hitler

is more one of hesitancy and perhaps even incompetence than

of anything arproachinz success, lMost of the civillians involved
in the projected coup ~rere unkno'm to the public and the military
men involved all represented a group which pad been publicly
branded as "reactionary" by leading Nazls in the past, Further,
the plotters were dependent for their forces on young recruits
who were of doubtful allegiancei8 Of course even ah attencted
coup could have had considerable significunce for the inter-state
crisis. Yet given wrhat ve lnow about the plotters and German
politics, whatever the likelihood of the plot's being launched
before the Chamberlain vislits, it seems clear that ditler's
September success made such an attenpt doubly unlikely. As in
other, earlier crises, Hitler's international victories were
also domestic victories. Chamberlain's visits forestalled the
plotters, and, as e will see, the plotters' influence on the
course 6f the crisis was to be more potential than actual,

In 1938 Czechoslovakia was a Switzerland without the cen-
turies of nistory which supported unity with diversity. Slovaks,
Magyars, RButhenes, and roles all desired either some fundamental
change within the Czech staﬁe or some form of association with
a neighboring state., These groups. however, paled into relative
insignificance a2s compared to the Sudeten Germans. The Sudeten
Germans, the immediate issue of the Munich crisils, were not mere
hirslings of the Reich, but represented an important revolutionary

factor dorestic to Czechrslovakia, Germany's "one Volk" propoganda

e —
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excited the Germans living in Czechoslovaliia but it came too

late to claim resronsibility for having cre.t=d Sudenten Germans
as a potentially exploé1Ve group, German's clandestine funding
gave influence to certaln more radical elements among the Sudetens,
but 1t nelther guaranteed Germany's control of these elements

or of the larier mass of Sudetens., Relatively independent actions
by ‘the Sudeten Germans were in part responsible for the inception
and pacing of the Funich Crisis. At times Sudeten:hot-heads
threatened the abllity not only of statesmen but also of their

orm nétive Sudeten leaders to control events,

Czech~German conflict had existed for huncrs=ds of years
under the Hapsburgs. When the Feace Conference of 1919 created
Czechoslovakia vith 7 million Czechs and 3 million Germans, the
poloarity of dominznce in the domestic conflict may have been
reversed and diminished, but it was certainly not eliminated,

The Germans in Czecnoslovakia, though perhaps the best treated

of Europe's "new" minorities, were still less than egual in the
Czechslovak state, The Sudeten Germans rosented the Czechs as
arriveste and the economic disaster of the early thirties

welghed 2 good vit more heavily on Sudeten Germans than on

Czechs, adding injury to insult, The increased tempo of National
Socialist propaganda trumpetinss and the remarkable, if momcntary,
sucress of the Relich's economic policy as contrasted with a rar-
ticularly slow Sudeten econoric recovery from the world-wide
depression, lead more and more Sudeten Germans away from the

Sudeten Actilvist parties walenh souzht to co-operzte inside the

e e e e e s L
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framewvork of Czechoslovakian national politics. Sudeten Germans

first moved toward a politics of nationalities, that is, politics

predicated on a derree of autonomy but -on thelr continued existence

inside Czechoslovakia. Then, with the thrill of the Anschluss,
the movement became 2 wild rush in Sudeten opinion'toward favoring
unification with Germany. The Soviet charge d'affaires in Germany
was forced to admit that perhaps 904% of the Sudetens favored
union with the Heiohi Sudetens wrested several towns away from

the control of the central government, and the National Soclalist
Motorcycle Corps patrolled the back roads of Bohemia. Those
members of the German government who were responsible for lialson
with the Sudeten parties -rere greatly concerned that events inside
Czechoslovakia had gotten out of hand and mizht no longer serve

so well the interests of Germany.

The only formal alli%nces which were of any importance
relative to the NMunich Crisis were carry-overs, with modifica-
tions, of the early post-war French =lliance system, France
after the war and well into the 1930's had been the leading prac-
tioner of "nactomania™, In general the French alllance system
was composed of states which sought to meintain the status quo
‘against the revisio-nist powers, Soviet participation in the
French system was a function of a position which was somewhat
revisionist, somewhat status quo, Originally the French had been
almost as concerned with meintalining the status quo 1in Eastern
Europe, hence a pact with Czechoslovaliia pledging mutual support

{rmediate to any unprovoked attack on either party. In 1936
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a smiliar pact beteen the Soviet Union and France was ratified.
Further, Czechoslovakia was linked with the Soviet Union 1in a
ract providing that if elther was the victim of aégression and
the recinient of aid from France, then the other would join
France in =i1ding the victim, Thus, in the case of a German attack
on Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union was bound to act only after
France hcnored its treaty with Czechoslovakia. DBelzium had found
her position after the occupation of the Rhineland similar to
that which it had been hefore 1914, Accordingly, she had as¥ked

- and been granted release from her Locarno commitment in return
for her agreement to fortify the Belgian border with Germany.
Thus France 'ras unzble to contemplate entering the Ruhr by the
shorter foute in 2 fulfillment of her treaty obligations against
Germany.

Through Czechoslovakia France was an original and ardent
supporter of the Little Entente, which linked Czechoslovakia,
Rumania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia in an attempt to resist changes
in Eastern Eurove threatened oty helrs of fhe Dual Monarchy. The |
Little Entente's only sienificant common bond was a mutual aid
pact r~levant to an atﬁack on any signatory by Hungary. On almost
all else the size of these successor states and the strength of
the economic and political winds which buffeted them made it a
case of every man for himself.

Finally the round of relsvant French alliances was completed
by the latest of its agreements 'rith Britain, building on the

weakaned l.ocarno structure, This was a non-formal understanding
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which Britain and France had publicly asserted in 1936 after
the Rhineland had destroyed a broad interpretation of Locarno.
For France thic was a boor substitute for the lonz sourht Eastern
Locarno, It was clear from British and French statements that
each had publicly affirmed an obligation to assist the other
in the event it was the victim of an unprovoked attack. What
wns not clear as the Czechoslovakian crisis began was whether
Britain ould consider a French attack on Germany in support
of France's Eastern Treaties a provocation which did not merit
a Brifish armed response should Germany then attack France.
Moresover, up until the Munich period it was all too clear to
France that even if Great Britain in such a situation should
read “unprovbked" in a manner favorable to French interests,
Britain would probably not intervene until German forces had
violated French territory. A country, Eden had said, should
not contract "automatic obligations" in an area in which it did
not hav; "vital interest", and Great Britain has none beyond
the Hhinefo Hence France could and would be forced in large
part by the alliance structure to choose between supporting its
Czechoslovakian alliance ag;inst Germany and risking British
inmction, or letting the Czechoslovakian alliance collapse and
depending on the much more certain British support in the case
that a stronger Germany should then turn toward France,

During the mid-1930's an entente of the major non-status
quo vrowers had begun to develop between Italy, Germany, and

Javan, Events growing out of the Ethiorian Crisis and the
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Spanish Civil War had laid the foundation for the Rome-Berlin
Axis and Javan had become part of the entente when Italy acceded
to the Anti-Comintern Pact., Yugoslavia, at one time vart of

the French system through its membership in the Little Entente,
was linked to this grouping through a political acéord with the
Italian government. None of these allznments had, however, taken
the form of alliances by the time of Munich. It was only in 1939
that firm military arrangements began to develop among the Axis
powers, In 1938 collaboration among the four was-unccrtain at
best, and even the closest pair, Italy and Germany, were far

from any kind of dependence on one another. In March of that
year, when Hitler had heard that Mussolinil would not oprose the
falt accompli of the Anschluss, he had hardly been able to con-
tain hieg clee = "Tell him I will never forzet him for this,

" never, never, never.;QjHitlcr could hope that Mussonlini would

support him, but he wass far from being sure,




BARGAINIING SETTING

The nrinciple vowers involved in the Munich crisis, those
for whom involverment was roughly continuous, were Germany, Great
Britain, Freance, and .Czechoslovakia. In general, the status
quo in Europe was in a state of flux during the period before
Munich, Germany continued efforts fo alter the immediate post-
World War I status quo, France fled from é Central European status
quo which no longer served French conceptions of defense possibillfies,
and Great Britain sought to bring about a lessening of tensions in
Europe throuch a settlement with either Germany of It=1ly or perhaps
both, It could not be said that relations were particularly bad
among any of the major three. British relations were probably
better with Germany than were France's relations with Germany.
Indeed, since the Anglo-German Naval Arreement, which had stunned
France, the French tere wary for a possible rapproachment between
Britain and Germany at French exvense. Yet the general course
of Anclo-French relations remained satisfactory from the British
point of view, if too cool for the French mind.

The Soviet Union, thoush apparently suffering partial paralysis
from the period of the purges, kept up efforts toward greater in-
volvement with Eurove. Unlike the Frencn, all signs were that the
Soviets placed great hopes in their treaties with France and Czecho-
slovakia as the promise of the general direction in which they in-
tended their policy to evolve, It was, however, somewhat és an
unwelcome intruvder that the Soviets sought divlomatic entry into
Europe. France, for reasons of imprlication with the Soviets in

existing treaties ard domestic volitical factors, sought to evade

22
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the Soviet embrace, finding it more com:atible-to edpe closer to
Britain. B3Britain, interested in a general settlenent, found

Soviet adv:'nces both tlre-consuming and unneceszary. Germany

was ¢lad to raise the svectre of the Red reril to insulate Europe
from Soviet intrusion and make room for itself. The Czech political
parties which could stomach the idea of their existing alliance

with the Soviet Union were glad the Soviets loomed in the back-
ground as Czechoslovakia faced Germany, though equally glad that
treaty stipulations would not leave Czechoslovakia locked into

war with Germany with the Soviet Unlon as lone ally.

There was once a time when "appeasement” was not a pejorative
term, nof a symtol for nervous and gullt-ridden policy. 1In the
early inter-war years appeasement was the touchstone of British
policy, an effort to bring Germany back into the family of nations,
an effort to deal with the natural predomirance of Germany in
Central Eurore. Initially appeasement meant the taking of sterps
not out of altrulsm or fear, but out of a desire to utilize un-
tapped potential as an econscmic partner ard ally. The Jelmar
years gave an element to the impetus for appeasement which grew
more directly out of fear. Later the nltler government and its
talk af forceful treaty revision proviced an even stronger, if
negative, 1ncént1ve for appeasement, Hitler appeared dangerous,
but merely another extreme proponent of nationalism, By definiton
nationalists were satiahle., Diploratic appeaseent peaked in 1935
with the Anglo-German Naval Agreement and shortly after that poiht

in timre fell increasinzly in disfavor in official British decision
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making circles, The Chamberlaln Cabinet inherited the policy of
‘anpeasement,

During 1937 policy conflict had enga:ed uritish declslion
makers as they souecht an appropriate way of handl;ng increasingly
apnarent British inferiority in wilitary forces. The Eden - Van-
sittart group, centered in the Forelgn Uffice, whlle agreeing with
the other group concerninsg the inferiority or British forces,
judged the inferiority temporary and amenable to rectification.
For the meantime they favored a policy of very csutiouvs closeness
with France and vnlaying for time. The other group was centered
around Chamberlaln himself and included his wore trusted advisers
as well as the Chiefs of Staff. This group concluded that Britain
would never be able to prepare a defense establishment to fight
the probable enemries which would be arrayed against her in a long
war., The Chamberlain group held for a dual policy of detaching
one of the oprosition states from the eneny camp and workine for
allies in the non-fascist world. Time must be bought, but not
simply for rearmament, but for what was considered the more crucial
and possible goal of working for the settlement which was still
available and -thich aione nromise Britain a chance of avoiding
disaster. This group held that Germany was the rower most likely
to be successfully detached from the Axis and the vpower with which a
detente would be most useful. In 1ts policy of detente this group
souvht exchange of value with Germany. Lstimations were made as
to Germany's most likely desires and as to the thinzs wanted by

Britain that Germany would most likely te able to grant, For
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this group and this policy somewhat of an incompatibility was

held to exist between the policy of courting Germany and suvport-
ine an alliance, partlicularly in the case of the British relation-
shiv with France, Actlions which were held likely to strenghen
Anglo-French relations and co-operation in.preparation for a
possible war =were also held as disturbing for the possitle detente
wiph Germany. Many of the contemplated steps in the projected
detente with Germany were potentially threatening:to the stability
of the relationshin with France.

"By 1938 German policy was well on the way to overturning the
status quo which in the inter-war years was virtually synonomous
with the French systerm, During the first five years of the Third
Reich Germany had vroclaimed a policy of "everything for the armed
forces." In reality, as noted above, somethins less than every-
thing had been given the armed forces, but with the policy of mili-
tary buildup Germany cortined an assiduous diplomacy of maneuver
to danfive France of her friends. With Britain, Germany mined the
lode of Versailles gzullt,

Hitler had long abandoned Mein Kampf as a key to forelgn

policy., Whatever it had once been, it was certainly no longer

"the bluerrint for aggression", but still accurately reflected

the expvansionist drive in German foreign policy and the workings
of Hitler's mind, From the time of the reoccupation of the Hhine-
land the French system became purely defensive. Evidence is that
in 1938 Hitler belleved a Eurorean conflict to be inevitable, 5

that Britain in 1937 =tas practicirg apreasement so as so stall
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for time in order to comnlete military prevaration agalnst

Germany and Italy. Hitler believed that in three years German
strength would begin to decline relative to other povers, As
Hitler later told his generals, "we are facing the alternative

to strike or to be destroyed.;éxﬁitler never contemplated a

large war as in Germany's test interest, yet was quite willing

to use force and calculate risk, Czechoslovaliia would, in Hitler's
eyes, be a sliagnificant factor in a Franco-German conflict and
should, if possible, be eliminated. In late 1937 Hitler seenms

to have favored an "Austrian" solution for Czechoslovakia, which

at any rate, he thousht, shovlc not bte attempted until Germany

was sure that no other state would intervers, In Hitler's con-
ception it was the goal of diplomacy to vrenare a political situ-
ation such that the temporarlly favorable military sitvation

could he fully utllized over the next few years in order to fur-
ther the developrent of German predominance in kurope. The domestic
pressure of rearmament, social tensions, and dictatorship made

the urgency of the international sitvation all the more comprelling.

The Third Reich, like the Red Jueen in Throusn the Looking Glass,

had to run faster anc faster just to stay in place,

The Anschluss had dramatically incre:sed the sallency of
Czechoslovakia, As the highly vislitle first installment on
Hitler's February 20 promise to alleviate the suffering of "ten

milli?r Germ~ns who 1live in twvo of the states adjoining our fron-
r'-l . .
tier," the Anschluss ircre=sed the visirtility of Czechoslovakia

as a probler area. Further, the Anschluss had dramatically
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changed Czechos)ovakia's stratecic position, as it meant that
almost instantanecously Czechoslovakia's defensive positions had
been outflanked. As the impetus for the ocutpouring of the

violent passion of Sudeten nationalism, it introduced a relatively
random element which by June had alarmed sqatesmen on all sides,
Yet it could not be said that the Anschluss signaled the start of
the intense crisis over Czechoslovakia, Time was not short, events
still seemed manageatle. After almost focussing dp Czechoslovakia
and indicating concern, Britain lapsed back into the more general
focus on the settlement with Germany whicn had characterized
British pre-Anschluss diplomacy. Chamberlain's rage over the
method, if not the strategic import, of the Anschluss rapidly
subsided, On March 24 Britain made it clear that she -ras not com-
miting herself to defend Czechoslovakia in case of attack, or
France 1f she acted in support of Czechoslovakia, She did, how-
ever, under her Locarno obligations, reserve that right,

Ffench Fremier Daladier reaffirmed France's obligations to
Czechoslova''la in the wake of the Anschluss., dithout perceiving
an irmedlate danger of war, the French sought, as they had be-
fore the Anschluss, to rally Britain to French support, Once
Altler had, as 1t was said at the time, "digested Austria," French
commitment to Czechoslovakia might be called, The French wanted
to_be srared beinc called., In Anglo-French ministerial confer-
ernce at the end of April Forelgn Minister Rornet urzec closer
co-overation, ye# the two powers -jere unable to asree on more

than rressing Czechoslovaliia to oven necotiations with the Sudeten
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Germans, On May 17 the Czechs agreed, rﬁluctanﬁly. Czech Iresi-
dent Benes held that Czechoslovakia could never be a national
state, but could reassure himself "that if things come to a
erisis, the West,..must stand by (Czechoslovakia).“”H

Germany too was content to blde her time after the Anschluss,
It will be remembered that the Anschluss was precipitated by
partial inadvertence, Hitler was like a tank commander who has
outrun his suonly line. IIndeed, between March and June it was
not forseen as possitle that Germany could easily reduce Czecho-
slovakia and certainly not by military means. Hitler still en-
visioned Italian initiative being fundamental to reducing Czecho-
slovakla in some sort of combined action involving the distraction
of France, Further, the Axls needed repair. Hitler may have told
Mussolinl he would never forget him for his stan@ing aslde during
the Anschluss, but it was problematic if Mussolini would ever for-
get the threatenina growth of the German colossus. Indeed, it
was the Duce who gave the strongest warning to Germany in this
preriod. If the Germans tried to move a South Tyrol frontier post
"one single yard," Mussolini promised, they will "learn that it
cannot be done without the most titter war, in which I shall com-
bine tﬁe whole world into a coalition against Germanism, and we
shall crush Germany for at least two centuries." o

The most intense phase of the tunich crislils, the point at
which the crisis began to partake of all the elenents Snyder haé

assnciated vith an international crisis, tvegan with the Sudeten

German's breaking off of necotiations with the Frazue government
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in September. Yet in order to ohtain a rroper plcture of the
flow of policy it 1s best to comrromise with definition and bhe=-
gin action anslysis in the wake of the [ay crisis. On May 19-22
an intense crisis had developed as the Czecns had rartially mo-
bilized to nrevent what they saw as a likely repetition of an
Anschluss-like crisis over Czechoslovakia, Tensions which develoyped
around Czech municiral elections and reports of German military
activity avpear to have set the crisis off and pushed 1t to a
level unintended by the actors involved, destern support for
Czechoslovatia reached a level it was never again to approach,
Indicating a mobilization order on his desk, Daladier had said
to the Ggrman Ambhassader, "It depends on you, Excellency, whether
I sign this document or not." 7

The effect of the May crisis was the creation of feelings of
fear and anger in Britain and France, Fear that anothner such un-
controllable incident would ignite actual nostilitles and anger
that Czechoslovakia had imperilec the peade of Europe. Ch;mber-‘
1ain was disturbed by the actions of "small nations tho have né
resnonsibllity."Qqézechoslovakia stood in the way of a settlement,
Henderson, British Amtassador in Berlii, rote that "A second
21 of May will rush (Hitler) over tne edge, that I truly and hon-
ectly believe: if not of actval madness, then of mad actlon."as

In Germany the lay crisis rroduced rapid ratification of
a change in policy. No longer -rould Germany maintain the Sudeten
Germany Farty and hove thnat Sudeten 1lntrarsizence tould erode

the Czech stete. On iay 6 iiibvbentrop had told Ciano, his Italian
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counterpart, that "the rmatter was not urgent, a regional auto-
nomy system micht delay the solution for several years."#qbn
May 30, in a top secret military directive, Hitler stated "It
1s my unalterable decision to smash Czechoslovakia by military
action in the near future.“so

It was not, however, true that Hitler's mind was suddenly
changed by the May crisis in his planning for operations against
Czechoslovakia, Bathen'in the limediate post-Anschluss period
Hitler must have begun thinking about modifying the relatively
lelsurely and more opportunistic plans that were indicated in
the celebrated Hossbach Memorandum of November 5, 1937. He told
Henleln after the Anschluss that he intended "to settle the Sudeten
problem in the not too distant future." Sometime before lMay he
had said that "Austria must be digested first:ﬁlwhich implies there
was a second step., It was found that because of communication
problems Austria did not pose such a springboard for attack against
Czechoslovakia as had originally been suppos=d. Yet keeping the
sltuation open through the Sudeten violence posed prohlems of con-
trol which both the Wehrmacht and Foreign lMinistry feared might
precipitate a crisis. Finally the May crisis erupt<d, in part
from the drurn'en martyrdom of a palr of Sudeten predecessors to
the Hell's Anglels., German prestige was injured by the Czech
mobllizatlon, as was the aggre=sive imare thich time since the )
Anschluss was slowly repsiring. The May crisis seems to have

precipltated out the elements 1in Hitler's mind that -rere pushing

tovard action., On lay 28 he said that offensive and defensive



L1

w&aknesses rrevented an attaci at that time, but set about
correcting them, as well as preparing German public orinion. On
May 30 he indicnted tﬁe nolitical requisite of preparing a situ-
ation in -thich the military vreparation could be best utilized,
That meant 1isolating Czechoslovakia from possible suprort, from
her friends. He soon set about doing this,

The conflict of interest relative to the Munich crisis con-
cerned the status of Czechoslovakia as a geographip area and also
the status of Czechoslovakia as the possessor of substantial
mlliﬁary power in the European valance of power. Czechoslovakia's
territory was like a swinging door separating Central Burope from
Eastern and Southesatern Europe. Hence, as land area it had utility
for both enchroachment and resistance to enchroachment in the
whole area. This utility related to both more purely political
and economic considerations as well as military considérations.

The military power vhich Czechoslovakia posscssed was the latch

on the.swinging door and reprresented in itself considerable sig-
nificance in the exercise of influence in the éuropean arena,
Central to the viability of the military power which‘Czechoslovakia
possessed was the. line of f}xed defensesadlons the border irith
Germany in Sudeten territory.

The immediate, oste.sible issue of the dMunich crisis was the
status of the ethnic minorities -rithin Czechoslovakia, The mi-
nority of the very greatest lmportance as an issue were the Germans,
though durinz the crisis the question expanded to include the

status of other mirorities within the state., The notion of status
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as an ilssue involved two elements., First, it in?olved questions
of fact, that 1s, hovr were the Sudeten Germans actually treing
treated by the central government of Czechoslovakia. Secondly,
1t involved questions of the Sudeten German's future formal re-
lationship to Czechoslovakia. The later question was limited
not simply to possitilities of inclusicn either in Germany or
Czechoslovakia, but involved a rnumber of other alternatives as

well,

By the time the Munich crisis had becun there was, with the
exceprtion of Czechoslovakia herself, no state in kurope for -thonm i
the stakes were as high relative to Czechoslovakia as they were
for Germany. Strategic=lly Czechoslovakia renresented wthat has
been called "a pistol pointing at the heart of Germany" or an
"aircraft carrier deer inside Germany.," dith her defensive strength
and connection with Geneva, raris, and Moscow, her previously dis-
prlayed antipathy to Germany, and her logical fundarmentality to
the post-w2r status guo, Czechoslovakla stood in the way of any
revival of German power to a position of paramountcy in Eurore.

For both Hitler and his generals, whatever their differences in
terms of visions of the ultimate possibilitles inherent in Germany's
. overturring the status quo, Czechoslovakla revresented a crucial
ohstacle stardine hetween where they were and where they wanted

to ro, Even iIf the equations of the geopoliticlians were thrown

out, Czechoslova'ria r~-~ained the key to Central Eurocoe, Moreovér.

at least in some eyes in Germany, on control of Central Eurove

rested the ouvtceome of a Franco-Germ~n rar, and on the possitle
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qutcome of a Franco-German war rested the possitility of colonial
restitution,

In France, wnich was increasing turning and being pushed
inward by Germany's return, Czechoslovakia was seen as having less
stratecic significance, or more nrecisely, strategic significance
as a ceneral concevt did rnot welgh as heavily in the French con-
certion of thines, For France Czechoslovakia was in a sense an
unwelcome burden since she no longer possessed a sutstantial ag-
gressive threat to a rearmed and expanded Germany., Czechoslovakisa
was seen as a potential liability for France, a commitment made
which might result either in war or in a disaster for the world's
conception of French honor.

For Zritain as well, at least for the dominant soft line
faction, Czechoslovakia was nore of a hindrance to policy's in-
tended course than an asset to be treasured. The passions -thich
connected the Sudetens to the Reich stood in the way of the gzeneral
settlement which the British sought, ['ime rmicht tale care of
Cz~choslovakia throurh what Goring had called a "chemical dis-
solution of the state™.but in the meantime Hitler's rushing of
that dissoluticn threatened to disrupt the process of peaceful
chanee which d%am&erlain sought to employ as a device for settle-
mert. In Britain as well as France considerations of bargaining
rephtation weré rresert as one asvect of the stalzes over Czecho-
slovakia., Indeed, in Britain in particuvlar, vreservation of an

lmage of resistance to threats of force 7as almost the only more

positlive stake directly involved in Czechoslovakia, sSritain and

e nm———
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France -vould, as 'as later said ahrout another troublesome small
state, have been glad if Czechoslovak%ia had simply sunk into
the sea, ©GChalespeare's "seacoasts of Bohemia" were not, however,

avallable to British and French decision rakers.



BARGAINING FROCESS

July 18 Germany explores the possibiilty of reaching
a high-lsvel settlement on outstanding issues
bet:wveen Germany and Great Britain,

Captain “Weildemann, Corporal Hitler's former platoon com-
mander, and now his aide-de-camp, brought to London a message
containing elements of threat, good will, and encouragement.

Hitler and Goering had carefully orchestrated the mission as

their own and outside the regular channels of diplomacy. Orches-
tration as a private venture seems to have been dictated by Foreign
Minister Ribbtentrop's strong opposition to any kind of accomodation
with Britain. Tining seems to have been dictated by the latest

of Ambassador Dirksen's apparently persuasive calls from London for
a settlement with Britain and also by a desire to weaken the de-
monstration of Western cohesion imrlicit in the visit of the
British King and Queen to Paris, scheduled for July 19?Q

Weidemann expressed German interest in personsl contact to
Hallifax and Chamberlain. Noting Hitler's disappointment with the
events of May, Weidemann went on to express German's guarantees
of peaceful intentions, Hitler's desires for friendship with
Britain, and German desires for a more general settlement with
Britain. Yet should some Sudetens be "massacred" by the Czechs,
Wledcrﬁann sald, Germany might be forced to intervene, He how-
ever stated that "in present circumstances the German Govern-
ment were planning no kind of forcible action."33

It wes indeed Germany's desire to work out a general settlé—

ment with Britain, a theme +vhich ran through both Hitler's and

more traditicnal German decislion makers' thoughts on foreign policy.

k5
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Wiedemann's statements concerninz massacred Sudeten Germans were
desiened, as many other such German statements made in the crisis
period, to convey German interest in Sudeten German affalrs as
legitimate, This was subterfugg in that invasion vreparations
were actually under way at this time and in that 1t was planned
by Hitler to use a selected or even created event to justify the
invasion, but onlv when preparations ere complete.

The French, when they were told of the visit contrasted
Wiedemann's assurances with recent German military preparations.
This was, howvever, the kind of personal, men-to=-m=z=n communication
which Chamberlain favored. Coming at a time when nezotiatlions in
Czechoslovakia were clearly going nowhere and amid a barrage of
reports of German preparations for war, the Jiedemann Mission
heartened Cham%erlﬁin in his efforts to dispose of the Czechoslovak
oroblem as the first step in a general settlement which would relieve
Great Britain of the huge and, Chamberlailn held, unbearable burden
of prevaring the military establishrent f@r f=cing three powers
at once., In the face of growing oppositlion to the course he had
charted, coming both from the Forelgn Office and even from the
Cabinet, Chamberlain,.unllke Halifax and others, perceived the
Wiedmann Missign as an event of singular importance. In Cabinet
Chamberlain spoke of Captain Wiedmann's "most binding assurance,"
This, like so ﬁany other apparertly minor communications from Hitler
to the West during the crisis, is difficult to directly 1link to
any particular Jestern nction. Yet additively the effect of thecse

communicntions smems subhstantial, If there wus a tendency touard

i
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baing unsure of oneself, such a communication was always there,
ready to grasp, In the same message the carrot (general settle-
ment) coexisted with the stick (action if Sudetens are "massacred").
That the carrot loomed larzer in the foreground did not diminish
the fact of the stick's presence in the background, Indeed, to
many minds the threat of the stick made the carrot seem even more
tempting.

. July 20 The British suggest to the Czechs that mediation
might be substituted for the faltering process
of face-to-face negotiations between Prague
and the Sudeten Germans, Brlitain backs her
suggestion witn the contingent threat that if
the Czechs should refuse the mediator and ne-
gotiations should then break dowm, Britsasin
might then publish the suggestion and the Czech
response., Finally, the Czechs are asked in the
interest of public opinion to request the mediator
themselves,

The idea of either a medlator or arbitrator had been sporadically
under consideration in Britain since April 30, The British desired
a settlement but were increasingly pessimistic about the possibility
for the solution of a centuries old problem being found in the at-
mosphere of 1938, Moreover, since the May crisis the British were
not just pessimistic, but were also fearful of another crisis and
war scare, Particular factors consider«d by the British in making
this declslon were continued r~ports of German military preparations,
continued German attention to the question of Czechoslovakia,
Henlein's oft-stated dissatisfactions with the sincerity of Czech
necotiations, and British fear that the Czechs might take some

step which would both doom negotiations and excite Germany into

action, Tience with the objective of increasing the likelihood of
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successful fruition in the negotiations, the British quite
gself-consciously sought to et an element that they could con-

trol interjected into the nesotiations, As Henderson, in a

minor ranic, had written Halifax from Berlin on July 18, ",..I

wish re had our independent mediator already on the spot,..luch as
we may hate doing it, we have got to be disagreeable to the Czechs -
in theilr own interests as well as ours.%q Lord Runciman, with ex-~
perience in business negotiatlons, was chosen as the mediator,

The effect of this move on Great Britain, once it had been
accepted by France and Czechoslovakia, was to increase British in-
volvenent and commitment, hence both control and responsibility,
in the Czéchoslovakian problem. It soon beczme clear, if it had
not already been, that RBunicman was.far from neutral, He was
Britain's agent and acted accordingly.

The British had calculated that, in addition to the threat
made to abandon Czechoslovakia to world opinion in the event the
Czechs rejected medliation and negotiations collacvsed, thelr plan
might have some positive appral to Czechoslovakia in that 1t did
contaln some increased British commitment to Czechoslovakia. When
they first heard the plan the Czechs were stunned, seeing it =2s an

incredible breach of their sovereignty, which ultimately would take
control of the Sudeten question out of their hands., Czechoslovakia
first sought French aid in fending off the British offer, com-
plaining throuech their ambassador in Parls that the British plag
threw them at the mercy of Germany in the long run if they accepted

35
end in the short run if they refused, The French, initially miffed
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at the cavaller manner in which they had been informed of the
British undertaking at mediation, supported the logic of Czecn
objections, Ultimately Sonnet, de Monzle and other soft liners
on the Sudeten question prevailed and the French Cabinet backed
off from their support of the Czech objections provided that
Runciman was to be a medlator.and not an arbitrator. At the
same time Hodza and others who valued the implicit enhanced British
commitment prevailed in Cz=choslovakia ard by July 23 the Czechs
had relented and, as as%ed bv the British, regu-sted mediation,
The results of the British prorosal and Czech acceptance
of mediation were quite significant. Initiative wouid be in-
cre=singly in Britaln's hands and an insidious logic was fur-
thered wHereby France and Czechoslovakia would be less able to
reject British conclusions, whether reached by-Runciman in Czecho-
slovakia, or in London?& The Sudenten Germans too, in that they
accepted mediatinn, would become more vulnerable to British con-
clusions, Only Germany, with its attitude of aloofness to the
Runciman Mission, was able to avoid bein® implic-ted in its reSulﬁs.
Germany was, more than any party, free to reject the results of
the Runciman Mission.. ﬁencc, siven their desire for success in
t-e negotiatiors, the logic of the situation tended to push
Runciman into preoducing results pleasing to Germany.
August 11 Chamberlain and Halifax send a direct appeal
’ to Hitler, outside the normal divrlomatic
channels, asking ditler to reduce German
military measures lest the tension be ex-

acerbated, the Czechs respond, negotliations
falter, and peace be encangered.
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August 20 Hitler ignores the British apﬁeal and has

Hibbentrop reply through normal channels

that British attention to internal events

in Germany is inappropriate,

The British move was c~used oy qonsidcrations resulting

from their concern over an increasing number of reports coming
in both from the press and official British, French, Russian,
and Czech sources concerning military preparations in Germany.
These reports rere true and there is no evidence tnat they were
encouraged by official German sources, though they no doubt fit
in well with Hitler's desires to create an atmosphere of crisis
and to impress others with German strength, In the main, however,
German military preparations at this point were directly related
to necessary preparntions for the actual attack on Czechoslovsaskia,
Only later in August were some military woves to take on a de-
monstration character., At this point the Germans made the effort
to camouflage such preparations as an earlier than vsval set of
Fall manuevers, The German intention in plzarning was to shift
from massive manurvars in Silesia and Saxony in ovrder to facilitate
the invasion of Czechoslovakia in late September. British in-
formation sources indicated from secret channels on August 3
a2 plan for a rartial test mobllization in Septemnber. Thouzh
‘Chamberlain in particular still retained faith in Hitler's basically
good intentions, he was alarmed when Henderson rerorted from
Berlin (incorrectly) that German military preparations resulted -

from National Socialist fanatics' wainine control of the policy -

making process.
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Hitler did not see the British arreal, which had been
hende~d to Lammers, Chief of the Heichskanzlei, until August 17,
A combination of buresucratic jealousy (IForeign Minister Ribben-
trop's resentment at being outflanked) and Hitler's being out of
Berlin rartially accounts for the deiay in reponse, After August
17, then Hitler handed the British memoraﬁéum to the Foreign
Mipistrv for reponse, Hitler esppears to have taken advantage of
thé extra-regular nature of the message to avoid dbaling with
th= substance of the message, In effect Germany séid. "You
asked an improper gquestion. I didn't hear you." Hence, by relying
on formal standards of diplomatic behavior the Germsns polltely
ignored a significant British move dealing with what amounted to
a state of partial mobilization in Germary. British alarm was
momentarily shunted aside, but 1t was not gquelled, as events. of
August 27 were to indicate,

August 17 Great Britain recelves, from & group inside
Germany, an irregular warning a&as to Hitler's
intentions, -

On Aggust 17, Ewald von Kliest met in London with Sir Robert
Vansittart, Chief Diplomatic Advisor to the Cabinet. Von Kliest
was one of the abgve—mentioned consplrators azainst Hitler's
plans to invade Cz~choslovakea., His efforts in mid-August were
a continuation of the conspirator's efforts to cause Britailn to
gtand firm. Thelr warnings were recelving increasingly more‘
attention as the crisis develored. The response they produced
in August was typlcal of their effect on British decision making,

From the Spring on, various Germans "“2d been contacting in-
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dividuvale in the British Embassy in Berlin and individuals in

the London government who they rerceived (correctly) as favoring

a stronger stand sagcainst Hitler. In London this group of re-
gisters or rerhavs hard liners included Vansittart, Churchill,

and Duff Coover. The German consvirators' message ﬁas invariably
the same - Hitler intends to march in late September, Britain
ghould stand firmly ag=inst this. Their collective goal seems

not necessarly to have been to bring iitler's regime down. Rather
the conspirators sought, negatively, to prevent Germany's being
involved in a ~rar she would lose, Since the German political
gystem did not permit their controlling policy to this end, they
souq;t to use the internatioral system to this effect., Fositively,
the conspirators, renerally monarchists and militarists, hoped to
increase thelr influerce in the regime in the wake of a policy

" fallure which would discredit more fervent Nazis,

Chronolocic=211lv at l#ast, there i8 evidence that the con=
gspirators' declision to contect Britain sgain relates to the latest
in their fallures to obtain satisfaction in the srhere of German
decision making, Oﬁ August 4 a group of military commanding
generals had, after a long period of hesitancy, met and prepared
.a dissent from Hitler's plans against Czechoslovakia. wWhen pre-
sented vith thelr objections Hitler had called = meeting on August
10. (It is significant that Hitler, in an ominous end-run, did
not mes~t with the oblecting generals, but with their seconds-in--
cormand,) Here Hitler rag~d for several hours, wWhen one general

obijected that the Jest Wall could not be heléd for three weelis,

b ok A e .
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Hitler stormed, "I assure you, general, this position will not
only be held for three weeks, but for three years 1f need bel!" 37
The generals were cowed, On August 10 the conspirators, despairing
in the German decision process, sent von Kliest to Britaiq.
Ironicnally, in their efforts to 1nf1us?ce British behavior,
the conspirators seem to have procduced something approaching
the_opnosite effect than that which they intenced, Indeed, one
would be hard rut to think of a better way of conveying Hitler's
commitment to ficht in late September. The conspirators operated
on the mistaken assumption that Great Britain would stand firm if
convinced that Hitler meant to attack in September., Those Britons
they talked to were already cormited to a harder position against
Hitler., Chamberlain, Henderson, and other soft liners were, it
seems, maintained in their course toward settlement by the cencern
which the tarninvs en-zender=sd. The Frime Ministesr compared the
conspirators with distaste to "the Jacobites in the Court of France
in Klng.iilliam's time" and was moved to "confess to some feeling of
uneasiness," Further, he said, "I don't feel sure thatlwe ougnt
not to do somethning." The "something" which Chamberlain contem-
plated doing was not standing firm, but rather a heightening of
British efforts in the courge that had already been chosen. The
French were not notified of the conspirators' contacts with Brit=ain.

For British policy the consistancy of imaszes held sway.
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August 27 Sir John Simon, 2 mr~mber of Cabinet, pub-
licly affirms the British position as stated
by Cham*erlain March 24 that, if war broke
out, "it would be juite impossible~ to say
where it vould end and +hat rov-ernments
would be involved," 33

The declslon to make -that was from the rerspective of British
intentions the major rarning of August 27 had been reached at
2 meeting of four Cabinet members on August 24, This was, it
will be remembrred, shortly after Chamberlain's private warning to
Hitler of August 11 had been brushed off by Ribbentrop as in-
appropriate interference,

The declsion was easily defended at a larzer Cabinet meeting
on August 30, Agaln, as in the case of the August 11 appeal to
Hitler, the British move was dictated by a concern over the German
military measures and British desire to restrain such measures in
the interest of reaching a pencefuvl solution in Czechoslovakia,

At this time Halifax and Chamberlain believed that Hitler's milit=sry
preparations meant either that he had definitely decided to inter-
vene, or that he had decided to use force to make threats in order
to obtain his wishes in Cz-choslovakia?q If this were true, then a
clear warning might be the best means of forestalling Hitler, They
concluded that a clear threat of war against German invasion of
-Czechoslovakiq might deter Hitler, but that a threat should not be
made which could not be supported, The Cabinet did not believe that
either the British public or the Coimonwealth would suprort such. a

threat, Further, the majority in the 3ritish Cablret feared that

a firm threat in suprort of Czechoslovakia might lead to Czech in-
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transigence at the negotiatins table. Hence the best they could
dé was, a8 they said, "to keep Herr Hitler guessing.“

An additional consideration in the timing of the 3ritlsh
decision was the deterloration of negotiations in Czechoslovakia,
a8 evidenced on Avgust 17 by the SudcntendcutscheoParty's (SdF)
sharp rejection of Czechoslovakia's Second Plan,thICh represanted
sionificant movement toward the Karlsbad demands, British fears
that an incldent in Czechoslovakla would elither set Hitler off or
be used 25 an evcuse for military v»osturing or action increased as
the offlicinal optimism which had accomranied the beciirnings of the
flunciman mission faded, Finally, British decision mekefs had long
viewed the Mationsal Soclallist Farty Conuiress scheduled for Sep-
tenbar 5 ; 12 as a deadlin~ of sorts in their efforts to reach a
solution in the Czech problem, It was not that the Germans had
made any particular threats relative to this date.-but rather that
British reading of Hitler's previous behavior had convinced them
that the Congress would be us~d, as had other such occasions in
the Third Reich's past, to make imoortant announcements relative to
Hitler's sequential modification of the status quo. With particular
r~ference to Hitler's concluding address scheduled for September
12, British decision makers, and indeed many others, considered time
to be running out,

* The objecti e of the British move on August 27 was to raise
the risk of British intervention without incurring the obligation
of intervention should thelr warning fall and Hitler act:” More=-

over, the 3ritish coal was to convey the varning "«ithout risking

o —
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a further aggrevation of the situation by any rérmal represen-
tation which mieght h=eve been interpreted by the German Govern-
ment as a rublic v-e.-?:uff‘."‘]‘L’]'I'h!': eiperierce of ik=2y 21 2nd 1its
nftermath cautiored them soceinst this, The hore was that the
uncertainty which the British move created in Hitler's mind

would be sufficlient to deter Hitler from violent action. Further,
it was hoped that the amtizuous British position might avold the
above mentioned British fear of emboldening the Czechs in their
negotiations with the SdP to the point of intransigence and fruit-
less nerotiations. On September 6 a German Foreign lMinistry
secret memo dealing with the attitudes of various powers to war
took note, without comment, of the Britlsh statement of August 27,
There is no =~vidence thet the ambigubus British warning affected
Hitler's calculations in the slizhtest,

August 29 Hitler visits the West Wall.

An impressive visit by Hitler and a virtual platoon of high -
ranking German generals to the bridge betveen Kehl and Strasburg
on August 29 acded to the salience of the German buildup in the
West, It is unclear to what extent Hitler's visit was intended
to add psycholoric~l weight to the French perspective. At the
time Hitler definitely intended that the fortifications which

Ihe was inspecting on August 29 have such weight for Belgian be-
havior in the crisis. "They (The Belgians) must see from the
construction of fortifications near their frontier that Belguim:
will be a hattlefield if they attack us, or if they permit the
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French to march throurh," Hitler said. Further, Hitler was having
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substantial problems in convincling his generals that the Czecho-
siova*ian overation could be carried out successfully. His
western visit was definitely related to efforts to bolster the
military. Moreover, civen what 18 known about the welght such
things as new or modern weapons had in Hitler's calculations of
the military balance, it se~ems from his pleased_discovery that
his troors could not be, as he said, "shot out“qu their lines,
that the western visit as a side effect heartened Hitler himself
in his course,

September 2 The Chief of the French General Staff
vigits, as a friend, the Germ=zn wmilitsary
attsche and points out th=2t German military
measures require a French response, That
same night France undertakes a partial mo-
bilization with emphasis on fortress troors
and anti-aircraft formations.

The French action appears to have related to the general
trend of German preparations in the west, In conversation the
French representative made it clear to his German counterpart
that the measur~s taken by Franc? derivrd‘from the military
necessity creat~d by the German actions and in that sense em-
phasized the technical rather than diplomatic genesis of the
French measures, Included in the French verb=zl communication
was a clear offer of stepping military measures down if Germany
were also to do so.

" Very deliberat~ly the French had only mobilized forces with
defensive utility, avrparently, it appsars, to pose a2 finely

calculat~d, but not alarmingly excessivs threat to Germany.

From projection forrard of restective pocitlons taken at a German

SR
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miiltary staff conference held during Hitler's western visit,
one can falrly surpcse the French actions' having two different
effects In Germany,

Hitler's estimation of French intentlions was not altered
by the French mobllization, Indeed, the very fact that 1t wss
limited may have reinforced him in his estimation as to the extent
of French commitment, As he had judged on August 28, French
mobilization of offensive forces, unless 1t were to occur before
the attack on Czechnslovakia, could not bring effective force
to beér for an incursion to Germany in less that six plus days.
In such time Hitler held that Gerwan forces could be transferred
from the offensive against Czechoslovakia (Hitier later, after
Munich, admi%ted to having been wrong on this)., lience, the French
partial mobilization did not threaten Hitler, who was planning
not the assault on France which would have made the mobilization
relevant, but a limited assault on Czechoslovakia. iis political
judement that France would not crosslinto Germany to save a
Czechoslovakia that had already been lost (as events in 1939-40
were to bear out) made the six plus days required in France for
offensive mobilization irrelevant to iitler's military calculations
relative to Czechoslovakia., That these six days on the French
mobilization calendar were left unfilled-in meant that the French
projection of commitment to Czechoslovakla was differentiated
in liitler's mind from Frances's September 2 projectiorn of commit-
ment to French territory 1ts=1f,

On the other hand, German senlilor military men felt helghtened
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1n§ecur1ty as a rcsult of the French partial mobilization.,
Hence they too were maintained in their ¢eneral conclusions
about the advlsibility.of a German attack on Czechoslovakia,
All along they had believed that Germany would ultimately loose
in an attack on Czechoslovakia., For them, Erench rvartial mo-
bilization could only maintain their fear that France would offen-
sively mobilize behind her already mwobilized defenses once the
attack on Czechoslovakia had becun. In their estimation France
would then, with Britlsh aid, proceed to wear Germany down in
a 1oné war,
September 2 Halder, on his fifst day as Chief of the
German General Staff, sends an envoy to
Britain to warn the West to stand firm.

Again, Lhe conspirators were operating on the basis of an
inaccurate image of British decislon makers. In the consprirstors'
eyes British and French standing firm would follow from the British
and Freqch being convinced that Hitler intended to invade Czecho-
slovakia, If the 3British stood firm; the French would starnd firm,
and, in the consp%rators' most optimistic calculatiocns, Hitler
could he destroyeé. saving Germany from the ruin of a long war.
Unfortunately for ‘the conspirators' calculations, they -were
succeeding in the first part of thelr eguation and thus contributing
to the confounding of what they thought would follow. The British
(who never mentioned these messages to the French) were growing
more and more convinced that Hitler meant to do something about

Czechoslovakia, in part by tie messages of the consvrirators,

Increasinzly, Chamberlain wss to lustifv his actlons on consid-
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erations toward influencing the moderates in Germany. It

wns the conspirators' conticts which served as the most salient
evidence of German moderntes' existence. If oritain were to
fieht, the rrinciple British decision makers concluded, it

must be only as a ]ést resort, In tne meantime legitimate
German deslres to protect fellow Germans must be dealt wwith,

September 2 The Soviet Union sug-ests to France that,

in suopport of their joint tre-ties 'rith
Czechoslovakia, militory staff tal%s be
instituted and the League be utilized to
seek autorization for Soviet transit of
of Humanila,

As usual during the crisis reriod the Soviets arveared to
be standing firm in suvport of Czechoslovzkia, As usual the
Soviets) though active diplomatically and pernaps jotentially
quite ilmportant, had no siznirficant influence on thne crisis out-
come, In this case the Soviet offer was sihiunted aside throuch
Bonnet's purposeful misrecresentztion. To his owm sovernnent
he omitted mention of the offer of spaff talks, and made the
proposal of League action a:pear a proposal intended to bog
thinegs dovm. To Chamberlain ne did the same, Two weeks later,
Chamberlain was still vnder the impression that Soviet aid was
likely to be 1imited to-placing Czechoslovaxi= on the League
agenda, When Churchill, who had the true =account, mentioned
the Soviet appgoach to Ealifax, it was-dismissed out of hand as
not "‘nelpt‘ul“.ﬂlD

Agaln, lack of docunentation makes it difficult to even

sketeh the cilculations venind this Soviet offer, Clearly the
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Soviets sought to present a hard line on resistance to German
encroachment in Czechoslovakia, Interpretations hich see Soviet
subterfuge in what they claim was Soviet foreknowledge that
thelr proposals would not be acceptedq:%ould receive all credit
that i1s dvue for being wise after thé fact, On September 2 it
could not have been clear to the Soviets éhat the West would
eyentually buckle under as it did. On paper the Soviet stance

1ﬁ favor of reslstance is generally impeccable and, indeed, one
must ask what more they migzht have done., Of couréejthe same
weographic situation and structure of the Soviet tréaty with
Czechoslovakia which made it difficult for the Soviets to inter-
vene without French action ultimately saved the Soviets }rom
being called on in thelr offer. Bonnet's elaborate misrepresen-
tation. (which in itself indicated one perception of the votential
significonce of the S-viet offer) made it more unlikely that the
French wonld act and in a sense, as events progressed, locked
Germany 's opponents into other courses of action. Halifax's
dismissal of the offer as not "helpful"” contributed to that

same logic *thich narrowed alternatives, as in movement dom a
funnel, Both men's judgments and actlions appear to have been
vitally affected by the saﬁe funnel-like narrowingz of alternatives
which thelr actlions produced in policy. For both, explanations
must be found in the psycholozical cost of steering a coursé in
a time of increasing crisis,

Sevtember 2 Runciman tells 3enes that "if 1t came to a
cnoice betwveen the accept=ance of the Karlsbad
procramme and Wapy e shnould be under no illusion
as Lo a3t the bBritish choice would be,"
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September 4  Newton, on Halifax's instructions, tells
Benes that the harlsbad rrorosals are the
minimum British requirerents of Czechoslo-
vakia, If it came to war e said, Czecho-
slovakla would be a battlefield and "however
favorable the final outcome it (is) more
than doubtful that Czechoslovakia would be
re-established in its pres-nt form.," 47

September 4 Benes offers Sudeten nezotiators a blank sheet
of paper on which to write their demands. The
next day the Czech Cabinet approves Benes'
action and puts forwvard the Fourth Flan which
features virtual total accession to Sudeten
demands,

During the summer Benes had offered a series of rroposals
which had come closer and closer to approximating the entirety
of the ¥Yarlsbad proeram. Each of these pronosals had been re-
Jected by the SdF after consultation with Germany. Rejections
had been followed by ircreased British and French pressure on
Czechoslovakia to yield, In the few days before September 4,
British pressure in particular had grown incessant. This, it
will be rememhered, was a result of pressures the British them-
selves felt and of decisions growing out of the meeting of August
24 and the week following. (Halifax had sugrested, without im-

mediate results, that the French join Britain "to twist Benes
tall“ﬁ?

ferhaps 1t 1s to confuse gymnastics with ©telng pushed down
the stalrs, bvt it appears that during the nesotiations Benes
had been concerned rith maneuvering so as to demonstrate Czecho-
slovakia's cood falth pitted agalnst what he knew were conside;ably

less than cenuine sntagonlists at the bargaining tavble, There

was however, se-methin.: more than jvust a fortunate result in Benes'
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mane:verings, for it was clear that ;n naneuvering he nhad
vradually relinguished control in a logic thst made Czecho-
slovakia more snd more deperndent on outside salvation. Indeed,
this loeic was inherert in hls maneuvering. In effect vhat
Benes vas attempting to say to Britain and Fr-nce vas, "We've
given oursclf over on your advice, now prétect us." What Britain
and (ultimately) France were saying to Czechoslovakia was "You've
given so much, you can ~ive a little more and ve won't have to
protect you.," | ‘

. Hence showing Czechoslovakla as well-intenticned, the SdF
as insincere, arnd thus implicating Britain ard France in Czecho-
slovakia's interest, had teen the positive considerations behind
Bene's move, Nezatively, 1f Benes dié nct yield given the Eritish
warning, Czechoslovakia would lose her only possible support,
Herce by yielding to all the Sudeten demands Benes retained British
and French support, or at a minimum avoided losing it.

The Fourth Flan would have commited Czechoslovakla to granting
relative autonomy to the Sudeten Germans, By 1imrlication, riven
the othef unhaprpy minorities in Czechoslovakia, its acceptance by
the Czechs incre~ced CzechoslovaXla's vulnerabllity to minority
pressure, Howevér, the Sudeten negotiators' response to the Czech
maneuver had been "My God, they've gliven us everything“igand then
a ravid casting about for excuses on which to terwinate negétiations.
By September 7 Henleiln had managed to stsze an incident whnich

allored the breakinz off of negcetiatiors,
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Septaaber 7 The London Times suggests that it would be
desirable to cede Sudeten areas to Germany.

September 7 The British Forelan Officeldenies that The
Times' su-gestion represents the views of
the British Government.

The Times was widely viewed abroad as the seml-officlal
organ of the British government. Both the history of The Times'
positions and the close personal connection between officlals
of The Tives and officlals of the government supported this. The
Times position of September 7 was a restatement of Chamberlain's
repuvted off-the-record comments in April (which he ould not
deny). British policy as it had been made known to Germany cer-
tainly did not accert the idea of cession officially, and as we
will see, the later suggestion 6? cession ty Germany was to set
Britain aback, The vigorous official denial following The Times
statement suggests that cession was not yet official policy, and
there 1s no evidence to suxzgest that this was a trial balloon,
Germans, however, were encouraged in that they assumec, correctly,
that The Times editorial reflected opriniorn held by individuals
close to Chanberlalin and Halifax?q Later they would be able to
present cesslon as a British suggestion.

Séptember 7=15 rioting spreads throughout the Sudetenland.

By September 13 parts of the Sudetenland
are in total revolt.

The riotinz grew out of lncldents that the SAdF appears to
have staged in order to ifustify thelr breaking off of negotiatiéns
in the wa%e of Henes' :rrantins thelr denands, MNoreover, thouan

Hitler's Septerer 12 speech wildly exacerbated the revolt, it does
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not apprar that idenlein and Hitler acting together intentionally
areatad the revolt. Hitler's busic intention, as conveyed to
Henlein in conferences on September 1-2?Owas to continue the
negotiations in apparent good faith untll the time came for the
attack, After Benes' maneuver of grantinz all of the Karlsbad
demands, the SdF could not remain 1ln nezotiations and appear
lezitimately as an unsatisfied minority. Kot knoving 7there to
turn and una*le to immediately contact Germany, Henlein had to
find his way to avold resronding to the Czzch offer, The in-
creasine temro of revolt may have been furthered by some SdF
leaders in an attempt to force Hitler's hand (They themselves
were not sure of his intentions). In part gﬁg¢?§$gfﬁtwas a
function of a Czech crackdown which sought to utilize the revolt
to eliminate knots of armed. resistance in the Svdetenland.
Ferhaps the largest component of the revolt was sincerely felt
and highly exacerbated natlonal passion among the Sudeten Germans,
The uncontrolled and unexpected revolt in Czechoslovakia
versed on forcing Hltler to act. As far as an approrriate time
for the German Army's coming to the aild of oppressed Germans,
the Sudeten revolt was a perfect excuse before world opinion,
Hitler had thféatened action should one more German be killed;
dozens were dying. Accordingly, on September 15, Hitler ordered
millitary planners to determine if the attack could be launched
earlier than intended, Yet earlier cdecisions relative to utiliza-
tion of trains in last mincte construction of the dest Wall were

1

to prove to “ave made early attack ilmrossible, Jodl correctly
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observes that Hitler's decision on Jest Jall coanstruction limited
German freedom to move, In the interim Hnitler vas bozgzed dowm

In the nesotlatlions wi%h Chamberlain and by the ultlimate re-
sistance which was to ~revent his militery sction in 1938, =

In Britain as well the Sudeten rioting in the wake of Benes'
move almost forced a major action. On September 9 Haliféx drafted
the strongest warning Britain had yet made relative to the Czecho-
slovak crisis, Henderson, British Ambassador in Bérlin. was ine-
structed to deliver a demarche to both Hibtentrop and Hitler at
the Pﬁrty Congress. In the demarche Henderson was to warn that
France -vould supgport Czechoslovakia and that "it seems to His
Majesty's government inevitable that the sequehce of events must
result in a éene“al conflict from which Great Britain could not
stand asid‘e.?'Q This would have been Britein's first connectiovn
of "inevitable" British action to attact on Czechoslovakia. Fear
and policy inertia were to prevent its being delivered,

Beéinninq on September 8 British decision makers feverishly
sourght to find a way to stabilize what they saw as a situation
deteriorstine on all sides. In particular they feared that Hitler
might commit himself irretr;evably during the rarty Con<ress.
3ritish ministers feared developments in Czechoslovakis and the
implications of warnings which had been received from 1nside_
Germany and hich seemed to indicate a major move's being planned
for the last half of September. Again, as in their deliberation
before telr Avsust 27 warning, the British arsued rather pre-

cisely over the utility and exact nature of a warnlng which they



67

micht use to forestall Hitler, Judgment was about ejqually di-
vided betwern those ~tho belleved = calculated, clear warning
was the worst course and those who thousht it thé begst course,
Halifax and Chamberlain, supnported by the ambassadors in Berlin
and trague, judzed that, as Chamberlain was to say, "the formal
warning would not stop Hitler, if determined on that course (war),
and if not yet decided on it, might dri%%;hlm to adopt the course
that the Cabinet were anxiéus to avoid.ﬁj Halifax added that
Hitler was "possibly or even probably mad."sq

The presence of the nard liner Vansittart, =slong with some
ambicuity in Halifax's mind carried the day, nowever, and the
~ demarche noted ahove was telecraphed to Ambassador Henderson
at Nurembers,

Henderson, 'tho nad been, in his owm franfic words "running
around like a 1unat1035balked at delivering the demarche. Fre-
ferring more gentle suasion, Hendersbn bezged to be let out of
the chore of:palling "a man who is bluffing with a full house
in his hand.ﬁbln London, in Vansittart's'absence. Henderson's
bureaucratic demarche found a ready, 1f fickle, audience. 1In
reply, Halifax indicatéd that the demarche to Germany need not
be delivered provided "%Fr meaning and intentions were fully
understood by Germany.f A man as near mentasl collapse as
Henderson was clad to take the out that had been gladly granted
and, thinking over his morning's efforts, continued his tiresome

repetition of earlier and milder statements. In a sense the

tie-breakine vote of the men in the fleld had pushed British
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policy back into the tracks which i1t momentarily had left.

Sertembher 10 Bonnet asks Zritain, "W411ll you march with

us in the event France is involved in war
over Czechoslovakia®?"

French diplomacy had been relatively quiescent over the
summer, maintaining the course settied into during the spring.
During this perilod the French had contenteﬁ themselves with
oqcasional firm statements of support for the Czech alliance,
yét mad clearly subordinated their initiative in the question
of Czechoslovakia to the British lead. dhile 11t£le detaliled
information seems to exist concerning the French decision process
in early September, 1t appears from French diplomatic communica-
tions with Britain that around September 8 (shortly after the
situation rapldly besaln to ceteriorate in Czechoslovakia), a
shift began to occur in French thinking. By September 9 the
French were convincec, civen the uncertalnty of the British com-
mitment to Frsnce and hence to Czechoslovakia, that Germany had
decided to attack Czechoslovaltia, Accordingly the French govern-
ment, facing the heilghtened prospect of war, vegan., as 1n the spring,
a series of moves desicned to obtain a firm British commlitment,
The moves were in the form of tentative questioning at the am-
rassadorial level, Bonnet's question of September 10 represented
the development of that series of guestions.

September 12 In response to the French juestion of Sef—

tember 10, the British answered: "While His
Fajesty's Government would never =z2llow the
security of France to be threatened, they

are unable to ma're precise statements of the
character of their future action, or the time

at 'tnich it would be taken, in clrcumstances
that they c2nnot at rresent forsee," 59
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On September 12, the British Cabinet had discussed the de-
sirabllity of a process, as they termed it, of "neither applying
6O .
the brake nor the accelerator to France," Throughout the crisis’
development the British had been faced with this dilemma, Some
attention was glven to the rroblem of avoiding disheartening
France, Yet in particular the British nad been haunted by the
ldea of a firm British commitment's emboldenine France to the
rolnt that she could no lonrer ite controlled in the interest of
settlement Iin Europe, In British eyes France's perception of
her strategic situation might be so sufficiently altered with
Britain locked-in to commitment that French moves might, at the
least, allienate Germany end Itu:ly from Britain and, at the most,
precipitate war, which Britain, with her concern for continental
balance, must inevitably be affected by, commitment or not.

September 12 (Subseguent to British response to France).

At a party rally Hditler demands self-deter-
mination for the Sudeten Germans and pro-
mises that Germany will defend the Sudeten
Germans if asked. He expresses repgret that
German action might disturb relations =with
Europe, but says that the blame does not lie
with Germany.

In this speech it.seems Hitler would have, had it been avail-
able, avpealed to the Munich Analoiry., Hitler had reminded the
world of German's efforts for veace, But ne said, since "the
self-limitation and self-restr2int™ displayed by Germany had
"apparently been intervreted by many as merely weakness," this

imare mist be corrected, koting that "a Great Fower"™ could not

"for a second time suffer such an infamous encroachment on its
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rights," Hitler polnted out that he had, since ﬁay. built the
dest Jall and proposed now to act unless c¢ifficulties in Czechio-
slovakia were alleviated,

Hitler was not ready to act on the matter of Czechoslovakia,
He needed both time to prepare opinion at home and abroad and
time to complete his military preparations against French in-
cursion, In the eyes of the world Germany was now firmly com-
mited to aid the Sudeten Germans, but Hitler could generally
control the SdP power structure and also could choose whether
or not to hear the Sudeten arpeals for help., Hitler had turned
the screw a bit but had avoided locking Germany into the ultimatum
which hié opponints so greatly_feared. Though Britain, France,
~and Czechoslovakia felt rellef at nbt hearing an ultimatum, the
effect of the speech in conjunction with increased rioting in
the Sudetenland (one spin-off from the sreech) was to helghten
the feellne of Germany's opponents that a move was up to them
if peace was to be maintained., There is no evidence that Hitler
celcula‘ed by the lLuremberg scveech a pushing of hils opponents |
toward a rarticular move. Indeed, he was, as we will see, astounded
when they did move in resronse to the logic he and the Sudeten
riotiné had creat-d, Hather, his intention was the maintenance
and furtherarce of a stste of mind,

For France, ditler's Nuremberg speech, taken with the de=-
teriorating domestic situation of her Czech ally, amounted to -
a statement of "It's your move." According to #sheeler - Bennett,

the French Catiret srent Sentember 13 facing a choice between a
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firm response to Hitler's speech and allowing him, unimpeded,

to make hls next derand, "thich was 1likely to be for the amnnexation
of the SudetenlnhdjﬂJThe general cholce before Ffance was one of
resisteance or =cuiescence, In deliberations on Sertemter 13,
the French Cabinet was deeply split on the funcamental question
relevant to their next move: Could France emerge victorious in
the next war? Calculations of force strength and allies' support
were central, In particular French consideration seems to have
been colored by the British response of September 12. Nothing
could be resolved. The majority in the Cabinet were for taking
no firm stand. With France in the back seat and 3ritain applying
"'neilther the brakes nor the accelerator," French policy cosassted.
Despairine at decision, Daladier telephoned Chamberlain in the
early evening to explore vaguely tne possitility of reaching

some vague arrsngement with Hitler in face-to-face negotlations.
Chamberlain was noncommittal with Daladier, but said that he had

2 plan ~"hich he had been thinking about for some time and which
might be of some use,

September 13 Chamberlain proposes to ditler that, be=-
cavse of the increasingly criticel situation,
he come to Germany for conversatlions. A
meeting is scheduled for September 15.
In Britaln as well, the Nuremberz speecn had more clearly
defined & situation in which it was belleved that there must be
action if Hitler were to be forestalled. The urgency in British

cilrcles was helchtened by ners from Ambasssadcr rhipps in Fraris

which indicsated the troubled, divided, and parmlyzed state of the
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French government, Chamberlain's request for a visit doeg not
anrpear to have been made in a state of panic. Hather, 1t re-
presented the dusting off of an emer:iency plan for a face~to-face
visit which Chamberlain had been formﬁlating since Spring and
which had solidified in his mind around September 1., As Chamberlain
told the full Cabinet the next day, "The plan was that as soon
as 1t Es?qme clear that a solution could be re:ch in no other
way..." Chamberlain thought he was g¢olng to prevent a very likely
war. The British move was one of reconnaissance rather than one
of dizegline—in a firm position. Among the effects intended by
Chamberlain and Halifax, the principle formulators of the plan,
was an imfroveﬂent of communication with Germany. It was thought
that the inherent "dramatic force"?a;s Chanmberlaln characterized
it, would clear the air, Secondly, the British had feared that
thelr communications were not getting to Hitler. Finally dalifax
hoped that the display effect of the visit, that is, its demon-
stration of British concern, might in 1tself alter internal German
policy making through the encouragement of moderates,
It is clear that at this point Cnamberlain envisioned 1its

possihly beins necessary to alter the frontiers of Czechoslovakia

by way.of agreeable solutioé{{ He had, by September 14, tacitly
| mccevted Hitler's demand for self-determination (made at Nuremberg)
and indeed, had gone even further, and envisioned the direction
self-determnination would tave, Moreover, he clearly did not reiate

territorial chanees 1n Czechoslovakia to any slgnificant shift in

the stratesic situation in Czechoslovaklia., "If we fight," he had later
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said, "1t must be on larger issues than that.," Rather, it should

be apainst somethine dangerous, something on the order of one
©5
state's trylne "to dominate the world by force."™ At this point

Chamberlaln's thinking included a category for salami tactics
ard, one suproses anachronistically, "Munich .naloasy," but the
danrer he saw as relevdnt was a possible World War I cataclysm,
September 15 The Berchtesgzamgen conversation., Hitler de-
mands the "return”" of the Sudeten Germans
to the Reich, saying "I am ready to take the
risk of war rather than let this state of
affa’rs last any longer."™ Further, he asks
for dissolution of Czechoslovakia's treaty
with the Soviet Union and supports the claims
of Foland and Hungary to prarts of Czechoslo-
vakia. The closest Hitler actually came to
.indicating limited ambitions was in a state-
ment that he did not want Czechs and in an
agreement to stay his hand unless 1t was forced
wnile Chamberlain consvlted his sovernment and
France, Gl :
It would appear that Hitler was surprised by Chamberlsin's
7
offer to come to Germany. "I was astounded," he said, He later
told Lipski, the FPolish Ambassador that he had expected that
Chamberlain was coming to declare Britain's intention to stand
by Czechoslovakia, It is clear that the Chamberlain visits occured
as the momentum for the invasion of Czechoslovakia was dramatically
growing . loreover, during the day of September 15, while Cham-
berlain was with Hitler, a note was trouzht in revealing that
Henlein had formally broken off negotiatiows with the Czech govern-
ment’ and fled into Germany., The state of open revolt in Czecho-
slovakia had reached a peak and the political climax of Hitler's

plans was occurring. However, as it will be remembered from the
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discussion of military forces, there was no way that a suE-
stantial German military operation could have been launched
against Czechoslovakle at this time. Unlike Austria, Czecho-
slovakia was not vulnerable to a casual invgsion. Many of the
c¢rucial forces were two days from tﬁe border and rolling stock
was tled up in the West Wall construction.' The military climax,
the invasion itself, was not scheduled until September 28. The
pdrtially uncontrolled element of Sudeten disorders was resulting
in a disjointing of the voliticsl and military eléments of Hitler's
plans. Hence Hitler was forced, by Chamberlain's visit in par-
ticular, to temporize., He did so by entering into a rrocess
which appeared to be negotiation on the rroblem of Czechoslovakia,
In apprearance Hitler was, during this period, making bidding
moves sunvorted by verbal ard physical communications of comnmit-
ment. In reality Hitler was organizine a conflict in his bidding
and verbel communicetion moves; that 1is, he was preparing a
picture for the consumption of his possible opponents in inter-
nation2l politics. The picture, the image he wished to convey,
was of an aggrieved natlonalist forced by horrible atrocity into
suvporting his suffering compatriots., What mizht appear to have
been physical comgunicationé relevant to the process of more formal
negotiation were primarily actual preparations for the use of
force, which the 1image of aggrieved nationalist was 1ntended to
justify. Chamberlain found the image Hitler had been projecting
reallstic enough to serve as é suide for Zritish policy,

Parad xically, Hitler's minimum demand made at Berchtessaden
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was for less than he was actvally willing to accept. Basically,
his demand as he communicated 1t to Chamberlsin was for incor-
roration of Sudeten German territory into Germany and a change

in the international status of Czechoslov:kia, Hitler's actual
minimum, the least he would have accepted on September 15 would
seem to have been for something closer to total destruction of
Czechoslovakia, Three bits of evidence support thlis contention.
Iﬁ the first place, it was the total destruction of Czechoslovekia
2s a state th-t Hitler was planning in the military operations
that were belng put together in September, and significantly,

it was for this total destructlon that plans continued to be made,
Nor do the plans for total destruction seem to have been dictated
substantlally by the militsry imrossibility of attacking only

part of Czechoslovakia., Two other bits of evidence indicate

that even after =a politicel-settlement would have given Hitler

the Sudeten part of Czechoslovzkia he snill souzht control of the
whole s%ste, First, when eventually offered, at Godesberg, hat
he had demanded at Berchtesgzaden, he refused the offer, Secondly,
Hitler told Hung=rian lMinisters on September 20, that is, before
his initisl Berchteszaden demands had been met, that "The
(possibility) of the Czechs submitting to every demand (is) a
danger (to which) the only satisfa-tory solution" is military
actionfﬂ7 Hithr was bluffing vhen he occupied the Rhineland. In
the late pre-w=ar and early war years, when the exercise of what Hitler
called "vill"™ still covldé ma%e a significant differerce in the power

ejuertion, Hitler may have fooled hirself enouv.h concerning the
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military bazlance to execute a few half-blurfs. There is, how-
ever, no evidence or interpolation that convitces one that Hitler
was bluffing at Berchtesgnden. On Septerter 15 hHitler intended
to lavnch in two weseks = military operation to destroy Czecho-
slovak power. In the meantime he wbuld prepare justification
and 1solate the victim, All else '1as anoiilary to the main
goal,

Besides his surprised notice that Hitler -ras "the commonest
little dog vou ever ssﬂn%?tME Berchtesiaden vlsit-bore no shocks

Ta Chamberlads eyes

for Chamberlain, Y Hitler had made no significant new demands at
Berchtesgaden, rather, he had .more precisely summarized the German
position as it had developed and explicitly confirmed 'that he
had said at, Nuremberg. As the trsnslator Schmidt notes, Berch-
tesgaden was the first time Hitler was to use the phrase "so
oder so", "one way or the other"”, with a foreign head of state(.oq
It meant a verbal commitment to fight unless satisfied; yet by
this time the flow of statements and actlions had already confirmed
Chamberlainnthat expectation of the possible outcome of the Czech
situation. Chamberlain did not perceive "one way or the other"
ms the co0ldly calculated threat it seems when considered as a
phrase out of thé context of the history 1n which it was uttered.
There is no evidence that he saw it as a manipulative threat.
Rather, the phr=se s received by Chanberlain more as a aafning
of the forces of human nature, Chamberlain appears to have taken

this wvhole encounter as a confirmation of his earlier rerceptions;

percentions of a developrinr dreadful automaticlty inherine in
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the passion of natlionalism and not amenable to reasonable hand-
ling by the nationalist himself, Hence it became incumbent on
those not burdened with the same passions to exercise reason,
September 22 The Godesberg conversations begin, Cham-
berlain offers, with French and Czech approval,
cession to Germ=any of all sections in Czecho-
slovakia with more than 50% German inhabitants,
In addition, he offers a change in the inter-
national status of Czechoslovakia, doing away
with the Russian alliance,
The British Cabinet was deeply split over a response to
Hitler's demands at Nuremberg and as specifled at Berchtesgaden
and reported to them by Chamberlain. The split had been developing

since the middle of August. The increasingly perceived need for

British action, in increasing relationship with British involvement-

in the crisis, heightened the need for ﬁ policy stance and thus

- heightened the division between the two groups in the Cabinet.l
For both groups the Berchtesgaden demands confirmed expectations
and provided a concrete focal point for policy. One one side were
Chamberlain, Halifax, Sir John Simon, and Sir Samvel Hoare, This
group had been formed into an informal bsdy, the "Inner Cabinet"
during the week before Chamberlain went to Berchtesgasden. Their
commonality lay in thelr sharing soft line views on resistance to
Germany., Thelr views were to determine British policy at this
moment and had, in general, a Chinese box-~like consistency: Hitler
couild be trusted in his statement of limited ambitions, Czechoslo-
vakia was not vital to British interests, the idea of fighting a
certain war now to'prevent 2 possible future war amounted to "pre-

10
ventive war"™ and should not be contemplated, The opposition was

S —
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less chohesive as a group, hence it 1s more difficult to define
its views, Very generally, however, it was a mirror image of
the soft line views. .Runciman, now back from Czechoslovakia,
shared soft line views. These views reinforced those he had
formed while in Czechoslovakia. |

On September 18 Daladier and Bonnet afrived for a report
on the Berchtesgaden visit, Though the British Cabinet as a
whole had not resolved on a response to Germany and the crisis
sltuation in two days' meetings, the "Inner Cabinef" met with
the French, It was thus the views of the "Inner Cabinet" soft
liners which were to determine the British position in the alliance
bargaining which preceded the September 22 offer to Germany .

France,and Britain both entered into the conversations
favoring incorporation of Czech territory into Germany. They
differed over the method to be used, with the British favoring
plebiscite and France in favor of direct cession. Apparently
the French misrepresented the Czech position in arguing for direct
cession?1 In so doing the French ministers won the dispute with
Britain over method and, through falsely claiming Czech support
for direct cession, made British suprort for any kind of cession
more easy to achiéve. When Chambterlaln returned to the full
Cabinet he unknowingly used this misrepresentation in success-
fully quelling onrposition to the idea of cession. Secondly.'the
French, their interest in involving Britain in French sunport
continuing, won British acceptance of a proposal for possible

British-French guarantee of a truncated Czechoslovakia, which the
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French still saw as possibly useful to the defen;e of France
against Germany. The British, on theilr part, agreed to what
they had considered beforehand a possible requisite for prevail-
ing on France to agree to the significant cessiosn to be demanded
of Czechoslovakia (all areas over 50% German). The French in
exchange agreed to the magn;tude of the cession,

As both groups of negotiators returned to their respective
cabinets for approval of the decision reached, they faced the
possibility of significant opposition to their joint decision.
In the case of both cabinets the decision reached between the
negotiators represented a commitment to a position which went
significantly beyond anything actually agreed to by that time
in cabinet. Indeed, more precisely, discussions in cabinet
had been unable to reach agreement on the positions suggested,

* there having been signific:ant opposition. Yet when those who
were the soft liners in each cabinet returned with their mutual
decision, 1ts welght significantly countered orrosition and each
cabinet approved offering the proposals, which became known as
the Franco-British flan, to Czechoslovakia. It was as if the
alliance discussions, standing in the air, had joined hands to
complete the building of a policy base underneath themselves.
Hence soft line policy ~vas helped over vhat might have been a
sticking point,.

On September 19 the British and French delivered the pro-
duct of theilr jolnt deliberaztions to the Czechs as a virtual

ultirmatum. A vague time limit of close to one day was attached
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as gently as possible, requesting a reply which would allow
Chamberlain to renew his conversations with Hltler on September
21, Crech deliberations were carried on in a desperate context
militarily, Germany had by this time massed 30 divisions close
to Czecroslovakia. The Czechs, on French advice, and insnite

of theilr own vigorous pleading to France, had taken only very
minor mobilization measures, Only complete mobilization offered
Czechoslova%Zia any significant chance of resistance to a German
attack. Yet to have mobillized against French advice would have
jeopardized the French and British support on which Czech policy
throughout the crisis was predicated. The Czech failure to
mobilize meant both that France was to be more inclined to push
the thus weaker Czechoslovakia toward ylelding, and also that
Czechoslovakia would be less able to resist French pushing,

Also on Septemrber 19 and 20 Benes received, after inquiries,
assurances that the Soviet Union would act in suvport of Czecho-
slovakia, In this too the mobilization i@balanoe was a factor,
for it meant that Scviet aid, if it came, would have less time
to reach Czechoslovalria or to draw an attack away from Czecho-
slovekia. This, coubled with the difficulties the Soviet aild
would have had-ln reaching Czechoslovakia, made it more doubtful
that these tvo states alone could prevail against Germany. Per-
hapé even ﬂ“re.importantly, resistance to the Soviets as Commu=-
nists came very strongly from elements in the Czech military and
the entirety of the cruclal Agrarian Party, who were loathe to

depend on the Soviet Union, particularly the Soviet Unlon alone,
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fof ald, Hence because of geography and ideolozy and the pivotal
position bearers of anti-communist ideology held in Czech politics,
the only possible ally.which renalned generally steadfast to
Czechoslovakia and in favor of resistance was precluded,

Hence the Czechs could go only one way. in response to the
Franco-British ulti~atum. Yet they chose to split the difference,.
Without rejecting the proposed settlement they suggested arbitra-
tion, In part this was not merelyla matter of bargaining for
the best terms, but also, some evidence 1ndicates?gén effort to
delaf over agree~ent so as to give the hard liners and public
opinion in France time to corme togefher with a policy of resis-
tance. IThis was not to happen at this tire. The French govern-
ment remainéd as divided as it had becen on September 13. Daladier
and Bonnet were able to use their central positions to isolate
the French decision process from the full effect of the Czech
effort and to promote the policy entered into with the Brifish.

The Czech response, -thether splitting the difference or
stalling, was raplidly quashed by Britain and France, Hepresen-
tatives of both states made it clear that Czechoslovakia must
immediately and without reservatior agree to the Franco-British
plan or be left to face Germany alone. Someone, apparently Hodza,
an Agrarian and the Czech Premier, appears to nave urged this
maneuver on the French as a device necessitated by intractable
elements relating to the Czech decision proceséfawhich were

’?;.

apparently Benes and public opinion. It would seem however, that

the British and French position would have been forthcoming without
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Czech urging., On September 21 the Czechs yieldéd and agreed

to the Franco-British plan, On September 22 Chamberlain re-

turned to Germany to meke the above-mentioned bid for settle-
ment.

September 22-24 The Godesberg Conversations, Hitler .
rejects Chamberlain's offer as in-
volving too much time in an unstable
situation. He dermands immediate (which
he ultimately indicates as by October 1)
Czech withdrawal from Sudeten areas and
immediate occupation by the German
military. Hitler asserts that this is 7
his "last territorial demand in Europe",
but refuses to guarantee a truncated
Czechoslovakia, Further, Hitler asserts
that if negotiation does not succeed for
Germany, "she is determined to exhaust
the only opportunities that rermain to
her, "G

. Hitler's immediate response to Chamberlain's bid hzd been

to indicate that events since Septerber 15 made the German position
of that date no longer sufficient to safeguard Gerran lnterests,
Hitler sought to indicate that through a wideninz of the 1issue
(Polish and Hungarian interest in areas of Czechoslovakia) stability
had been even further decreesed and a negotiated arrangement
was likely to be even more difficult to reach., While maintaining
the German position as of Septerber 15 (which Chamberlain had

satisfied), Hitler added significant demands concerning the im-
plementation of Chamberlain's bid. These centered around a vir-
tually immediate occuvation of the Sudetenland and a plebiscite
to be held later. This was to be the general position which
Hitler firmly maintained until September 29. The only change
in Hitler's position during the days of the Godesberg conver-

sations was an extension of the deadline for Czech evacuation
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f rom September 28 to October 1,

On reading the documents and notes that have come down from
Godesberg, one is struck by three pronounced themes that emerge
from German attempts to support thelr opening and closing positions
(which were the same), First, the Germans carefully sought to
avold alienating the British, prsenting their demands as vital
for the security.of a reace-loving and proud stzte and both
praising Chamberlein's efforts for peace and holdiﬁg out the
prospect for a general settlement between Germany and Britain,
Secoﬁdly, the Germans were very concerned to indicate the fun-
damental importance of time; the utter, unavoidatle necessity
of a virtually immediate occupation. Finally, to a lesser, but
still signiflcant and visible extent, the Germans maintained
the imvortance of a vlebiscite which, it will be remembered,
was at this point quite unpopular in Czech, British, and French
decisi~n rmaking circles,

Hitler. as he later confessed to Chamberlain, w=s surprised
at Chamberlain's success. Chamberlain's actual offer on September
22 does not, however, appear to have been a comnlete surprise.
On Septenter 21 the Germans tec:me a rare, through ﬁheir intelli-
gence operations and a newspaper's error, that the Czechs had
agreed to some sort of Franco-British plan. They did not, 1t
appears, know the exact terms of the plan. Nevertheless, they
would, <iven Cramberlain's undertaking at Berchtesgaden and no
signs of a draratic change in VWestern policy, have been able to

surmise tre senera’ nature of the plan to be offered,
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At this point (September 21) the surprise would have come, On
Septenher 21 the German High Command was order~d to prepare,
for the first time, contineency plans for a peaceful occupation
of Sudeten territorles,

Chamberlain's Sertember 22 bid, it will be remembered from
the discussion of Hitler's Serntember 15 demand, was Jess than
Hitler required as a minimum settlement, but more than Hitler
seems to have believed would have been offered, After September
21 or September 22 at the latest Hitler became suddenly aware, through
Chamberlain's bid, that there might be a realistic possiblility of
obtaining the str=tezically crucial portions of Czechoslovakia in
a more peadeful manner. Greater complexity was added to Hitler's
calculations. Nevertheless, Chaﬁberlain's actual offer had been
for far less than tiitler planned to realize through direct military
_attack. The Godesberg demands did not become Germany's stable mini-
mum, the minimum with which she would have been satisfled., BRather,
the structure, direction, and later German treatment of the Godesberg
demands sugsest quite strongly.that, even 1f an actual bid, they
were then seen by Germany as only a Vvery temnorary (6 weeks rather
than months) minimum, intended to serve as a plateau or rest stop
on the ﬁay to the attain-ent of the actual minimum which had exlsted
‘at Berchtesgaden and earlier. Of course, thigsonly my most likely
interpretation. Hitler never spoke.for the record on precisely this
point, but toth immediately before and also after this point he in-
dicated the strong desire for all of Czechoslovakia. Hitler's

goal, his orlentation, remained the same and something
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close to the destruction of Czechoslovakia,

Further.lit was Hitler's good fortune that the same immediate
steps, the same delineation of position, would serve two pur-
poses, First, it would serve as a means of ralsing demands
while threatening war 1in hopes that Chamberlain could be drawn
closer to the German mini~rum., Secondly, it would serve as a
means for maintainihg an image of German justification until
Serntember 30 arrived and preparation for the attaék was complete,
Most observers (Robinson, Wheeler-Bennet, Fubank, Nogueres) sup-
port'this dual conception of German policy at Godesberg, It is
at least nossible, given the lack of clear insight into Hitler's
calculations at this poiﬁt. that only one of the two means of
goal attainment was being pursued, It seems most likely, how-
ever, that on September 21 or 22 the second means (more pure
negotiation for cession without war) became at least a secondary
possibility in German planning. This is supported by a number
of bité of evidence; continued preparation for implementation
of elther means in the German military; what apprears to have
been agonized equivocation between the two courses later; and,
if the rational policy modgl 1s allowed here, strong contra-
dictions which inhere in the German pnsition which anpears to
have been needless unless one views German policy as oriented
toward tw~ possible means of goal attainment which in them-
selves were contradictory. Admittedly this is an important
peint, and that in part one is forced to deduce policy from

barsaining position to support it, pretty lame. It is however
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the common and,it seems, correct judgment of German policy at
this point,

The essential difference bet'reen the opnosiﬁg positions at
Godesberg was one of time. Both sides contemplated cession
of approximately the same areas, with the same strategic im-
portance (these areas contained the Czech fixed fortifications
against Germany). At Godesberg Chamberlain appeared to acquiesce
on the question of a plebiscite. Yet the dispute over immediacy
of occupation remalned. The actual effect of the immediate oc-
cupéticn proposed by Hitler would have been quite significant.
The Czech border and its defenses would have melted away before
the German forces in the attack which was planned for essentially
the same time period in which inmmediate occupation was being de-
manded, Herce, if German demands were aoceptéd, Hitler would
not %gyforestnlled in his plan to attack Czechoslovakia, but
rather, his forces would bhe passed through the first line of
defenses. The issue of the plebiscite (which sven the SdP was
against) could be used to justify further inroads by German
troops, The Godesberg position taken by Germany, then, rectified
the inflexibility and insufficiency of the earlier German position,
It allowed a maximization of possible outcomes, a maximum of
‘flexibility with a minimum of rigldity of commitment,

Amazingly, Chamberlain did not appear to perceive the stra-
tegic implicatlions of the German poslition taken at Godesberg,
Chamberlain objected and ultimately refused to do more than pre-

sent the German position to Czechoslovakia. Yet his objlections
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were to the form, to the appearance of the German position and
its likely effect on public poinion and Czech decision makers.
Apparently Hitler's purely formal chanses in some aspects of

the appearance of the German position (such_things as emphasizing
the importance of its title "Memorandum" to indicate that it

was not, as Chanmberlain suggested, a "diktat") were sufficient

to change Chamberlain's mind. In Cabinet he was an advocate

of meeting the German position., Part of his statement in Cabinet
on September 24 serves well to indicate the effect of the Godes-
berg conversations on Chamberlain himself:

...0on the first day at Bad Godesberg (he) had

felt indipgnant...After further conversation

with Herr Hitler, (he) had modified his views...

"It was necessary to appreciate their motives and

see how their minds worked in order to under-

stand peonle's actions. In (his) view Herr

Hitler had a narrow mind and was violently pre-

Judiced on certain subjects: but he would not

deliberately deceive a man whom he respected

and with whom he had been in negotiation...He

said he had no more territorial ambitions in

Europe...TT '

Other British decision makers attached a different meaning
to the German rejectlion of the British bid. The new German
position temporarily altered the fairly even split in the Cabinet
betwveen those =ho supndrted and those who opposed Chamberlain's
views, Halifax, Simon, Hoare (except for Chamberlain, all of
the "Inner Cabinet") and three others-who had formally been in
favor of a soft line met on the night of September 23 and de-

livered notice to Chamherlain of the change in their position.

"Change" may be too strong a word, for the British had not really
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considered before Godesberg the possibility of having to deal
with a rejection of their bid, Rather, the period of tire which
the British Cabinet had for decision tefore Godesberz had been
filled with debate concerning the extent to which their bid
should zo toward meeting the German position anﬁ,-once that

was settled, obtaining agreement from Czechoslovakia. The con-
tinaency of increased German demands had not been dealt with

in Cabinet, thourh 1lts possibility had been suggested,

For this group the increased German demands appear to have
bezun to confirm rortions of an image of Hitler which hard liners
had suggested in Cabinet, but which had been rejected as unlikely.
The image, as noted in the background to the British bid of

vi ¥

September 22, was of Hitler as aufair—player with\limited am-
bitlons. With almost incredible simplicity Hitler's first sig-
nificant raising of demands during the intense crisis period
had produced a negative response from the soft liners. As soon
as 1t became clear that Hitler was raising his demands they began
to make efforts to_draw a line on concession. Frightened by
the thought that Chamberlain micht be going, in the spirit of
concessicn, even further than the position of the bid he took
to Godesberg, this group sent word to Chamberlain at Godesberg
that it was now time for Hitler to make the next concession?
September 23 Britain asks the Soviet Union what measures
it 1s prepared to take in support of Czecho--
slovakia,

At the same time as the shift in thinking in the British

Cabinet, Halifax made this direct approach to the Soviets. This
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waé the only WJestern step tovard co-operation with the Soviets
during the intense phase of the crisls. The Britlsh approach
folloved two strong pub]lc statements from Litvinov on September
21 and 23 concerning continued Soviet support for Czechoslovakia,
As at earlier times the Soviets were asking for joint action
with the West.

It wrould seem falr to correlate Halifax's inquiries after
Soviet support with the new mood produced in the "inner Cabinet"
by Hitler's increasrd demands and in particular with the apparent
shiff in Halifax's image of Germany. Hallfax seems to have newly
discovered the Soviet offers; perhaps because oply then did
these offers aprear to be poscibly relevant to a British policy
which was tﬁen tentatively in flux between concession and re-
gsistance.,  Something like selectlve attention would seem to -
have been operating in British policv; the only options which
nad been very extensively explored were those +thich appeared
releveant to the existine policy. Once Hitler's demands suggested
& new image of his prob:ble behavior, a volicy of resistance came
into consideration and as vart of thet consideration an exploration
of Snviet intention was 1augched.

The Soviet response to British inguiries was the suggestion
of a conference in order to discuss military co-operation in a
more united politic~l framework. The Soviets were not jumping
in head first wity an immeciate response to Halifax's inquirles
about military rmeasures, et those who suggest that thelr pro-

posal of a conference —vas a dodge are not very cénvineing, On
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September 23 the Soviets had warned Foland that Polish crossing
into Czechnslovakia in pursuance of formerly Polish sections
of Czechoslovalia -rould mean the rupture of the Russo-Polish
Non-Aggression Treaty. Further, the Sovlet's placing military
co-ordination in the setting of political co-ordination seems
a perfectly realistic, 1f unfort:nately less spe=dy, method
of organizing Czechoslovakia's support. Agaln the Soviet stance
on raper is generally impeccable in the light of diplomatic
practice; they could not have known that their own public assurance
of support for Czechoslovakia would be left uncalled on, nor
could they have knowﬁ their reply to Halifax, which suggested a
conferrnce of resisters, would have been ignored. If a man has
his uniform and 1s on the bench, it can be assumed that he is
ready to play. |

#hen we later turn to the de!iberations in Cabinet concerning
a Britlshlresponse to Hitler's Godesberg positi~n, it will be
noted that there is no mention of the Soviet Union as a factor
in possible resistance. This is because there does not appear’td
have been any mention of Soviet co-operation in these Cabinet
discussions. Discussions there were to center on the meaning
of the Godesberg de~ands for the British imaze of Hitler. Those
.vho sought to argue resistance dealt more with the opinion that
Bri;aln simrly mus* resist than on precise arguments of how
Britain might resist, That the two elements might logically
have been related seems anparent now but does not seex to have .0 i

dwe't on then, It cannot be denied that the possibility of Soviet
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ald may have privately strengthened exlsting haré liners and en-
couraged new hard liners, Only, however, when the French arrived
for discussions with the British did the Soviet offer of =sid
receive consideration in counsel,

September 23 10:30 P.M., - Czechoslovakia announces mobili-
zation.

September 24 4:00 A.¥. - France mobilizes half a million
men to supplement her September 2 moblliza-
tion.

On September 17 the Henlein Free Corps had been formed in-
side Germany as a compornent of German invasion plans. Composed
of Sudetens whn had fled or been expelled from Czechoslovalkila
‘during the recent disorders there, this group was primarily in-
tended to keep order in the wake of German invasion., Military.
interests tere served by the creation of this formation in that
manpover would be released for the purpose of the actﬁal assault,
National Socialist interests were served in that the members of
the Henlein Free Corps would be, due to the more rad;cal nature
of those Sudetens ‘tho had left Czechoslovakia, a rather ideo-
logically pure ponlice force. Concern had been growing in party
circles about the ideologlcal ductility of certaln pro-annexation
groups in the Sudetenland.

In the turbulent period of preparation for attack the Henlein
Free Corps proved difficult for Germany to control and began,
with the weapons it had been issued, to launch unautnorized in--
cursions buck into Czechoslovakia (a few such incursions anpear
to have bveen autrorized). On September 20, because these incur-

sions were drawing Czech forces to the border areas, Hitler

o S -

s
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aﬁtempted to more tightly control the Free Corps action. In

this he appears to have been somewhat unsuccessful. On September
2?2, Free Corps groups.again went over the border and succeeded

in capturing several small towns. It will be remembered that the
Czechs had, before September 15, utilized the internal Sudeten
disruptions to eliminate much of the armed Sudeten resistance
inside Czechoslovakia, Not wanting to allow thelr re-established
control to slip away, esrecially with the likely eventuality of
of invasion by the Wehrmacht, the Czechs responded vigorously to
Free.Corps action., In short the situation in the Sudetenland

was dengerously unstable and anpeared to be escalating.

When Daladier and Bonnet learned that the conflict in the
Sudetenland'lnvolved increasing use of force, they decided to
accede to the previous Czech requests and allow mobilizatiorn.

The French seem to have judged that -the Czech resistance to the
Free Corps was dangerous in that it both tied Czech forces down
and heightened instability., The French may not have wanted Czech
mobilization, but Czech escalation in the Sudetenland made it
bearable at 1little extra cost?C1 France, however, was derendent

on British sunport in the same sense that Czechoslovakia was de-
pendent on French and British support, The train of mobilization
could not start until all three were on the track. Lest they
allenate the British, the French sought first to secure British
support for a Czech mobilization. Given the events of Godesberg,

that support was to prove somevhat easier to come by than it had

earlier,.
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The French request met a favorably chﬂngéd atmosphere in
London., After some long-distance badgering from Halifax, Cham-
berlain r-lented at a ‘point during his Godesberg stay when chances
for settlement seemed particularly gloomy. Chamberlain quite re-
luctantly allowed Halifax and Daladler to ayprove the Czech mo-
bilization request, In five hours time mobiiization orders went
out in‘Czechoslovakia.

Once the French had allowed the Czechs to mobilize, they were
under increasing oressure to mobilize in France., On September 21
Britaln had adopted a neutrallposition toward French mobilization,
The factors of increased German military preparation and heightened
German demands which had been relevant to the Czech mobilization
«were also, O0f course, relevant to the French mobllization. In
addition, the Czech mobilization itself created increased pressure
on France to mobilize, since i1t apre=red even =ore to run the
risk of pushing things out of controf%jThough Czech mobilization had
been ai]owed by the French in order to make the situation more
stable in the event war broxe out, it had the effect of increasing
French perception of instability in the short run.

The Czech and French mobilizations must be seen as an unin-
ténded side effect of the derman policy of gradual preparation
for attack and escalation of demands, - Hitler had, during the
early summer, forseen possible negative effects in buildinglup
for an attack rather than striking "out of the blue", but Czecho-
slovakia was not Austria and Hitler correctly judged a need, at

minimum, of maximum pre-attack military preparation. Hitler had
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expected that he -jould be able to counter the negative effects
by maneuvering Czechoslovakia into an isolated position, dip-
lomatically. In part the negative British and Frénch response
to earlier Czech regquests was a tribute to the partial success
of that pollicy »f isolation and its basis in promised reward and
implied threat. Yet the French mobilization and British tacit |
acquliescence in French and Czech mobilization were the first sig-
nificant actions deriving from a negative Western response to
Hitler's allowing military dictates and his October 1 deadline
to push the policy of 1solation along rather than follow it. The
other comronent in the Jestern mobllization position of Septenmber
22-24 seews to have been generated without German intention by
the escalation of the Henlein Free Corps and the Czech response.
Though Germany had created the Free Corps and éoon recognized its
danger for the German lead in military preparation, the Germ=ns
could not control the Free Corps.

There is evidence from internal German diéputes on Septe~ber
22 over the time of day for an attack thét at this rolnt the Gerwﬁn
military was losinrg both 1ts fe:r of Czech resistance and its
sense of urgency which dictated a rapidly successful operation
before French intervention might be effeccive?g A component in
the chancing attitude of the Germzn military was the failure to
extensively mobilize in Czechoslovakia and the West, After the
additional French mobilization, the German military attache in
Paris reported (falsely) the certain French plans for an invasion

well into Germany should "ar-core. There is no evidence that this
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affected Hitler in the slightest, who was still ;rguing the over-
whelming streﬁgth of the West Wall., There may be some connection,
however, between the two mobllizatlons and the High Command's newly
increasing obiections to the invasion., These objections, after
being held back for a -thile, began to grow in 1intensity as

the French and Czechs completed their mobilization., This, of
course, is tentative and, though one might suppose that the two -
mobilirations increased German fear and WJestern confidence as they
altered the "real" situation, 1s difficult to relate directly to
the outcome of the crisis on the basis of the information ﬁhich

is avallable,

September 25 The French Cabinet rejects the terms demanded
. by Hitler at Godesberg.

Throughout the crisis period the French had been rather self-
consciously practicing what must have apreared to them Machiavellian
realism, This 1s not, of course, to imply that policies formed
in such a state of mind are necessarily realistic. On September
13 Daladier had frantically abdicated the lead in seeking a solution
to the Sudeten problem to Britain. This abdication had come
about after a deadlock in the French Cabinet over an estiﬁatlon
of the likelihood of French victory in a war with Germany. This
| deadlock derived from the need the French perceived to forestall
Hitler and the French inablility to obtain the guarantees of British
assistance which would make, in the French conception, successful
armed reslstance possirle,

In the An~lo-French conversations before Gndesberz the French
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had been for yilelding certain Sudeten areas to bermany. Yet at

the same time they envisioned Czechoslovakia, or the rump of Czecho-
slovakia, continuing to play a role in the maintenance of the new
status quo against Germany. This had been the drive of French
requests of Britaln for new guarantees to the truncated Czecho-
slovakia., Such policy had been the saddle-point of division in

the French Cabinet,

Yet the German demands at Godesberg went significantly beyond
this point. Their accertance would have destroyed the role the
French saw for Czechoslovakia in maintailning the revised status
quo, As the Czec®s sald in their own rejection of the German

denands .

They devrrive us of every safeguard of our national

existence. We are to yielc up large porticns of

our c:refully prepared defenses, ard to admit the

German armnies ceep into our territory before we have

been able to organize it on the new basis or make

any preparation for its defense, 34

On the whole the French Cabinet was unwilling to have Czecho-
slovakla eliminated as a power factor, which in their eyes would
have harpened if the Godesberg demands were accepted (though
apparently not if the Franco-British bid was accepted). They
thus indicasted to Germany that the newvwly proclaimed German minimum
was too hiech for France, without, however, proclaiming the new
French maximum. By implication, one supposes, the French maximum
concession as soon as they had heard of Hitler's Godesberg cemands

remained at the level implled in the Franco-British Godesberg bid,

Yet in Cabinet discussion before going to Britain in the evening
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of Septerber 25, 1t appeared that the French maximum had changed,

A consensus was reached there to support Czechoslovakia if war

c~me, but to push in the talks with Britain an approximate split-
ting of the difference between the Franco-British proposals and

the new German demgnds.%slt appears that French enger at Hitler's
intransigence had initially supported French intransigerce and
desire to act from strategic considerations. In Cabinet however,

as deliberations went on, the French had been unable on September

25 to resolve on a way to bring power to bear in support of achieving
those strategic considerations.

September 26-27 In four related actions, Britain asks Germany
to settle along the lines of the British pro-
posal at Godesberg (no immediate Germsn occu-
pation), If Germany attacks Czechoslovakisa,
the British indicate, France will assist
Czechoslovakia and Britain and the Soviet
Union will stand by France,

As was noted above, thé German stance at Godesberg rapldly
I(if temporarily in most cases) altered the positions a number of
British decision makers took toward the Czechoslovakian problenm,
The net effect was to produce majority sentiment in Cabinet in
favor of Britain's Godesberg bid as her raximum concession. In
the "Inn~r Cabinet", wﬁere the influential soft liners were cen-
tered, outragre over Hitler's manner and concern over the apparently
ever-growing nature of the German ambitions mingled. This group,
Hal}fax in particvlar, began to feel that concession had gone far
enough, Yet in its general eagerness to reaffirm Britain's Godes-

berg offer and the more limited extent to which it was able to

contemplate calculatedly coercive action, this group remained some-
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what distinct from the srmaller hard line group. Among hard liners
such as Cooper and Hore-Belisha, existing concerns over the un-
lirited nature of Hitler's ambitions were confirmed for them by
the Godesberg eplsode. In Cabinet discussion this group dis-
played much less of a piqued attitude than the other group; per-
haps by this time they hsd transcended thié. In Cabinet discussion
immediately subsequent to Godesberg, hard liners were more in-
terested in taking firm action such as mobilization and gave less
erphasis than what might be called the reformed séft liners to
1cdeas of restating the British Godesberg position to Hitler.
Chamberlain, among important British decision ~akers, was
in a éategory alrost by himself when he returned from Godesberg,
An unreformed soft liner, Chamberlain appeszrs to have played two
roles during the prevaration of the British warning of September
26-27, On the one hand he personally argued qulte strongly for giving
to Hitler that which he ‘thought Hitler had already been granted
in princirle in the Godesberg offer and argued against resisting
on the issuve of occuration of the Sudetenland. As Cadogan noted
in his diary, Chamberlain was "quite calmly for total surrender."
In this position he was able to succeed in drawing Simon and
Hoare among the "Inner Cabinet" part way back toward his views,
The other role that Chamberlain played during this period
was something approaching that of consensus ga‘ther=r, Iet,‘as
was his practice during tire when he encountered significant
opposition, Chamterlain was to refrailn during this period from

asl"ing for any sort of "sense of the Cabinet"™ statement, Hence
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for this and other reasons Chamberlain's functioning as consensus
‘gatherer was less than exactly representative of Cabinet sentiment.
In general during this perlod Chemberlain's actions appear to
have been somewhere between that which the majority of Cabinet
wished and that which Chamberlain himself wished. With the Cabinet
later (during the execution of the move) perceiving this and in
one case (Halifax) acting so as to compensate, British inter-
national action became somewhat out of synchronization.

When the French reached Lorndon on September 25 they found
the prevalling mood of the British Cabinet matched that of their
own. Though Chamberlain and Simon sought through pointed guestion-
ing to expose French military weakness, Daladier steadfastly
maintained, in keeping with tentative sentiment in his Cabinet,
that if Germany attacked Czechoslovakia, France would attack Ger-
many. Faced with growing opposition to the course he preferred,
Chamberlain planned one last appeal to Hitler. In so doing he
combined his desire to rrach any settlement with the desire of
most of his Carinet and of the French to yield no further. Rather
impreriously, he produced for his own Cabinet and for Daladisr a
proposal to send Horacé Wilson to Berlin to warn Hitler and to
‘offer him settlement along the terms of thg original British bid,.
Both Daladier and Bornet seemed to believe that Chamberlain's move
reflected their own desires and in that sense Chamberlain appears
to have acted sorewhat agalnst his own personal wishes and in the
furtherance of the wishes of the French and British Cabinets. Yet

the new policy was not to be firmly enougch anchored for that to be
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a valid conclusion on the part of either group.'

Wilson's mission was called at the time "one last effort at
settlement." Of crvcial importance to the course followed at
Munich was the fact that what would fdllow a failure of Wilson's
mission was lsft unsald in these deliberations, The question 1ef£
hanging was "last effort before what, surrender or resistance?"
The meetinmss after Godesberg and its shock were the high tide of
hard line sentiment among British and French decision makers, The
impression one gets is that hard line sentiment, as perhaps by
definition it always 1s, was carried to its extremity not by cal-
culation of forces and ratios and possiblities, but rather more
by mentai set and outrage. The crucial element in this high point
of resistance was a feeling of affrbnt. In the important cases |
(Halifax, Simon and Hoare at first) the impression one gets from
reading their positions after Godesberg is that "things just aren't
done this wsy. We gave in and they are still pushing.™

The resultant decision was that Hitler would receive both
a repeated offer and a warning. The warning would represent a
significant new British commitment to France. Yet after describing
the nature of this new message to Daladier, Chamberlain added
the ' advisory to Wilson (the messenger) that the warning was
not to be delivered unless Hitler would agree to nothing. Finding
Hitler in a foul mood, Wilson interpreted the flexibility which
Chamberlain had secretly added more broadly than perhaps even :
Chamberlain had intended and initially refrained from delivering

the warning. Thus began the struggle in which two groups in the
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British Cabtinet sought to push, from different directions, British
‘international action back on the particular course they favored.
With the ensemble and the conductor unable to précisely agree on
a theme, the joint output was poorly orchestrated,
In all, the British directed four communicstions to Germany
in the period of time from the afternoon of Septewrber 26 until
the morning of September 27. As Hitlgr was preparing for a
speech (in which he publicly made an important cormitment), Wilson
called on him and assured him that he could get'the essence of
his demands without war. That night Halifax, in a broadcast
Foreign Office Communique, echoed Wilson's statement and promised
British, French, and Soviet support for Czechoslovakia if Czecho-
slovakia was attacked (the Soviets had not been consulted prior
to the statement). At midnight Chamberlain fepeated Wilson's
assurances in a statement to the press. Finally, the next morning
Wilson (omitting mention of the Soviet Union), repeated the message
of the Foreign-Office Communique, | -
The number of British messages sent out over the period re-
flected division, A policy had been decided on which represented
a change, yet this policy was composed of two elements; one new,
one old. Individuels and groupings in the government and in France
emphasized tﬁe threatening or conciliatory aspect of the policy
in accordance with their gereral orlentation toward dealing with
Germany and Hitler, Chamberlain's addition to the message which
had been agreed on with Dsladler has been mentioned, Halifax's

communication, which may have been sent without Chamberlain's
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explicit approval, represented the emergent grouping in the
Cabinet who were for adding a leaven of threat to British aims
at placating Hitler.. Pressure from Churchill and the Forelign
Office appears to have been a significant factor behind the exact
tone of this message.Lp Chamberlain's messagé reflected emphasis
on the earlier position of the government'and appears to have
been delivered by the Prime Minister in an attempt.to counter what
hé believed might be negative effects of the strong statement
by Halifax, Wilson had contravered his instructions and failed"
the first time he saw Hitler to deliver the entire message he
had been sent with, omitting the British promise of support for
France tecause he judged the moment inappropriate,

Nor tere the French solidly devoted to the new undertaking,
and this too affected the message delivered to Germany. Through
a clever game of musical chairs Daladier and General Gamelin had,
while the French were in London, kept Bonnet from exercising his
usual influence for a soft line, Yet Bonnet had his influence,
With incredible deviousness Bonnet, in an effort to avoid further
WPakeniné the soft line group in France, did all that was rosslble
to insulate French politics from the presumptively hardening
effect of the Fo;eign Office Communique, Germany immediately
became aware that Bonret had, as part‘of his effort, denied the
authenticity of Halifax's public statement of British support
.for France, —
In all of this it might be falrly suppossd that the i-pact

of the newlv delineated Western position was weakened. The in-
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ternally stated intention of the new departure in Western dip-
lomacy was a more clear drawing of lines, a statement of a maxi-
mum concession beyond which Britain and France would not go,

In support of this maximvm the British had made a significant com-
mitment to survort France in the event of wer, Yet the com—-unica-
tion appears to have been garbled in transmission, and garbled as
a result of failure closer to the point of policy formation than
of faillure inherent 1n the communication process itself,

Septermber 26 5:00 P.M., - In response to what was essentially

a repetition of Britain's Godesberg bid Hitler
demancs Czech response to Germany's Godesberg
bid by 2:00 P.M. on September 28 at the latest,

September 26 8:00 F.M., - In a speech at the Sportpalast

Hitler reiterates the German positiocn at
Godesberg, adding to it a pledge to guarantee
the remainder of Czechoslovakia., After
boasting of German strength and his own per-
sonal bravery, Hitler closes with "Now let
Mr., Benes make his choice,"®THitler is now
publicly commited to the Godesberg position.

Sevterber 27 Noon - In a response to Wilson's face-to-face

warning that Britain will be involved in sup-
port of Czechoslovakia Hitler summarizes his
Sportpalast remarks and reaffirms the position
he took there, ;

German response and action during the September 26-27 period
in hich the British messages were being dellvered was remarkably
uniform, Hitler was standing firm on hls Godesberg demancs.,

There is no certain evidence as to precisely how the new British
commitment affected Hitler's calculations. In his second con-
versation with Wilson, Hitler squght to portray his intention

to have elther the Godesberg terms or war as automatic, as some-

how bullt into the situation, as something others must swerve
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aside from. When informed of the British commitment he said that,
it means that if France elects to attack Germany,

Encland will feel obliged to attack her alsa, If ‘

France and England strike, let them do so, 1Its a

matter of complete indifference to me. Today is

Tuesday; by next Monday we shall all be at war, 9%

There ‘is no evidence that during the day of September 27
Hitler's orivate position was any different from his public position,

At this point in the crisis Hitler particularly emphasized
military preparations and threat in his efforts and attentions,
Most of his attention appears to have gore into getting the German
pooulace and military ready for w2r. During this period he still
sousht to isolate Czechoslovakia before the attack, but now sought
more to simrly scare her friends away than to both woo and scare
them away. He had entered intc this mode concurrent with the
hardening of positions against Germany after Gudesberg, It is
unclear to what extent this change in emphasis during the pre-
ceding 24 hours was a more rational calculation designed to meet
a harder line with a harder line and to what extent it wvas some-
thing more primitive and indeed even non-rational. On Septemberh
26 both the interpreter Schmidt and William Shirer, both veteran
Hitler-wratchers, descfibe Hitler as having, for the first time
in their experience with him, lost control of himself,

The only significant new element intr~duced by Hitler at this
point was a kind of time 1limit encapsulated within the Godesberg
time 1imit of Octonmer 1. With Hitler now planning on h=ving his
forces in position for attack on 24 hours notice by September 30,

the tro da~s bet-reen the deadline HYitler posed for Benes' resvonse
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and September 30 was the same two day period that was rvrequired

in German milit~ry rlanning for theé¢ ultimate pre-attack preparation.
The way in which the dates click together makes it appeatr that
Hitler was see%ing to set ur an index of compliance whi¢ch , if com-
pliance was not forthcoming, would ﬁeatly eﬁable him to attack

on October 1 with no time lost in ultimaté pre-attack preparation,
If this suprosition is true, then it strongly supports the con-
téntion that Hitler was determined at this point to have either

his Godesperg demands or war, .

. Perhaps the most imrortant aspect of the deadline Hitler in-
serted into hls Godesberg deadline .was the way this new and secondary
deadline was misinterpreted by Britaln and France and relayed to
to Czechoslovakia., After Wilson's first interview with Hitler
(September 26) the Yest -rongly came to believe that they were
laboring under & new and even earlier deadline, Hitler had said
that Benes must reply to the Godesbérg progosal by September 28
at 2:00 P,M, This arpeared at the time to be in harmony with
his original demand at Godesberg, which had been modified to Octo-
ber 1 on-Chamberlain's request. On September 27 Goring, support-
ing Hitler's statement to Wilson, had sald that unless the Czech
government accepéed the Godesberg proposals by that time "measures
of mobilization would be immediately taken and followed by action.“qo
Bonnet gives evidence that the French helieved that an attack was
being threatened for the sane tlménand apparently the British re-
layed similar inforration to the Czechs. The Germans at this

point were working on a schedule vhich called for their being in
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ultimate pre-attack readiness on September 30, It took two days
for thelr forces to achieve such a state of readlness. and Hitler
gave no enacting order on Septeamber 26, the day of his interview
with Wilson., Assuming that the Germans would take no steps which
wouldlguarantee they would be rEVealed as bluffing, Hitler's
fallure to zive the penultimate pre-attack order on September 26
indicates that Germany did not mean September 28 to be a deadline
of the sort it was taken to be in Britain, France, and Czechoslo-
vakia. Incredidly then, British, French, and Czech action was
geared toward expectation of a possible attack two days earllier
than it could have come. This meant that from September 26 when
they had first nicked up the "deadline",the time Britain, France,
and Czechoslovakia rerceived available for solutlon w=s at a maxi-
mum only half of the time actually avallable,

The most profound result of Hitler's activities on September
26 and 27 was their effect on Western perception of German com-
mitment and resolve, It will be remembered that the Western message
which Hitler was in part responding to durlng these days repre;
sented a new departure in British commitment to France and the
most lmportant Western attempt since May to draw a line and stand
behlnd it. Even taking the May Crisis into consideration, this
recent Aestern message seems to have been the most deliberate and
non-spasmodic Western stand against Germany in time of crisis
during the whole active careers of most of the imrortant Western
decision makers., After Godesberg a new and shalky majority in

British and French decision making circles had, in ancer mixed with
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fear, tried a new approach to Germany, Hitler'é response was his
most violent and dreadful outburst of the crisis period. Indeed,
it seemed to many of those in the new majority, which had the

day before essayed a harder line course, that harder line courses
were for madmen, Rather than saving the day the new resolve dis-
played by the West seemed to have brought war closer, The situation
in the West was now much like 1t is in certain horror movies., The
band of heroes empties theilr only revolver into the monster and

he still advances, What can be done now? Hitler's continued ad-
vance and elaborated commitment, coming as it did on the heels of
a Western "test" of a more firm policy of commitment, effectively
indicted fhat rolicy through thg projection of a much more credible
commitment. Hard liners who had alﬁays been for resistance were
discredited, Temporarily reformed soft liners like Halifax and
Hoare vere pushed back toward their previous position., Halifax,

a crucial element in what had been a new balance in favor of re-
sistance, began to intentionally misquote the French General
Gameline and the British military attache in Prague to illustrate
the futility of resistance if it came to that. 'Daladier. a
waverer, began to oscillate under domestic pressure, Chamberlain
and Boénet were encouraged to use their pivotal positions to fur-
ther the cause of a settlement,

September 27 1:00 P.M. - Hitler orders the 7?7 divisions com-
prising the first assault wave to get in position
so that they can attack after September 30, At
7100 P.M. he orders complete mobilization in

the west,

Technically the invasion of Czechoslovakia had already begun,



108

On September 25 Hitler had ordered two battalions of SS into a
district of Czechoslovakia, a salient, from which Czech troops
had been withdrawn., In the confusion in Sudeten areas and given
earlier unsubstantiated claims by the Czechs of similar limited
invasion it would have been difficuit to establish the September
25 action as an appropriate casus foederis: The intention of the
Ggrman action seemws to have been to give protection to the geo-
graphic base of the 40,000-member Henlein Free Corpgyzhich was in
the same area and which was intended to play a fuﬂdamental role
in the larger invasion,

In the matter of final preparations for the ultimate step
in the larger invasion, Germany sought to maintain utter secrecy.
Thus Hitler's orders in themselves do not appear to have been in-
tended as a bargaining action., Rather, the secrecy in which they
were issued seems to have been designed to mgintaln some appear=-
ance of German forebearance in the furiously boiling Situation.
The High Command, in pursuance of Hitler's orders, dictated that
the final and sccret mobllization was to be carried out "without
the political situation being aggravated."qsﬁitler retained authority
for the final slgpal. Thus Germany sought to prepare for the
attack without being 1ocked'into attack, alarming France to fur-
ther mobilization (Czechoslovakia was already totally mobilized)
or having further damaged the diplomatic situation, -

Interestingly enough, it does not appear thaﬁ Germany

sacrificed much of an enhanced threat in order to preserve the

purely diplomatic possibilites. For example, while the mobilization
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in the west would put 14 German divisions facing France, the
French and British were then estimating that 50 divisions would
4 -
be mobilized there, that an attack would be launched against the
Maginot Line, and that Paris and London would be savagely bombed.
In reality, Hitler had no plans for attacking in the west, and
indeed had been forced to employ portions of the labor that had
been building the dest Jall as fortress troops. RB=ther, he hoped,
by the vrosnect of forcing France to cross the threshold of first
move, to limit the conflict and to avoid even a defensive war in
the west, .

September 27 10:30 P.M. - A letter arrives for Chamberlain
from Hitler in response to the message Wilson
had brought on September 26-27, Hitler re-
affirms what he has told .Jilson at noon. Hitler
st11l]l demands "immediate occupation" as a
"security measure", Hitler thanks Chamberlailn
for his efforts toward pedce and states that
he is "leaving it up to" Chamberlain to judge
whether he will continue those efforts to
"bring the Government in Prague to regson at
the very last hour," 95

Hitler's message recresented an attempt to mollify Chamberlain

and to soften the impact of the more harsh replies of mid-day and
the night before. To be sure, Hitler's staterents in the preceding
twenty-four hours had significontly focused on the Czechs rather
than on the British and indeed, even during that period, Hitler

had some "ind words to say concerning Britain. Yet the tone of
this communication was very definitely in the manner of the dip-
lonmat, full of reason and sweetness, in strong contrast to the

wild vower of the earlier statements. Indeed, the contrast is

startlineg, As far as actual content, the letter revresented no

R . amadd

i
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chanse in Germany's minimum disposition as it had been theretofore
exoressrd. Rather, 1t was a justification of that position and

a point-by-voint refutation of Czech objectlions to the Godesberg
demands., It did, however, as in the iast sentence quoted atove,
svpgest very delicétely to Chamherlaln thét he might bring pressure
to bear on Prague in the interest of settlement,

The letter to Chamberlain reoresented a return to a more
familiar mode of behavior for Hitler, =2 mode which he had veered
- a'ray from when British and French decision makers had attempted
to project a stronger commitment to Czechoslovakia 1n the wake
of Hitler's escalation of demands at Godesberg. The mode which
Hitler re-entered included as characteristic a more pronounced
accomodative veneer and, in particular, sought to further Czecho-
slovakia's isolstion from assistance as much through appeal to
logic and reason as through rattling the sabre, Some accounts,
not necessarily the most superficial, see this as the point when
Hitler crumbled and Backed off from his intention to attack
Crzrechoslovalia. Such accounts seem generally untrue, though there
is no really firm evidence either way. It 1s difficult, however,
to see Hitler's lerter as a cIlear call for a nezotiated settle-
ment.:-Even in his earlier afternoon thundering at Wilson, Hitler
had made it clear that the ~vay to avoid war was to get the Czechs
to stop piaylng "frivolouszwg;mes. The emphasis was much more
heavy on justification for the German attack in Tight of Czech ’
intransigence, In only the very brief portion where Hiler sug-

mésted Chanm*erlain's intervention in Prague c-n anything close to
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a staterent of a cdesire for what was eventually to become the
Munich Conference be seen, Head in context this statement seems
desixned to place blame in Frague for not ylelding and thus
causing the invasion, Hence the whole effort in the letter seems
to rerrcsent a return to the efforté to-isolate the Czechs from
the world of reasonable and rair men desefving international sup-
port, It was, Hitler indicated, only the Czecns belng such war-
like and untrustw-rtny people that necessitated izrediate German
occupation., At midnight, well after the letter fo Chamhberlzin
had been written, Weizsacxer found Hitler with hkibbentror, who
«1as by far the most hard line of those closest to Hitler., TIhe
two stil]l intended to destroy Czechoslovakia.qq

It -rould be inaccurate, however, to claim that Hitler's
letter to Chamberlain bore no relationship to the events of the
next day when Germany agreed first to postpone "mobilization"
for twenty-four hours and then to attend a four-power conference, -
In the first place, as noted, the letter indicated a return to
a more accomodative tone in German acticn. Once again Hitler was
more mocderately followinz the advice he had given Henlein long
before: "We rust alrays demand so much that we can never te sat-
tisflec," Furt“ér. in the afternoon of September 27, elements
had bezun to arrear which may well have raised Hitler's insecurity
and perception of risl; hence first returnins him to the mofe
cautious coursc of polite 1isolation and cde~and, ard then remalning
in his mind on Secrtember 2 and combining with ocher, later ce-

veloring factors to cause hnitler to back off frem lmrediate in-
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vasrion, Nevile Henderson,lwho -tas on tne spot, seens correct when
he concludes that Hitler's letter was "indicative of a certaln
nervousness," ‘

The first of these two elements which may have caused Hitler
concern, both of which were inﬁerual to Germany, was the culmination
of a recent resurgence bf military opposition to the plans for
invasion of Czechoslovakia, Opposition to the invasion had been
more guiescent in the first two-thircs of September. In part this
qriescence had been a result of internal factors, of a battle be-
tween the r-sisting military soft liners and other elerents in
the goverrment and party who were more 1n favor of a hard line
policy. In this conflict the hard liners nad svccessfully used
threats Ef loss of cor~and ard chaizes of cowardice against the
soft 1line military men, In_addition, the Jdest's relative acgui-~
escence before Sertenber 26 had partially guieted the soft line
reservations based on pragratic considerations, Yet with the
recent mobilizations in Czechoslovakia and France and apparent
refusal of the West to conclusively give‘in vncer German pressure,
military opposition to an invasion was incre=zszd, On Septenber
26 and 27 tio sigrificart military dissents were registered with
Hitler. In néither case were the officers connected rith the
above-mentioned group -thich was plottin~ 1r more sinister fashion
agairst Hitler, On Sertemher 26 a deleraticn from the General
Staff tried and failed to see Hitler. On Septevbver 27 they falled
again, but left a merorandum behind expressin: thelr oprosition

to war., Or Septe-ber 27 Admiral laecer c-llec on iitler and ex-
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pressed his opposition to invasion in a "vehement appeal."

&

The second of these factors which may have incr ased Hitler's

percertion of risk was the sirgular response to a parade which

took place in Berlin as offices and factcries were closing on

Sertember 27, At Goebbel's urcing Hitler ordered a mechanized

division on its way to the border to pass tnrouph Berlin irn order

9

to "galvanize the peovrle"” and to impress diplomatic observers,

Berliners turned away in silence., Shirer called it "the most

striking demonstration zgainst war I've ever seen." Hitler is

reported to have told Goebbels something to the effect that "Its

hard to make war with these peonle."

Septerber 27 8300 P.M.- Britain motilizes the fleet.

11:00 F.M.- Mobilization announced,

Sevtember 27 11:00 F.M.,- Chamberlain proposes & new Anzlo-
French plan to Germany wnich involves immediate
German occuvation of a limited portion of the

Sudetenland. A commission of Czech,
and Gerran members 1s to be set urc,

British,
The com-

mission will determine acddikbional territories
and methods for cession, +thich will be ¢ m-
pleted by October 31, In the irmediate mean-
tire the area 7ill be occupied ©uy 1,000 British

Legionnailres armed rith stout ash sticks,

Sertember 27 kvening- Czechs are snovyn the new Anglo-

French plan and are told that Czechoslovakia
cannot be saved ir a war or be very likely to

be reconstituted afterwards,.

September 28 11:00 A.M.- Britain proposes to Mussolini that
he call a four-pover caonferrcnce to settle the
Czech rroblem, Chamberlain also indicates to
Hitler (who doesn't receive the message until
after noon) that he is once agaln ready to come
to Germany for ciscussions and that he expects
agreement can te reached in a week on all out-

standing gquestions.

After the ashove-mentioned arparent tzllure of the British
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attempt to project an effective commitment relative to Czecho-
slovakia the reins of rolicy initiatlive in Britaln could be firmly
gatvered in by Chamberlain., With Halifax rore solidly back in

the team Chamberlain's soft line image of Hitler as rossibly mad
but a sincere rationalist and limited in his ambitions began once
more to lead British nolicy, Indeed the résults of the failure

at commitment seemed all the more to confirm Chamberlain in his
lﬁaze ard convince him of the need to settle things rapidly. It
would seem that the percertion of a need to settTé things rapidly
was almost inherent in the image of encounter with a non-rational
+ead of state,

Both the mobllization of the fleet and the proposzal of the
new Anglo-French plan were set in motion before Hitler's more con-
¢ciliatorv letter arrived, The British apparently only very re-
ITuctantly mobili-ed the fleet and thus intended¢ it to serve a more
purely defensive rather than deterrent function. It was Duff
Cooper, First Lord of the Admiralty, who from his more hard line
and dete:rfnce-oriented perspective pushed British policy toward
mooilization and rrevailed on Chamberlairn, three hours after initial
mo*ilization, to publicize mobilization. Hitler did not hear of
mobilization nntil the next mornina,

The new Anclo-French plan was intended to advance the Jestern
Godesber~ pecsition tovrard the minimum which Hitler had suggésted
there ard backed up with a forwara rush toward action in the past
few days. The essentlal dlffererce between the t/o positions re-

rained Hitler's cesire to 1~mediately occupy the Sucdeterland. It
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was not that the Frime Minister was against this at all from
stratesglc considerations. Rathrer, rapid occuration was not
orderly., Immediate occuvation trammled Chamberlain's ~oal of
veaceful settlement of existing disputes and created severe prob-
lems for him in both official circles and among the public in
Britain precisely because it had the flavor of Britain's being
pushed around. Ihe next day an official of the German Embassy
in London was to report on an early mbrning conversation with
Horace Wilson, a Cnamberlain intirmate and messenger:

Wilson told me the following: kverything depends on

the Fuehrer's proposal being put in a different form,

This above all is inmvortant,..they are rcady to agree

to all the demands and to undertake a guarantee...

that the plan should actually be carried out...The

present form of the plan raXes it 1mcossible for any

igTOﬁﬁgtic gcvernrtent...to advise tne Czecns to accept
While the Czechs could not be advised to accernt the German Godes-
berz rositicn, compromise has the hoariecst of traditions and the
Czechs could be comrelled to accert a modified version of the
Gertan Godesberg position. The logic of_the Czech position re-
mained as it was exuvlicated above attercant to Czechoslovakla's
September U4 move, Had tne Czschs sournt to . roilect as strong a
cemmitment agpalnst conceusion as the Germans rrojected towards
changing the status of the Sudetenland, the Czechs would have
been abandoned by France and Britain. Yet by lockinz the West
into their dilemma, the Czechs locked the dest into a situation

-thich was ultimatelv to prove unbearable for the West under in-

creasins German commitment to change, In pushing out toward solution
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Chamberlain pushrd against the weaker of two coémitwents: Czech
surport of the status quo in the Sudetenland. Under British
vrecsure the Czechs rere to find, as nad the British the day be-
fore, that a commitment could not be establish over night. Indeeq,
it does not aprpear that Britain was unsure enough about the Czech
course to listn for a reply., Chamberlain and Halifax knew the
dilemma in which Czechoslovakia was locked., Both they and the
French avrpear to have acted over the next two days as if Czech
agreement were assvred,ss, indeed, it was., On September 29, in
a diplomatic footnote, the Czechs agreed in princirle to the new
An¢lo-French plan.

The territories which Germany, Czechoslovakiz, Britain, and
France had earlier agreed on as Sudeten (50% German) wwrere in-
volved in the new Anglo-Frernch plan., Germany was asked to accert
a delay in the i-mediate occuration proposed in the Godesberg de-
mands in exchange for a commission which Jould labor urnder a
thirty day cde~ndline to settle on a mechanism for transfer. The
right of a German occuration of the Sudetenland in stages was im-
plicit, Czech troops were to be immediately withdrawn. Germany
wouvld receive a substantial part of her goal if she agreed to a
delay.. In exchange for agreeing to a more rapid cession, Britain
and France -rould receive an orderly cecsion, "free from the
threat of force", as they said,

Hitler received the new Anglo-French plan around midnight,:
while he 7as going over the invasion vlans. It 1s imrossi*le to

establish at rrecizely 'hat pcint on September 28 Hitler decided
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to call off the invasion. It would, however, seem from his
avrpar<nt azonizins in the morninc of September 2& that the
decision w»s not made as a direct result of the arrival of the
Anclo-French plan, It does seex that the receipt of the Anglo-
French plan may nhave encouraged Hitler to aﬁait further develop-
ments diplomatically (which would of coursé mean giving pause to
the invasion). When he delivered the plan Henderson held out

hdpe of further Western concession by stating that in his opirion
the plan was no longer cvrrert, might have teen uéeful three weeks
ago,. and at any rate "ha%”nothing to do with the Fuehrer's letter
of today to Chamberlain."f That was similar to offering a used

car dealer 3200, but telling him you might be able to go hisher,
Whatever Chamberlain's intention, Henderson certainly did rot
portray stahlility as an aspect of the British maximum,

Hitler's more conciliatory letter had arrivecd after the new
Anglo-French plan had been sent off, but before the plan had teen
received in Germany. Hitler's letter ccnvinced Chamberlain thzat
there still was some hope, that indeed Hitler was, after all,
reasonabie, and that now, as Chamberlain sald, "it was iniggceivable
that (differences) could not be settled by negotiztions." In the
preceding tro~tmént of Hitler's letter it was indiczted in some
detall that though firm evidence is impossible to find, it seems
that the goal of that letter was not to reopen negotiations; Rather,
it had been to furcther isolate Czechoslovakia through a portrayal

of Czech unreasonatleness and German fair-mindedress. If this

trve, th-n it 70113 seem that though Hitler waﬁhot strongly striving
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for reopered nesotiations, he was striving to portray Germany as
the kind of state one would wish to negotiate with, Chamberlain
. _ o3
was, like Micawber, "walting for something to turn up." Cham-
berlain's state of mind was such that whatever turned up could
hecome somet"ing. Chamberlain took the message and went further
than Hitler may have intended. The 1idea of a multi-power confer-
ence had been in the air since summer, recently having been pro=-
posed to Hitler by Roosevelt. After thinking over the cheerful
rrospects he sawv in ditler's letter, Chamberlain decided to make
104
a "last last" effort, At 11:00 the next morning, September 28,
Britain vnronosed to Mussolinl that FMussolinl mecdiate a conference
of the porers to ssttle the Czechoslova%ian guestion. Later
Hitler was to complaindghat "That guy Chamberlzin has spoiled
y ‘
my entry into Frague!"™ If this were true, then Hitler and his
maneuver twoards mollifying Britain and isolating Czechoslovakia
must take sore of the blame,
Septen~er 28 8:30 A.l.- France offers Germany immediate
occupation of substantial areas on four sides
of Bohemia. Czechoslovakia has not been told
of the plan, but Germany is told that if Czecho-
slovaktia refused, "conclusicns could be drawn
which (France) did not need to define more
closely."'In a personal presentztion of this
bid to Hitler at 11:30 A.k., the French Ambassador
indicates agaln that if Germany invades, world
war will be inevitable.
On the mornine of Sertember 27 a meeting of the French Cabinet
had broken up'in corfusion after a shoutinz matchn bestween suopporters

of edditioral measures of mobilization and supporters of additiocnal

concession, There are three_widely varying accounts of the meeting,
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rach by an eyeritness, In general those 'no wefe for mobilization
consldered war inevitable. Those who were for concession considered
therr still to be a chance for settlexent. Ihe continuing Cabi-
net division resvlted in no new policy's being produced, Rather,‘
since nelther group was satisfled, nerves were increasingly being
frayed on both sides in the Cabinet. In lieu of any other policy,
French neclicy remaincéd, almost by default, the same as 1t had
been since befeore the Anglo-Irench conversations alfter Godesberg;
surport Czrchoslovakia if was care, but press for a compromise
between Hitler's Godesbterg demands and tahe Sritish bid at Godesbere,

The French had approved Chamberlain's new plan of September
27 shortly before 1t had been submitted to Germany ard Czechoslo-
va'tia, Bornnet, however, had followed that approval with personal
instruction to the French representative in Berlir., Those in-
gtrnctions ccortained the new rrench offer abo'e, with the stipu-
~latlion that the offer snould not be submitted unless Germany re-
jected the rew British offer., Germany had no chance to reject
the new =“ritish offer before being showvered +ith the French offer
as ‘rell, Bornet's coal, as he sald in the instructions, was to
"ma%e a last attempt at rreventlng the irreraravle." o

fhe diffecrerce bet7een the two plans was that the French plan
offered approxi ately three times as much territory for immediate
cessicn to Gerrany. 3oth plans provided for the saiie structure
of adrinist<ring the remsinder of the cession procedure. From E

the tone of the morning's Cabinet meeting it seems doubtful if

the Cabinet covld have approved bonnet's approach easily. Unce
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it was thrust uvron them, however, and hitler haé accepted a
conference, they acquiesced., Ihere is no evidence that the
British later voiced any objectlon to this French bid's beling
made without British approval. Jith France and not Britaln as
Czechoslovakia's guarantor, British disasreement with France
could only bte effectively registered 1f the French bid -rere less
than the Britis4v maxi-ur offer, Britain could pull France tovrard
settlement but not backk from settlement. The British maximum
became irrelevent once the French bid went beyond the British
max imum,
Seprtember 28 Noon - Hitler agrees to postpone "mobilization"
: for 24 hours, but asserts he will then order
"mobilization" if the Czechs have not agreed

in principle to the Gersman Godesbters proposals.

Sertember 28 2:00 F.Y. - Germany calls a four-power confer-
ence to discuss the Czechoslovaliian problen,

As September 28 bezan, Hitler stood publicly commited to
his Grdecberg demands, If his demands ‘rere not met by October 1,
he very clearly promised war., This must have been very close to
Germanv's "re2l" position at the time. There is no evidence that
Hitler was bluffing ard a great deal of evidence that he fully
intended t» attacik Czecroslovalkia by OUctover 1, The penultirate
order f;r that =zttack was to be given at 2:00 - this was the "mobi-
| lization." Hitler nhad teen threatening, though in reality Germany
had been mobilizing for some tilre. Some accounts make 1t arpear
that the attaclc was scheduled to begin at 2:00, which 1s not trhe,
though Britain and France thought it might be so. In fact, znitler

was plannirng Lo host a luncheorn that day for the gererals tho were
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to lead the attac’s,

Standing in the path of the German commitment were Britain
and France, and, in a disassociated status, the Soviet Unlon,
During the past week these powers had all affirmed thelr inten-
tion to support Czechoslovakia if she were attacked, At 8:30
in the morning Jelizcacker had been glven én outline of the maximum
Western concession yet offered. At 11:30 the French Ambassador
pérsonally explained that bid to Hitler., France offered Germany
occupation of very large sezments of Sudeten territory by October 1,
It was explained that arrangements for the transfer of other Sudeten
territories would be made after more detailed discussions. Czech
troovs would remaln in their fortifications during this rperiod,
but German .troors could occupy the grounds around them as they
so felt, Hitler was warned that an attack by Germanv on Czecho-
slovakia would mean world var,

Though Hitler was commited to invasion if not satisfied, it
aprears that his private attitvde was somevhat less resolute than
that implicit in the mad automoton he has been portrayeac as, and
indeed, as he avpeared in his Sportpalast speech of September 26,
During the morninsg Hitler seems to have been guite nervous as he
considered the commitment into which he had entered., Schmidt
had described as much as will probably ever be knoin about the
German decision ra%inz procedure on that morning:

Yet these convercations were not carried out in

the form nf resvlar c~-rferences. Hitler went through

the rooms and talked now with one person, nov with

another. All =ho were nearby mi:ht come up to
him, but no one could utter the slightest word, since
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Hitler tronted each of them, whether he liked it or

not, to a long speech on the way in which he himself

saw the situation. This morning he made a thole serles

of little speeches of the Sportpalast kind. It was only

with Ribbentrop, Goring or some soldier, generally 108

Keitel, that he went back to tne office for a long talk.

It is known that Ribbentrop argued for attsgk and Goring vigorously
dissented, General Keltel or “La*Kaitel";as he was known for his
subservience, filled the role of the technical expert with a "can
do" attitude. All of this represents a considerable divergence
from the descriptions hich exist of Hitler grimly dogsged and
certainly mad "decision making" in the bunker under the same
Chancellery in the last days of the war. Indeed, while perhaps
displaying an excessive need for "sounding boards", the structure
of the decision process that day in the Chancellery appears to

have been not th=2t different from that in Britain or France,

It was a few minutes before noon, while Hitler was hearing
the new French offer (and, according to Schmidt, having an in-
creasinely hard time refusing it), that the call came from MNussolini
requesting a delay in mobilization. ditler agreed. A few moments
later NMussolini vrorosed that Hitler call a summit conference,
After an interval for making the arrangements, France, Britain,
and Italy were invited to Munich the next day.

It appears that Hitler's decision to agree to work toward
a non-violent settlement came as he heard the new French pronosals
and was made pocsibtle without a perceived loss of prestige Dby -

Mussolini's proposal of a delay in "mobilization". For Hitler

the notion of a delay was an idea whose time had come. He was,
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accordine to an observer, having an uncnaracteristically hard
‘time dealing with the arguments of the French Ambassador. It
was the problem Henlein had faced with Benes and‘Hitler had
faced with Chamberlain in the initial Gocesberg conversation.
Yet because nossibilities for incrrsasing derands were foreclosed,
it was no longer rossible to demand so much that Germany could
not be seﬁisfied; To raise demands now would clearly go beyond
the existigﬁ:gi;ﬁaq1maxiwum to a new game, total destruction of
Czechoslovakia, not.just as a pover, but as a state, In Hitler's
mind that act would appar=sntly encage too high a factor of risk
against enemy commitments and might guarantee the world war he
had long ruled out of the question, Having ordered the delay,
Hitler ‘ras able to employ the means of a proposed conference to
determine the exact arrangements of the settlement. Chamberlain's
message then arrived and confirmed Hitler in what he had been told
by the French Ambassador, The British and French had stated their
general wlllineness to yleld on the issue of immediate occupation,
France had stoted the minimum she would yield but had left the
maximum uv in the air, dependent voth on clarification and the
decisions of the 1ntefnational cormission which was pfoposed.
September 29-30 1:30 A.M. - Ine Iunich conference reaches
agreenent that Czec"oslovakia should yield
predominantly Gerran sectors to Germany in
stazes, bezinnin: on Cctober 1. An inter-
national comnzission -rill determine out-
standing questions concerning the ultizate
bouncdary, the plebiscite, and the evacuations.

The Munlch conference ratified the arranzement implied in

'[itler's rostrvonerert of mobilizition after the French bid., Early
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in the gathering Hitler hinself defined the purpose of the confer-
ence as he saw it, and the German summary of that statement still
serves rll to portray the essentlial actlvity of the kunich con-
ference,

He had now declared in his speecn in the Sportralast

that he would in any case march on October 1., He had

recelved the answer that thils action wouvld have the

character of a warlille r=sponse, Hence the talks arose

to absnlve this action from such a character, /0
The new deadline of September 29 was used by'Hitler to push
things over rough points -+there Laladier and Chamberlain ot jected
to certain possible rrocedures for execution of the cesslion, in
particular in the treatment of the ‘porulace in the affected areas,
On exchange for not invading Czechoslovakia Germany was allowed
to enter Sudeten territories in a more orderly fashion without
being confronted by warlike response from Czechoslovakia or.from
Britain and France, In exchange for cession of Sudeten territories
Hitler allowed his takeover of the territories to be wrapped in
the trépplngs of orderly and measuvred procedure featuring concern
for the princirles of peaceful change, Czechoslovakia was told
to take it or leave 1it,.

If you do not accept you will have to settle your

affairs all a2lone with the Gerrmans. Ferhaps the

French -1ill put it =more amiably, but I assure you

that they share our views, They will disinterest
themselves, /!



AFTERNATH

In the formal settlement drawn up at Munich Germany received
the Sudeten areas of Czechoslovakia and along with those areas,
the str:teglic frontier of Czechoslovakia. France and Britain
avoided a war, which would have, in thelr rerspective, been a
disaster for them and for Czechoslovakia. The nekt day Chanber-
lain visited Hitler in his apartment and the two drew upr an agree-
ment which still symbolized the badly battered British hope for
a reneral settiement of outstandine questions with Germany. This
was the infamous piece of paper which Chamberlain waved on his
return to Britain,

Thouzh a formal agreement symbolized the end of crisis ten-
sion, much was left unsolved concerning the ultimate disposition
in the crisis, Hence the Munich crisis settlement combined formal
and tacilt elements., The working out of the tacit elements was a
reflection of the extent of the victory obtained by the German
barcaining rosition. Germany generally received what it wanted
in the later working out of the portion of the asreerent left
unstated,

Thouch I will elaborate this more in the hypothesis sections,
the effects on relations between the parties seems to have been
fairly straichtforward. Germany was maintained and encourag=d in
her imace of oprnosition weakness., Italy drew closer to Gerwany,
The Soviet Union moved more into a vosition between the two de-
velopino alliance systems, Czecho-Slovakia (now ominously hyph;nated),
hlle retaining some sienificant military force, moved into the de-

veloning German sphere of influence. 3Britain and France, rerhaps with
! o ] )
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no one left but each other, moved closer torether, While in

Eoth countries the most commited soft lliners gengrally hewed to
their earlier course after Munich, the desertions from the soft
1ire camp which had begun to occur in mid-crisis slowly accelerated,
In many quarters uvltimate armed conflict with Germany was seen

as more inevitable than in the pre-crisis period,

The above fairly summarizes the effects of the Munich crisis
on the intern~tional system., It does not seem that Munich resulted
in any sort of system transformation that made dorld Jar II in-
evitable., It did, however, support a line of tainking which in
Hitler's mind encourared him to push even h-rder against the status
quo, Further, in that it exhausted Germany's last major possibility
to argué for reasonable and falr system modification, Funich gave
vitimate rise to the resistance tnat, when coupled with Hitler's
develoning goals, was to cause World War II. The mad &ownhill

race of the human actors in the system was accelersted.

e e e . RV o



EXPLANATION OF OUICOME

Fercelvine two hostile and nate~filled anatgonists, ditler
sougnt to secure Gerrany's flanks for a larger contest to come,
a risk which he judged must be undertaken before time ran out and
the balance qf military power turned against Germany. In June,
Germany began military preparations'for an attac' against Czecho-
slovakia and begar promoting an appearancé of justiflication for
that attack, At about the same time as those preparations began
iﬁ earnest, France and Britain began vigorously pressing Czecho-
slovakia for concessions to her Sudeten German miﬁority in the
hope of remcving the presumptive cause for a Czech-German conflict,
Irnspite of the involvement such action to remove the cause of contlhet
implied, both Britain and France sought to maintain thelr maximum
nossible flexibility relative to Czechoslovakia so as to.avoid an
escalation wi*h Germany and the disastrous war such an escalation
might bring. For the same reasons Britaln sought to malntain the
maximum flexibility in the context of the relationship with rrance,
though- France began to push harder for British suvport against Germany.
In order to demonstrate thelr own reasonableness ard to in-
crease the involvement of Britaln and France in commitment to the
defense of Czechoslovakia, the Czechs allowed themselves to be
pushed into a précess of nezotiation with the Sudeten Germans. wWnen
nesotiatiors btroe down in Czechoslovakla, sritain first essayed,
then cancelled, a direct warning of British commitment to Czechoslo-
vakia's defense. At almost the same time Chamberlain picked up
the effort to reach solution of the ostensitle issue of the develoving

crisis by entering into face-to-face nezotiations with Hitler, At
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Berchtesgaden Hitler made clear what was graduaily becoming the
Western estimation of Germany's likely deslres: Hitler indlcated
that he wanted incorporation of the Sudetens into Germany and
was willing to go to war. to support that goal. In this he was
answering Chamberlain's irruption into his plans with continued
preparation of justification for the attack, creation of a crisis
atmosvhere, and was also stalling for time until his military rre-
para-ions ‘rere complete, Hitler could not exrress his true mini-
mum, which was still destruction of Czechoslovakia as a state,.
He had apparently earlier estimated that the British and French maxi-
mum concession could never be moved (without war) to a point
where a bérgaining rangelwould exlist. Hence his chore was to pre-
pare a sitvation in which Britain and France would not act in support
of the values én attack on Czechoslovakia might raise. To have
revealed his true minimum rould, in Hitler's mind, have engaged
such values in Britain and France as to precipltate greater resistance.
At Godesberg the British and French bid a maximum concession

4hich turned out to create an apparent bargaining range when coupled
-11ith the falsely stated demand of Germany at Berchtesgaden. After
having previously forced Czechoslovakia's maximum concession into

the saﬁe ranze as that defined by the German, British, and French
positions, the British and the French had then offered Germany a
bid which they thought would meet the German minimum. Hitler was
faced with what was implicitly his prior commitment to accept tﬁe
bid. The disrurtion ocaused when he had to raise the demand and

refuse the bid because it did rot actuzll —eet his minimum undid
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some of the carefully preparrd German justification for invasion
by raising the possibility in many minds that Hitler's minimum
was actually something which could only be Justified from power-
pohhcal considerations and something which grossly trammeled
the princivles of peaceful settlement, Values were temvorarily
engaged in Britain and France which mizht have eventuated in
resistance to the more clearly perceived but still unstated German
minimun of destruction of Czechoslovakia.

Britaiﬁ. France, and Czechoslovakia concluded at this point
that no possibility for a bargailn existed and reacted by attenovting
to draw a line against any further movement toward a meeting in
the newly perceived German preference arca, Hitler, in return,
stood firm on his Godesbsrg demand which was essertially the German
Berchtesgaden demand coupled with a provision that it be executed
almost instantaneously, It did not appéar that agreement would
be possible and ceneral -rar seered likely if Germany went ahead
with its commitment to either an October 1 settlement or attack,
With Britain and France now committed to aid Czechoslovakia if
she were attacked, a game of chicken follovred, The Jestern com=-
mitment was less effecéively communicated and less firmly held to
them was the German commitment, which had been locked in and picked
up momentum at an earlier point in time,

At this point Hitler, while keeping up momentum, made a ten-
tatively conciliztory effort at reaffirming Germany's general good
interntions irspite of what he portrayed &s Germany's geing locked

into commitment on the issue of Czechoslcvakia, This precipitated
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aentiment amons British and French decision makers for ylelding
(some of wnom were for swerving aslide in chicken and some of whom
saw the situation as prisoners' dilemma). A new offer was made
which rouchly met the new minimum aerand which Hitler had been
publicly standing on since Godesberg. )

Hitler had at this point three options: (1) attack, (2) accept
thg new Anglo-French bid, (3) let the deadline which he had set
up pass without attacking. Attacking involved a p;obable risk
of a zeneral war -mich Hitler did not wantj doing rothing involved
considerable loss in prestige at home and abrozd and would repre-
sent the second major prestige loss for Germany in four ﬁonphs.
Hitler accepted the new Anglo-French bid, which also had the pro-
perty of getting Germany past the deadline without risking the
attack involved in option #1 and without lincurring the prestige
loss involved in ovotion #3. Thus in the last few days of the crisis
the German minimum for accevtable settlement, at least in the
shortef run, had come down to meet the Frencn, British, and Czechl
maximum concecsion, which had been jerkingly pulled up over the
span of the crisis., Both persuasion and threat had been employed
all around to push and pull expectations to the point of the Munich

Agreement,



WORKING FAFER #6

A, Utility Models
1. Is there a bargaining range?

In June there was no bargaining range., ditler thought that
he wanted all of Czechoslovakia., Britair and France had not yet
decided on ceding the Sudetenland, Indeed their maximum concession,
even estim=ting liberally, would h~sve been af tnis early point
somethinzs like avtonomy for the Sudeten Germans, Hitler set out
to create a targailning range., It was not his expectaticn, as he
later said, that Czechoslovakia would be s=zrved up te him on a
rlatter, BRather, he wanted considerably less from Britain and
France: that they not prevent his taking military action agzinst
Czechoslovakia, From Czechoslqvakia he asked even less: Hitler
does not anmear to have concelved of any sort of change in Czecho-
slovallia's utilities until after his forces had fouzht their way
past the Czech defenses. It was Czechoslovakia'a destern supporters
who, reacting from c'anwces produces in their vtilities by the de-
veloping situation, chz=nged Czechoslovakia's utilitlies to the point
that part of Czechoslovakia could be served up to Hitler., By the
end of September, after much pulling and hauling, a bargaining
range rentioned in relation to Godesberg and the explanation of
outcomé, created when Western and Czech movement on the utility
contiruum develop~d faster than Hitler expected or rrobably intended
for the moment. Final acreement was the rroduct of this movement
and 2lso of reduction in the German minimun positisn, The ultiéate
agreerent featured sters -thich involved Gerrany's settling for less

than all of Czechoslovalin and Britain and France's modifying the
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extent of their demands for "peacefrl change free from the threat
of force," Nelther side acknowledged what 1t was truly doing in
the self-conscious sense of exchanging concessions in the very

end, but both sides made much of minor corcessions as justificatlion
and encouracement for movement aloné the way.

2, Is a barzaining rance crezted or disc&%ered?

As in #1 above, the Outcome, and Bargaining Process sections
sﬁould indica*e, the crisis involved all sorts of methods in the
creration of th~ bargainirgz rarge. The majority of Germany's in-
volvement was an effort to change utilities through a dual process
of threatening ard conciliating. This clarified for Britain and
France probabilities, alternatives, and bargaining structures which
had been more latent, and since as the crisis develcped, these
two natlonal actors dimly perceived that there was no bargaining
range, they wvere vnder great pressure to solve the Czechoslovakian
problem. In large rart they did this through re-estimation of
their owm utilities and successful attewpts to change Czechoslo-
vakia's vtilities., The end came when they produced one very sig-
nificant change in German utilities,

3. If there is a bargesining range, is it twvo-ditensional or one-
dimensional (zero-sum)?

Hitler saw the bargaining range as zero sum, though he por-
trayed it as variable sum. In the West the British in particular
were talren with this projected view, as to a lesser extent were
the Frernch, Hitler attemtted to convirce Chamberlain (and generally

succeeded) th=t the issues involved in Czechoslovakia rere of such
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great imrortance to Germany that Germany could not back down,
Britain, on the other hand could afford to acquisce, and indeed,
would vromote ceneral and wider British policy goals if she did so.
4, Are there "salient" possible outcomes within the barsaining
-range?

There were a number of possible conditions thich the Sudeten
Gerrans might have existed in and which defined the possibilities
for settlement of the ostensible issue once a bargaining range
was brought into existence. Yet these, though they‘derived from
general concevts ("autonomy" for example) which existed well before
the crisis began, were imrortant because an actor in the crisis
had given considerable support to them., Hence, they do not seem
to have Eruly leapt out at the actors because of sallence. HMore
pure s£alience would aprear to héve veen operating when the ilest,
after agreeing to cede "Sudeten" arcas to Gerrany, could not escape
Ithe 504 dividing line fér defining "Sudeten". The fact that there
was so little such salience as related to the mechanics of separating
the Sudetens from Czechoslovakia (such aé Sudetens all living on
one side of a river),_profoundly complicated the problem of separa-
tion. In part these difficulties accounted for whatever resistance
there was to Hitler on "humanitarian" grounds. Yet later, at Hunich,
this lack of salient solution to geographic'and property problems
was profoundly imrortant, Under the pressure of time the thusly
enhanced difficulties of cession were deferred for a commission's
handling. As it was to turn out (and as was implied, almost

promised by France at the ti-e), Germary rould cortrol the con-
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mission and hence the ultimate disposition of much more thun -ras
agrecd to at tuanich, Hencs the tyrileal lac! of sallence as often
relates to comnlicated ratlonilitlies problems ultirately in-
creased the German victory.

5. Do the players act like maxirizers or diSastef-avoiders?

dhen the whole crisis and its more generzl setting is con-
sidered, it 1s unclear whetner the distinction is as sharp as
might be expected. Relative to Czechoslovakiaza Hitler was definitely
é maximizer, an ideal maxinmicer. Even when faced.with British and
French intractavility in late September he backed off, but con-
tinued to orient his behavior arovnd maximum possibilities for
Germany.

We have, hovever, used "disaster-avoider" in a more common-
sersical wny in some case studies, which, while it does not pair
as well with "maximizer", sheds light on the basis of Hitler's
maximization and also blurs the distinction between maximizer and
disaster-avoider. In this usage, "disaster-avoider" is taken to
mean not playing fqr the minimization of "autonomous risks" and
minimization of miscalculation, but playing not to lose as a player,
In this sense Hitler was a disaster-avolder, as he was maximizing
in the short run, he thought, so that Germany would be able to
survive in the long run. There was a consistency between ditler's
perceived need to act on Czechoslovakia, his perceptions of the
German lead in military power declining in the early mid-lQ&O's;
the groving antagonisms of 3ritain and France, and the factors he

saw as resronsivle for tne suvrvival of uations.,
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Britain, and particularly Chuamberlain, were very close to
an ldenlizatlon of disaster-avoider as minimizer of autonomous
risks and minimizer of miscalculation, Indeed, this was almost
how Chamberlain defined Britain's role and attempted to orient
British initiative in the crlsis. put one of the reasons Cham-
berlain avoided disaster in the short run (and other British de-
cision ma%ers went along =with him) was in order to be able to
utilize the avoided disaster to build both British military power
and dinlowatic irfluence. Hence in our other sense of the word
the British may have been maximizers. Ihen too, while France and
Czechoslova'sia sought to avoid disaster, they socught to do so by
a careful and grudging retreat from the status quo. Yrerhaps that
was maxiﬁizing a very bad situation. tence, for 211 of this, it
does not seem that "maximizer/disaster-zvoider" is yet a very vse-
ful dichotomy,

B, The "chicken-critical risk" model

1. Can this model be empirically applied?

2, Do the parties try to estimate the pfobability of the opronent's
actions?

It should be clear by now thet I have conceived of actors’
behavior in the crisis in terms which are largely the same as those
which are the structural components of the "chicken-critical risk"
model; perception, manipulation, risk, threats, commitments, etc.
I am not, hovever, able to use the formula for critical risk to
produce a precise synthesis of these elements in a cqherent mocdel.,

The actors do not arpear to have calculated even rouzhly along
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this 1ine of thin¥%ing when declding on action, _Hather, calculatilons
‘'of opronents' actions seems to have been at best an either-or type
process, with response at times growing out of tHat dichotomy.
Though the elements which the critical risk model tries to relate
aprear throughout the Munich crisis, the model itself does not
readily serve to relate them,

3. .Is there manipulation of the opronent's esti-ates of one's

own probable acts?

There were a nmimbher of efforts made to influence the opponent's
perception of ones probable acts without directly working on the
orponents perception of ones utilities in the sense intended in
this category. In the conversations between Hitler and Chamberlain
both men referred to their constituency as limiting freedom of action,
as did British and French in their ministerial conversations.
Attempts were made to mobilize public opinion. It is my best guess
that while Hitler at moments did not exactly pretend irrationality,
he certainly did display it so as to affect Néstern estimations,
Hitler also indicated to Chamberlain that while his own commitmeﬂt
to a change in Czrchoslovakia was quite high, he thought that Great
Britain had no 1nterev£ there. On August 11 and Sertember 26-27
Hitler rretended not to hear or not to hear all of certain warnings,
On numerous occa2sions Hitler tied his own behavior to uncertainties
in situation, as in "let one more Sudeten be killed". While there
are a nunber of other simllar examnles, this list seems sufficient
to indicate the high frequency of manipulsating ovronents' estimates

of ones vrronbhahle acts.



137

4L, 1Is there manipulation of the opponent's perception of ones own
ﬁtllities?

All sides acted so as to reduce the apparent net cost of wsar,
mainly through alterations in capabilities, Germany much more and
for a much longer period of time than other actors. All sides
also made some effort at some point to increase their apparent
valuation of the stakes. Here again Germany far outstripped the
others, employins, as I have noted, a very substantial proportion
of those tactics listed in Working Paper #4.

5. Is there manipulation of the opponent's utilities?

There was considerable emphasis from Germany on the increased
German carabilities and readiness, even to the point of offering
statistics on West Wall construgtion. Secondly, while Hitler ex-
agzerated German capablilities, 1t is unclear if he intentionally
exaggerated, Hitler sought to decrease cost of compliarce for
the West through stating limited aims, invoking community values,
minimizine elements of duress, etc. Aga;h, as in question #4,
it is almost as if [litler wrote the book on manipulation in the
critical risk model,

The West, partibularly Britain, was 2lso especlally adept at
attempting to-manipulate staxes and estimates of cost of war for
Gerrany. The problem for the West in this particular resgect was
that while Eitler understood the values they rere attempting to
manipulate, ir many cases he either cornsidered them sitvatiorally
not relevart or did not share them. As lonz =s Hitler rem:ined

rFevern1ly sure that the Jdest weould rot ficsat, the firer c-lecul-=ticn
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of the critical risk equation would have been needless to hinm,
even in 2 retarhorical sense,
6, Is there manipulation of shared risk?

Both sides vointed out to their opponent the general shared
risk cert~in activities might ralse., As far as mahipulatin; that
risk, the West and Czechoslovakia seemed quite cognizant of the
danger in such actions and reticent to raise the level of cormon
danger. Germany was much less retlcent to use such tactics 1in
the intial phase of the crisis, but a2s the tenslon rose Hitler
himself backed off somewhat from such tactics. It was not so muﬁh
_ that the effect of earlier such manipulations were neutrallzed by
Germany, but rather that the Germans refrained from or covered
up some actions -thich -rould have consitituted further manirpuvlation
of shared risk. The other, earlier manipulations remained as
continuing generators of risk, but it seems that Germany could
not have turned them off had they so desired.

7. What svecific tactics are used in the above manipulations?
a., Threats

British, French, and German threat behaviors showed remarkable
basic similarity to one another over the course of the crisis.
Phough German behavior tended to be "more similar" to the patterns
noted here, all went in essentially the sane direction. There
was a general movement toward explicitness as the crisis developed,
thourh Germany trnded to lead and others followed. In addition.
there arvears to have been a gzeneral tendency toward graphicness

in threats. Jhile 2gain German tareats lezd tne field, the other

e A S e e (T
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two followed, OCver the course of the crisis thére was an escalation
in the personal status of giver and receiver, Though ilitler's
Nuremberg and Sportpalast speeches are significant exceptions,
there was a slightly greater tendency to tall past the opponent
to legislative, public, or mecia in the early phases of the crisis,
and a tendency torard a more direct and rore focused staterent
as the crisis Aeveloped, Ferhaps becanse of this rovement toward
face-to-face threatening, Germany in particular, but also Eritain,
made late crisis threats more often as direct response to orponent's
threats than before. Jhile such threats tended to be more =2d hoc
by their very nature, the excitement cf the moment does not appear
to have lead such threats out on limbs of new commitment, Rather,
su~h threats reflected existing policy, though perhaprs more strongly
stated.
b. Cormnitrents

In the period imredlately after the Anschluss, France had
loudly reaffirmed comritment to its Czech treaty, yet at the same
time it began a more pronouvnced rolicy of seeking to avoid that
treaty's beirg called into action. After a puvblic hiatus, France
eventually mecved back toward affirming commitment to Czechoslovakia,
All oﬁfer sides 21so moved towvard positicns of commitment over
the course of the crisis. For Germany, a gradually develoring
commitreant was a function of the gradval development and maturation
of conditions irverert in itiitler's planning. For France, Britaln,
and Czechoslovakia, the sradual develorment of cormitment to the

rosibior they eventrally stood on was much less rlanned and rore
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a reactive develorment to Gerrmany's response to their initial
‘orientation and effort toward settlement. By the time Britain
and France sought to firmly estatrlich commitmont.they had already
conceded so much that thelr commitment was difficult to establish
for much more than resistance to overt attack on CzechoslovaXkia,
The Soviet Union's offers of commitmert were tentative and ultimately
derendent on the slow develcpment of commitment in the Jest, Hitler's
conmit~ent to a rapid change in the status of Czechoslovakia appears
to have been relatively high, both in his own mind and in the eyes
of his opponents. The Jdestern commitrent to peaceful chanze, on
the other hand, avpears to have been much less irrevocable, both
in their o'm and German eyes, Western commitment however, when
coupled with their maximum offer, was sufficient to deter Germany
from attaclk,
c. Coupling

In private, Britain and France gave some attention to the
protlem present behavior might have for futuré bargainling reputation,
They did not publicly tie their behavior before lMunich to their |
future bargaining repvtation. Indeed, France may have positively
avolded suvch rention, for it was France that was tied to Czecho-
slovakia by treaty and it was France that was concerned over the
implications abandonirg Czechoslovakia nmight have for national
honor. DBritain however, Chamberlain in particular, was particularly
determined to courle the vresent with the future along the dirtension
of settlement, This theme opened the crisis for Britain and, in-

deed, was the final chord Chramberlain ulayed at Munich., Hitler
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1as quite w1'1ing to join Chamberlain in this linkage of a Czech
settlement to a broader future settlement. From the Wiedemann
Mission to Chamberlalin's visit to Hitler's lunich apartment,
Gerrany dellberately encouraged an eager Britain in the expectation
of a possible larger settlement. At the seme timé, as in his con-
nection of German behavior in September with the German "defeat"
in the May crisis, Hitler made linkage between present and expected
future German firmness a criteria his opponents had to allow existed
in his incentive structure. Hence Germany used coupling in two
ways, In the early crisis coupling was used to pull opronents
along by means of a string tied to a larger carrot., Later in
the crisis, as Western intransigence grew, a different sort of
courling was used teo justify the use of the stick which was German
necessary use of force,
d. Warnings

Both sides used warnings in the sense defined in Workirg
Faper #2. The German thene in warning, established quite early
in the crislis, was to point out the ris raised by the uncontrollable
elements in Czechoélovakia. Such warnings were effective, Chamber-
lain ﬂnd his circle clearly acted in larze part out of the same
~considerations posed by the Gerran warnings, though the German
w2rnings may have merely naintained rather than furthered suvch con-
siderations. The British, for their part, used warnings to mask
threats, and, it seems, did too good a job of masking., The Erigish
feared the enboldening effect threats might have on France and

Czechoslovalria and the irrit-ting effect of such tactics or Sermany.
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Early in the crisis Britain souvght to pose the possibility of
éritish involvement as a shared risk which genera} systemic con-
siderations raised for Britain, and hence for Germany. The German
dirlomatic service and arrarently Hitler as well interpreted svuch
statements as representing no real conmnitment, Only when the
warnings moved to threats did German calculations appear to be
affected, That movement by the British from wzrning to threat
appears to have been caused by a rerception of the disutility
of warnings,

e. Arrancing or pretending lack of control or lack of choice

The only example of arranging or pretending lack of control

or choice was Germany's treatment of the Sudeten dermands and poten-
tial for violert escalation in Czeckoslbvakia, as in (d) a-ove.
Britain and Frarce seermed less to be rretending lacl” of choice
than actually having little choice. Could they have found =2 -=zy
to chearly ret rid of Czechoslovakia as a rroblem for reputation
and system balance, they would probably have done so, On a swaller
scale, after Godesberg, they did pretendlthat they could not advise
Czechoslovakia to accept the German demands. In reality, they had
such control over Czechoslovakia, but for their own reasons pre-
ferred not to exercise 1t.

8. What is the relative effectiveness and frejuency of each of

these tactics?
9. BResnonses to threats
Considerine tot=21l interaction over the course of the cristis,

threats were the most numerically common form of tactic, thorch
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often, especially in the early stage, threats ﬁere closely con=-
nected with a rarning of general danger or a coupling with a future
payoff. Among tactics, threats seem also to have been the most
effective in obtaining goals, esrecially if there is no discount
rate for times at bat. The threats which most immediately stiffened
resolve on both sides were those which stood out the most against
the threatener's policy background, either because of the threats'
explicitness, escalatory departure from apvarent existing policy,
or, in some cases, because of both factors, Moreover, this tyve
of threat seews also in the immediate long run to have produced
the highest 1atio of compliance.
10, Heshonses to commitments

The few firmly maintained comhitments, once established, carried
the dav, Both sides obtained that for which they were able to
establish commitment, Neilther side was willing to fly in the face
of the opprosing commitment, or at least to maintain direct oprosition
to the or»osing commitment. Britain, France, ana Germany obtained
what they wanted from Czechoslovakia in light of Czech failure to
establish commitment, For all parties (with the possible exception
of the Soviet Union) the bargaininz problem was not one of convincing
the ofponpnt of commitrnent, but more preclisely, convincing oneself
that commitment should and could be assumed, Both Hitler with
his belief in "will" and Chamberlain with his faith in the nursery
rhyme about the success of simply trying, proved to be right rélative
to basic bargainineg tactics,
11. Resvronses to conciliation moves

At best many conciliation moves appear to have had no effect
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on Hitler, It seems probable, however, that in the early stage

bf the crisis such moves had the effect of encouraging Germany
in the belief that the West would not stand firm. At Godesberg
efforts toward conclliation seem to have been responsible for
Hitler's raising his demands. For Hitler Western conciliation
moves fit well irnto his general image of the West as buying time
for a longer-term struggle. Hence such moves may have heightened E
his perception of threat, |

For the eventually dominant Western =zoft liners, conciliation
moves also fit into existing images. If Germany made faint con-
ciliatory noises, hopes for a possible settlement soared and efforts
along those lines escalated. Western hard liners saw German con-
clliato?v moves as mezningless, Czech éfforts at conciliation,
almost fantastically more exteﬂsive, were generally viewed as not
sufficient, and tended to bring more pressure on the Czechs,
12. Loopholes

Though Hitler offered Chamberlain a loophole earlier in Sep-
tember when he indicated his opinion of the relative unimport%nce
of the Czechoslovakian issue to Britain, the important loophole
in the crisis was offered to, and accepted by, Germany, In a
sense the whole Munich Ccnference was designed as an elaborate
loorhole for German commitment to immedlate attack, Hitler had
actnally backeéd down somewhat, and the trappings of an international
conference and the crucial request of an ally allowed the backing
dom. As the narrative indicates, this loorhole wzs vital for

Hitler's taclkir~ out of cormitment, and was gladly offered =and
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gladly received. Though of minor relative frequency, loopholes
were of major importance in the crisls outcome,

C. Expanded game models

1. Are escalation and de=-escalation important?

?. Is there a choice by one or the.other player among three or
more degrees of toughness? .

There was a gradual escalation toward toughness over the course
of the crisis on both sides. In June Hitler foresaw a gradual es-
calation as his possible policy, though it 1is unciear to what extent
he meant German military measures to revresent step by step escalation,
Since significant attempts were made by ditler and the Germans to
kXeep the escalatory aspect of military preparation for attack secrét,
part of credit for the escalatory imnact of gradual German preparation
must go to the Western journalists and intelligence apparatus. Hitler
most definitely engaged in an escalation on three levels of demand
from autonomy to incorporation to immediate incorporation. That
German military preparations were racing ahead in the background
certainly added to the impact of Hitler's escalation of demand and
to the pressure on the West. However, it seems that in Hitler's
eyes the military preprarations were mainly intended to be oriented
toward actual direct use, ﬁhough he certainly did not regret the
urrency‘the prevarations added to the situation,

The British, French, and Czechs were much more self—coﬁscious
in thelr total escalation than Germany, more aware of the positive
and negative effects of es-calation, more agonized in their deliber-

ations over escalation., An examination of Western thnree-step
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escalation of resistance of August 11, August 27, and September
ﬁ6-2? will readily reveal this, as will considerapion of the step-
wise mobilizations in the West. Llke Germany, the West gradually
moved toward toughness, but they were always the follower, more
conditional in theilr shifts, more tentative and less effective

in communicating the toughness of their escalation, It was almost
as If a race had besun in June and the Wdest was always a few steps
behind, always beaten to the turn.

3. Does this choice make a real difference in the outcome?

Hitler started out early in escalation and remained ahead,
(There were of course, other factors involved in his staying ahead
than simple early lead, such things as incentive structurs, per-
celved power, etc.) By the time Western strategy began to focus
on playing chicken with Hitler, his momentum was all but unstoppable,
4L, 1Is there a shift of strategy, toward more or less toughness?

Over the course of the crisis there was a general shift of
stratezy on the part of Germany, the West, and Czechoslovakia
toward toughness, In the end Czecnhoslovakia and the West backed
off from a stance temporarily assumed, first the West, and then,
after Western pressufe, Czechoslovakia.

5. Are there-warnings of conditional shifts?

In the sense of self-consciois warnings of conditonal shifts
and’ inducement for shift on a mutually perceived escalatlon ladder,
I found nothing which is not more conveniently and accurately
reported as a threat.

6. Are there inducerents offered for oovponent's shift of strategy?

On both sides inducemnenh was offered for acquliescence in the
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férm of promised rayoffs in the largser context at a later date,
Britaln offered to defend the new Czechoslovakia, Britain tried
to offer coloninl reséitution to Germany, and Germany held out
the prospect of a general settlement to Britain and France. The
prerequisite was that the other side abandon the strategy which
jeoporadized the vnresent and hence the larger common interest.

7. Are there salient thesholds which 1limit or focus escalation -
de-escalation?

I have elaborated this elsewhere. In general, mutually ver-
ceivéd thresholds actually relative to the outcome of the crisis
were In military affairs. Military‘staff talks were one such level,
as were varyving degrees of mobllization. The German false mobili-
zation sohehuled for September 28 was the most significant threshold
in the crisis. Many classic thresholds such as border crossings
either never occcurred (the point was never reached) or were some-
wnat ignoresd and/or uncertainly reported and hence never really
caused a preclise focusliung of 2ttention on the specific act. Rather,
they more simply served to heighten tension.

8. Are there transitions from one game structure to another?

The Munich crisis would seem to be best represented by ex-
panded chicken. Chicken on both sides grew out of prisoners' dilemna.
Hitler began the crisis action as a move in a larger prisoners'
dilemma, as he saw it: act now, take the chance, because Germany
must forestall the future, which is going against it., In the

P iﬂcrisis itself, as it developed, Germany was, it appeared, playing

— | chic%en., The ‘Je=st, especially as Britlish policy became destern
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policy, saw itself in prisoners' dilemma and held to that structure
much longer. A shift bezan at Godesberg, and by September 26,
West~rrn policy was refusing the martyr's role and was trying,
briefly, to rlay chicken with Hitler, Hitler's 1solation of Czecho-
slovakia, rvreparation of justification for the atﬁack, and prepar- |
ation for the attack looked toc much like chicken and the West de-
cided that it had to play. From September 26 through September 28
the crisis was predominantly chicken., Western difficulty in pre-
vailing against Hitler's prior commitment produced a result that
many Western decision makers preferred to think ogshaving been
dictated by prisoners' dilemma.
D. Suver-game model
1. Is there a supergame structure?

There was a supergame structure, as the Munich crisis was
one in a series of moves by means of which Germzny had increased
her power, Other moves were to follow in this series.
2. Is a significant part of a country's aims a relative increase
of power?

The mejor part of Germany's aim in the crisis was the bringing
about of a significant change in national power. The dominant
. goal in this calculation was the seizure of Czechoslovakia as a
stratexic geogranhic area vital in war. The ability of Czechoslo-
vakia to provide food, raw materials, and manufactured goods fo;
Germany was a c¢istinctly secondary consideration, though still éig-
nificant., Paracdoxically, an increase in relative power for a

rossible rar was also one of the aims of some British decision
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makers in the crisis. Though a war against Germany was not
élearly envisioned, it was thought that one payoff from British
concern with avoiding an i-mediate war would be time in which to
prepare military and diplomatic strength for a future war,

3., Do cost estinates fqr choosing a strategy include prominently
consider=tions of opponent's increased power or oin decreased
pover includine acjuisition or loss of allies?

British and French decision makers appear to have considered
prominently the effect of the general German strategy of increasing
power, but such consideraztion rarely carried the day, There were
a few in each cabinet who might be called "ministers for Supergame
considerations.” Their continuing attempts to push such considerations
into policy were only successful when Hitler had taken sone act
which increased the salience of supergame factors., For example, the
Godesberg demands made it appear that Germany might well have un-
l1imited ambitions and be acting from other considerations than
those of nationalism. In general, hovever, when the dominant faction
was forced to deal with supergame considerations,.;ts response was
to deny that surergame considerations were relevant, or to hold
that even if such considerstions were relevant, the West, being
weak, must pléy for time. There is no doubt that the framework of
decision had a category for supergame considerations,

L, ' Is future relative strategic position estimated in strategic
decisions including position in either the "balance of capatilities"

or the "balance of resolve®?

+

Hitler aouears to "ave calculated, as in #F1 above, on the basis
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of balance of capabilities, Fr.nce seems particularly to have
heen t-rn between the poles of immedliate safety and maintaining
weleht in the balance of resolve, as in the September 13 non-
declsion, France appears much inore than osritain to have given
consideration to the imvlicxtions | abandoning Czechoslovakia
held for future bargaining reputation., In fact, relative to
aspects of resolve, France gave very little attention to aspects
of capabilities involved in the loss of Czechoslovakia, To be
sure, however, questions relating to bslance of resolve were
raigsed Iln the British Cabinet. They met with the same fate de-
scribed in #3 (In general they did-not ultimately serve as the
basis for action),

5. Avart from the above, is the crisis one of a series of crises
involving the same players but different power positions?

6. If so, are the power positions the outcome of the previous
crises in the serles?

The crisis over Czechoslovakia came midway in a series of
power transformations involving the same major players. The
crisis over the Rhineland had effectively meant the end of France's
ability to take ?he offensive against Germany. Further, it, in
so doing, caused the ratification of a new policy in France which
implied eventual abandonment of Czechoslovakia 1f pressed. DBecause
of logistical difficulties enountered by the Germans in Ausﬁria
and comvensaticns made in the Czech defense against invasion from
Austria, it turned out that the actual crisis over Austria had not

in its immediate result weighed that heavily asalilnst Czecnhoslovakia,
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However, the Anschluss meant enhanced power for ﬁitler inside Ger-
many. Further, the time which it had allowed for internal German
efforts at increasing power was significant in Germany's eventually
bringineg force to bear against Czechoslovakia,

E. Inforration processing model

f 2N Are misrercevtions imrortant in determining the outcome?

2., Nature of mispercerptions.

Large sections of "Systecumic Environment", "Bargaining Setting",
ard "Bargaining Frocess" have been devoted to misperception, re-
flecting and elaborating the importance of misperception to crisis
outcome, As Schelling notes, ambiguity seens essential to bargain-
ing intefaction. In the case of the Munich crisis the zispercer-
tion growing ovt of the attendant and necessary ambiguity seens
essential to the nature of the crisis and its outcome, As noted,
Western soft liners generally misrercieved the extent to which
Hitler was motivated by ccnsider tions of power transforration
and misverceived the potentinl for forceful resistarce to Hitler.
Attendant to this basic orientstion, the dominant soft liners in
the Jest tended to believe in the {Egitimacy of Hitler's demand
for modification of the status jquo and in the pos-iblity and low
cost o% settlement, Hitler and tne other domi%ant &éfman nard
liners ternded to overrate Jestern long run a:gressiveress znd
German mllitary strength at the tlrme of the crislis, Astendant to
this basic orienfation, German hard liners tended to be excessibely
sure of J“sfern imzediste incliration to st.nd aside if Czechoslo-

Talin were attae 28 and ternded to Le confidernt of German victory in
Y
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a war over Czechoslovakia, Dominant decision makers in Czecho-
-slovakia tended to overrate the extent to which the West weighed
Czechoslova¥ia in the strateglic balance and tended to overrate
the extent to "thich the West considered the strategic balance the
most important criteria for action.

3. What hapnens when new information contradicts an expectation
or image?

As numerous examples in the narrative indicate,ﬂmqst contra-
diction 1is adjusted to fit existing expectations. As\in thé case
of Chamberlain at Godesberg, Hitler on Sertember 26-27, and Benes
after Godesberg, very major and salient contradictions take some
time for adiustrment and intesration to more extreme hard and soft
line ima~es, Durirg this period there a.pears to exist either
a partial paralysis or, if action is absclutely reguired, it tends
to dgcur as actlon more in keepinz with the actual situation, How-
ever, the prarty involved seems to start casting zbout for new con-
firm~tion of the vreviously existing image., Chamberlain's in-Cabinet
description of his changing attitude at Godesberg was an excelleﬁt
examble of this process, as was Hitler's response wnen the West
becan to play chicken bn September 26, It should, however, be
pointed out that the events which serve to reconfirm the o0ld and
endancered image were in both these cases and, it seems, in others,
designed by the opronent to erourage that reaffirmation.

The behavior of Halifax and some others is an interesting
contradiction to the genev:l tendency just noted, though perhaps

in truth more =2 contradiction of degree than of absolute guallty.
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Of the Inrer Cabinet it was Halifax 'tho remzined the longest in
the altered state of mind creatcd by iHitler's sharp Godesbers
escalation., Indeed, -he seems to have temgorarily =ltered his
inage and over a few days acted on that new irage. The exrlanation
seems to lie in Halifax's being a mbre marginal soft liner, as
indic~ted in deliberztions in the Spring éf 1938 and in his position
rp]atIVe to warnings earlier in the crisis, Incdeed, his behavior
);}: : rélatlve to ner information seems to exempiify e pattern for
':}fﬂf decision maters such as Daladier and Goring, who Eeing less ex-
. tremely hard or soft line, were more perfectly atle to respond
to the changing situation.
Finally, “here was a third type of decision raker, character-
jzed by Bonnect, btut also included Hodza, BRurcimsn, and Kordt in
the Gerran London Embassy. Aware that reality is different from
that -hich 'ras desired, these indivicu.:ls at tires knqwing}y fal—
sified information which they passed on to thelr own govern-erits
or to other governments at the allezed rejuest of their own zovern-
ment. This type of beh-vior appeared only in the service of soft

line considerstions, turninz the Lysistrata on 1ts head and lying,

so to speak, for reace.
4, +Jhat haopens -then new information contradicts an expectation
or image?

In spite of psycholozical imperfections, wishes and deéires.
in as much as they can be witnessed, corresponded closely with
jmares and exmectati-ns, My estinztion ‘rould be that they stand

in the same r~lation to events in the resl world as do im=res and
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expecttions,
5, How i1s an incoming messaze Interpreted?
6. JWhat circu st nces seem to affect the mode of interpretation?

Information about actor's thought processes is not detailed
enouch to extensively and confidentiy determine mode of inter-
pretation. As in #3 above, it does seem éhat stronz;ly contra-
d}ctory incoming information is generally made to conform to
eiisting firmly held beliefs throuzh a process of selective atten-
tion and an eventual search for confirming 1nformétion if necessary.
7. .Do basic im:zes and expectatiocns chonge duriny the course
of the crisis?

Basic imnsces d1d not change over the course of the crisis,
thouch therxe were gbmé-secﬁndéry modificztions which grew out of
com-ital tactics 2nd attendant manipul=tiors.

8. Are percevtions influenced more by the other party's dellberate
bargaining moves, or by other elewents of his beh vior not in-
tended privarily for communic~tion .or barzaining?

On the whole barsaining moves were the most important in in-
fluencing percevntions. Such events as the Sentember 7 Times editor-
ial, public oninion, and parlianmentary debate aptear to have merely
confirmed opnonents in their existing perceptions of each other,

9, Discrepancies between self-image and opponent's lmaze of self;
consequences for interrretations and misperceptions. -

From what tantalizinsg evidence there is concerning discrepancy
between self-im~ce osnd image, this factor -tould seem to be of con-

siderable immortarce, It is c¢ifficult, however, TO find much clear
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information on this dlver-ence, Chamberlaln saw himself as resce-
loving and 1n no sense agsressive, Iurther, he accurately estimated
that Hitler mizht see Britlsh nolicy in a different light. A

major roal of Chamberlain's policy was to convince ilitler of
Britain's good will toward Germany.l In this Chamberlain 1landed

in the doubly bad vositicon of the eazxer sditor who srends a great
deal of meoney courting the object of his affections without any
success,

_Hitler saw himself in an epic strusele for sﬁrviVQl. To a2
lirited extent his orronents understood ilitler's framework. Yet
perhaps 1f they had seen the totality of despera-ion which frauwed
Hitler's world view, they would have realized the imrossiblity of
reforming .the vision of one who considered nis environment a true
and total state of nature,

Benes saw hi-self as head of a state with crucisal fundamen-
tality to any valance of Lkurope. DBenes' proulem was to naintain
an imare of rationality and stability until the course of events
broucht th=t crucial fund-mentality home to “ritain and France,
Unfortunately for Czechoslovakia, Benes faced an enemy hose thouzht
was too much in those fundamental terms and derended for Czecho-
slovakia's salv~tion on =llies who either did not share his image
of orient=tion toward the strategic balance or condidered the bal-

ance involving Czechnslovakia materially imrossible to maintain.
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F. Cataclysmlic model

A cataclysmic wodel is not broadly relevant to the crislis.
Jhat might appear at first glance to be cataclysmlic elements are
more accurntely accounted for in expanded chicken, On all sides
peorle retained a relatively high dégree of control., There seems
to have been little chance of things gettiﬁg out of hand through
m{sunderst“nding or miscalcvlation relative to such possibilities
1n'other crises. Further, there appears to have been no set of
military resrorses which rould be plugged 1in aftef a certain dip-
lomstic act from the onposition and leave the parties in a cata-
clysm,

This is not to say that decision makers did rot think in cata-
clysmic terms. One of the major goals of British and French in-
volvement over the Sudeten Germans was to remove a factor that
might "set Hitler off" and put everyone on the slirrery slope.

In the concertion of Western soft liners Hitler might have had
Jimited ambitions (indeed, this was the bellef whlch, for sowe,
justified the policy pursued over most of the crisis), Yet he was

an extrerme nationalist (one count of madness), possibly in the

grip of National Socialist faratics (two counts of madness), and
perhaps insane himself (three counts of madness)., Hence in the

eyes of Chamterlain, for example, Hitler could remain an essentially
decert fellows and at the same time be tne carrier of stochasfic
elements thich might push things out of control as in dorld dar I.
As in the advice to Czechoslovakia to desist from mobilization

and ln the limited fJestern mobilization, the constraining effects



157

of fears of cataclysm can be seen, As well, these fears seem
partially resvonsible for the Britlsh refusal of military staff

talks with the French-and the French refusal to engage in such
conversations with the Soviets, If cataclysm were to occur for

some actors, verhavs others could stéy out if they avoided creating
the inexorable logics of predetermined repénse which might draw

. them in. Ever mindful of Henderson's advice that a seccnd May 21
miéht cause an unintended explosion, the West, especlally Britailn,
refrained from the strong commitment +'hich was neeﬁed to play chicken

with- Germany. In this, cataclysmic fears were an important element,

— .

and hence an important element in tue crisis'outcome. In a sense

the West, and ever Czechoslovakia, were trapred by their own "ration-
ality". Perhaps they would have all been better off relative to
their behavior in the crisis period if Jorld Jar I have never
happened,

G. Miscellaneous

1. 'Mst rules or rorms do the parties perceive and observe?

There arvear to be no examples where a rule or norm hampered
any actor's dealing with-the crisis in wnatever means the actor
could manage. Action was first decided on, then, if necessary,
the prover norm wWas chosen. This is not to ceny the relevance of
acceoted ways of doing things to an actor's conception of the pos-
sible, Hovrever, to the extent that the diplomatic and poliﬁical
norms of the 1930's affected action in this sense, they seem to
have been poverfullv aided by lack of human imagination, and

not in themselves 2ble to tae credit for forstalling any action an
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aétor could conceive, Hitler is generally seen as normless, and
indeed, 1s often portrayed as the premier examrle of the exercise
of porer unhampered bf normative considerations.

It is clear that Hitler and hils Germany were poorly socialized
into the world of diplomatic convention., Though in part this
derives from the meteoric development of the Third Reich, in large
paTt the blame must be given to those who in a sense sheltered
Hitler from the arplication of at least a vortion of the existing
diplomatic norms (quid pro quo, for examrle), Yet these arguments
that‘normlessness rlayed a major part in the phenomena of Nazl dip-
l1~macy seem to overrate the extent to which norms play a major
part in any diplomacy. Actors, it seems, are more interested in
reminding tﬁeir opponents to strictly follow the rules than in
following the rules themselves., Jhere actors most consisteritly
follow the rules 1s, it seems, in situations vhere following the rules
is beneficial 1in the most 1rnedia£e sense, as 1in the case of
both interpretations of the Soviet insistence on submitting pro-
posed co-operation to the Leagve. Germany seems to have followed
this use of norms as well, as in Hitler's refusal to consider the
August 11 British' comment on German mobilization because such com-
ment "ras inapvropriate interference in Germany's internal affairs,
Hitler was well aware of the existing rules of the game of the .
1930's and, as everyone else, could use such rules to fit his purpose,.
2. BRationality and irrationality |

a. Are there obvious instances of irrational calculation and
behavior?

If one accerts the common definition of rationality based on
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means and ends, then there do not appear to be instances of ir-
rationality relative to the lunich crisis. Obviously Hitler and
his cohart were criminals by commonly accepted international stan-
dards: they planned and conducted aggressivg war. Later in the
war Hitler was probably clinically insane. Yet as my earlier treat-
ment of Hitler indicates, it does rot appéar that Hitler was mad
a@ the time of lMunich, He was simply playing extended chiclken,
-b. If so, hat seems to be the source of the irrationality?

As in (a), peorle made mistakes and were criminals, but neet

general standards of rationality.
c. Is irrationality sometimes felgned for bargaining advances?

Hitler 1s often used as an example of the "rationality of
lrrationality"”, It would, however, be more consistent with the
actval situation which obtained during at least the Munich, crisis
and more consistent with cata limitations if Hitler were used to
11lustrate the less poetic axiom, "its soretimes good if your
opponent thins vou mi:ht be irrational." I[he irplic:tion of this
1s that while 1t does not seem that hnitler was irrational, there
1s not sufficient evidence to determine if he interded to aprear
irration~l, Obviovsly he did avpear irr-ticnal at some times to
some opronents about some issues, Tith great positive effect on
his bargaining position, Only once during the crisis, in the
September 26 interview with Horace Wilson, might it be said'that
Hitler lost control of himself. It arprpears, however, that waile
iitler may have felt great rage and fear appropriate for the moment

(his offer to play chiclen was being accerted) he did not so lose
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céntrol of himself that he acted irrationally. Rather, he seems
to have succersfully and intellicently enhanced German commitmnent
to the policy Gnrmany.was folloving., It might correctly be said
that to enhance ones commitment to chicken at such a point was
highly dengerous, but Germany retained control of a possibility
to swerve aside without significant loss, as Hitler well Ymew,
Over most of the crisis Hitler retained a possibly mad coloration
in some eyes for, in my estimation, two reasons. _In the first
place he was eccentric in the way gangsters are eccentric and
a]arﬁing for the sane reasons. Secondly, his payoffs were different
and his opponents did not realize this. Hitler was playing chicken
when Britain and France were playing prisoner's dilemma, though
Britain and France thought Germany as well was playlng prisoner's
dilemma,
3., Is there a clear shift in bargaining behavior between "stages"
of a crisis?

Activity in the crisis period seéms to divide itself into
three rough stases. From the crisis' inception until Godesberg,
each side was rreparing for a coming crisis, each according to its
own visions of the requisites for solution of its own most immedliate
problem relative to Czechoslovakia. There seems to have been,
relative to later periods, a fairly high degree of freedom to assume
position in this period. This 1s not to imply very great actual
freedom, for tne particivants were strongly directed into position
by their strategic status, existing perceptions, existing goals,

and by the particular nature of the Czechoslcvakian nroblen,
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In essence durinc this reriod the situation waé being structured
for the most conflictual second stase of the crisis, which was

the preriod between Godesberp and Hitler's cancellation of the
German "mobilization". This second stage was a summation, an
adding-up of the variovs positions as they had evolved in the

first pericd, Thouzh the ﬁost conflictual, this period actually
seems to have served a sort of mediatory function between the first,
more unstructured period and the final period, the Kunich Confer-
ence itself, This final third period, though it involved some
potential for conflict, was alwmost merely a ratification, a literal
inking-in of the agreement tacitly reached when Hitler cancelled
the German "mobilization",

As the tension rose over Czecﬁoslovakia there apvears to have
beren a tencency for the tempo of action to pick up. In what appears
to be an outgrowth of the tempo's increzsing, human actors appear
to have more single-mindedly focussed their action. In this there
were t1o elements, Humazn actors 1increased the focus of doing
what they were already doing. Bornet, for example, began to cast
even more desperately about for any way out, and began to mis-
represent things even more in so doing. ©5Sritish hard liners and
sof't iiners, each, 1t seems from the summaries of Cabinet delibera-
tions, were helzhtened in their repective positions. Hitler tegan
to more extrenely alternate between his publicly displayed Dr,
Jekyll ard Mr, Hyde extremes of conciliator and ruthless warriér.
It would not, however, particularly in the case ¢f Britain ard

France, be accurate to conclude that the rolicy output was a direct
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result of this phenomena. Rather, in the cases of both decision
-making frameworks, intervening varlables such as the structure
of the decisinn making teapot conteining the tempest and the
changine externsl stimulil seem to have been involved,

Secondly, as the tension in the crisis increased, dirlomatic
norms seemed to have bheen left more aside, There seemed to be
less concern with propriety, indeed even generally less relative
valuation of the more familiar structﬁre of diplomatic interaction
as a frameworX and covering for action. Though the covering norms
were to remain very important at some crucial points, 1t seems
that there was, as tension increased, more "plain talk" between
Germans and the West, betveen Britain and France, and between
the West and Czechoslovakia. Indeed communication between the
West and the Soviet Union even moved in this direction. This could
of course be a function of éll actions increasing and ‘resulting
in an increase of all types of communication. However, my ad-
mittedly impressionistic survey indicates otherwise,

L, ‘Ihat is the relative importance and frequency of "symbolic
acts" and "acts of harassment"

With the exceptidn of not blocking cultural exchanges, Germany
engaged in all of the harassment acts listed in Jorking Faper #4,
In addition, such phenomena as Hitler's visit to the French border,
an@ the armed camp atmosphere of the Reich Chancellery, particularly
on September 27, would seem to be examples of the symbolic acts
listed in orking Faver #4. dhile other states engazed in sone

snech activity, their activity in general seens to partake much less
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of the "signaling" asrect than do the German acfivities in this
category. Unfortunately, it is difficult or perhaps impossible

to sevarate German activity in this dimension from activity fitting
more neatly into a credibility-critical risk framework or from
activity which was simply necessary for a state wnich was preraring
a military attacli on another state. For example, much has bheen

made of ~hat the translator Schmwidt calls the "bang of the drum"
when military men would enter bearing comtunications for Hitler,

and by im»lication, communicatlon for the Western statemen talking
with Hitler. However, there seems no evidence that any communi-
cative intent was purposefully designed 1into such an event. There
may have been such intention. _More likely, however, military men
were around Hitler when Wilson brouéht his message, for example,
because military men -rere always around. A uniform was no novelty
in the Third Reich. Other German activities do arrear to hove

been more purvos~fully related to Hitler's desire to create s crisis
atmosprhere ard isclate Czecnoslovakia, rarticuvlarly those which
match the list of "acts of harassrent". Again, however, it seems
impossitle to separate sirnaling effect from other more obvious

irterti-ns more roadily accounted for in other catezories of action.



WORKING PAFER #3 HYPOTHESES

A; Hypotheses relating systemic environment to choice of tactics
1) Both Britain and France were very cautious, Both were avare
of inherent posslbiliéles that events might get out of hand
either through accident or by things being set off and escalating
from 2 move on the coercive continuum. Both sought to control
the Benes government, and Britain, far from giving a blank check
to France, sought a suspensive veto over French action once the
going got really fast and treacherous. In the caée of both states
threats were avoided on occasion precisely because threats were
threﬁtening and night put them on a sliupery slope with a dangerous
state, The Sovlets were more willing throughout the period to ex-
press cormitwent, but were very reluctant to jump in head first
without preaic-tlng thelr commitments on actions by others or on
certain conditions being met. Britain and France perceived-the
immediate cost of war as high, prerceived it higher than any state
exceot Czechoslovakia. London and Faris, they thought, would be
destroyed in the first few days of war, Also, there comes a point
when caution in the short run so mortgages the future as to become
non-caution in the long run. France was much more gullty of this
non-caution than-Britain, for French mortgaging appears to have
been less thoucht out, while the British, though perhaps making
a mistake in their calculations, agonized over the choice of a
policy of resistance or settlement with Germany.

If states can plan aggressive war and still be considered
cautious, then Gerrany, glven the necessity of serving that goal,

was fairly ceutious, dltler tri.d over the su rer to take care of
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Germanv's requisite in diplomacy and wmilitary affairs so th«i the
Iwar which he intended to start would be successful. HLe also
scronized over his choices at times, even If he seemed to consis-
tently under-rate his enemy. Hitler, of course, did take risks,
which 1s by definition dangerous, though not necessarily uncareful.
For Hitler the risk of a short war was lessened by his belief thaf
German power was fading 1in the face of Western rearmament, Hitler
certéinly railsed tne risk of war, but for Hitler war needed to

be risked if his earlier calculations of the future course of inter-
national politics were correct. When faced with a fairly certain
large war Hitler backed down, In the end at Munich his calculation
of risk was confirmed as accurate.

2) Once Czechoslovakia had decided to dewend on allies in the
crisis (if there was a choice) she had almost no freedom of action
excent to move further down the path France pushed her., Thouch
France displayed 1little concern for saving the alliance with Czecho-
slovakia, considerations for the alliancé as it might bear on
French reputation should Germany attack Czechoslovakia were iﬁ—
portant for France. One theme of French behavior was to avoid its
obligation being called or in the case of some Frenchmen, to avoild
having to ansﬁer that call. Britain put reaching a settlement

with Germany on an equal par with maintalning a close relationship
with France, For a long time Britain, thouch indicating suprort
for France, refrained from making a firm com itment to France in
advance of conflict, .Jhen @hat co mitment wvas made late in the

crisis, Britain aslted for a veto on French military measures.
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Oﬁservers belleve that an analosx of the allliance system's role

in the oreins of World War I was raramount in Chamberlain's mind.
3) Excepnt for Czechéslovakia, preserving the value of alliances
was relatively unimportant to the national actors, Sta}es were
either thinking in the short run, in which saving an alliance for
the future was less important, or if thinking of the future, were
thinking, as Britain, of additional non-alliance means of maintaining
security. Hence the British put less value into ﬁhe possible |
alliance with France because other alternatives were availatble
(whiéh in some cases more firm alliances would interfere with),
Czechoslovakia found a policy of alliance valuation desirable be-
cause there rezally was no other possitle salvétion for her, no
otner alterﬁqtive policv, France placed different values on dif-
ferent alllances, Czechoslovakia was viewed as a liability-in

its pre-tunich form (thouzh of some utility if Germay could be
satisfied), while the develoring alliance with Britain was viewed
as a déslrability. The variable involved tnat enabled France to
make these distinctions was the possible aid the ally mizht give
France in a conflict with Germany. France, unlike Czechoslovakia,
thouvght that to an extent ;he could pick and choose between alliances
and situations,

L) For dominant British decision makers the connectedness of
issues pushed toward a softer line in which images of resolve were
relatively uni~rortant. In fact, it was desirable to be soft on
Czechoslovalkia so a larecer settlement could be reached., A second

group, less inflrentinl, did relate resolve to future barzuining
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reputation, Aeputation was (as in #2 above) imrortant for France.
She sought to avoid rerutation's being affected by a call to honor
the Czech alllance. ihe Soviets appeared to act very properly
with respect to alliance oblligations, thougn their offers were
never called, &Hitler was gquite concerned that Germany project

an image of resolve, not only for the sake of enemies but for the
sake of such actval and possible a2llies as Itsly, Hungary, and
Poland,

5) With the possible exception of Germany, stated and actual
valuation of the stales were at about the same level. Hitler
appears to have exagger=ted certain values (desires to protect

the Sudqton Germans) and understated others (supergare consider-
ations). On the average Germany's valuatbtion as well seems to

have been fairly accurately stated, My estimation is that if
Hitler did exaggerate, he 4id not realize that he was exaggerating.,
6) In general declarations simply indicated a willineness to
fizht., The German declarations tended té be more graphic as
Hitler's "I will smash-h-h the Czechs" whereas the declarations

of Britain, Fiance, and the Soviet Unlon were more stralghtforward,
BRritain attemrted to employ a gradation of warning - "might not

be able to sténd aside", but this type of warning was either under-
- stood as a clear wsrning or no comamitment, with the variable in
understanding often being the perspective of the listener.,

7) Azain, British, French, and Soviet threats were more straight-
forward and colorless, whersgs the Germans spoke of "exterminating"

the Czechs, that "vile race of dwarfs". Germany also managed some
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maneuvers during the crisis (such as awing Charies Lindbergz with
their alrcraft) that were related to crucial fears in the West

of clty bombling.

8) This 1s difficult to answer, Thouzh Germany was, in opreparing
for war, engaging in a very large number of physical actions below
the level of violence, Hitler's words were still the focus of atten-
tion in diplomstic circles. Indeed, some physical acts which would
have set things off in the nuclear age (such as border crossings)
were, as indivicdunsl events, less significznt in the meaning that
was attached to them, Other acts, almost as if part of a code,
were held to be highly siznificant (mobilizations, inspections).
Becruse the British, French, Czechs, and Soviets had not generated
such a baclkorounrd of action as Gerinany, their actions appear to
have had more saliency for all parties than do increases in the
already high level of Germany activity.

9) There were no subsidlary confrontaztions between states to
which rre=t meaninc was imputed at the international level,

10) As in #6 and #7 above, German threats were more bellicose

and explicit.

11) In Britain and France measures which might incidentally have
contributed to shared ris% were finely calculated to eliminate

that element in as much as was possible, Hence, for examnle, an
urrently needec mobilization in France was limited to defensive
formations, and certaln Brisish warnings to Hitler were couche&

in the most delicsie lancuare possible to avoid transforming what

was intended to c=21lm things down into a verbal game of chiclken,
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Fart of Hitler's str:tegy was of course to increase the tension
and make war seem more possible, et it is questionable 1if he

was truly manipulatirie a shared ris% in the sense Schelling means,
Jhen there became a larger vossibility that the Sudeten Germans
might get out of hand, Germany tried to clamp down on them, Lven
in the final stsges of the crisis, when it appeared Britain and
France might stand firm, Hitler did all he could to conceal German
nfepar tions -thich mizht have incressed the shared risk of war,
12) There was great uncert:zinly as to who woul@ldo what should
war ‘orea’t out, £ven the closest of allies could not count on each
other in the lunich situation. Indeed, it was on estimations of
this factor and efforts to alter and utilize it that the crisis

in large part turned.

B. Provositions about coercive tactics

1) There were no 1irr~vocable commitments in the Munich crisis.
2) As the crisis developed threats tended more and more toward
being éxplicit and blunt. As above, however, Germany's threats
were the most explicit, the least velled. Veiled threats made

by Britain early 1in the crisis appear to have given some soft-line
German officials_pavse, but not, as far as is lnmown, to have
troubled Jitler,

3) There was no siznificant difference between threats made to
the lowly and threats made to the mighty. An egalitarianisﬁ of
threats seemed to exist, wilth such variation as there was being
accounted for more by phase of crisls thar by anythinz else. The
British tended to be very careful when talkinz to Hitler, indeed

parts of Chamberlain's Berciatesiaden converzation sound alimost as
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1f he were tal¥in- a madman off e windov ledge. The British

were cautious bhecanse they besar. to see LHitler as hoth hishly
rlaced end vossibly irrationazl,

L) lhe moves hich coine to mind as coercion.wearing a non~coercive
maslkt also arpear to have had a more purely force drientation as
wnll as psychologic=l orientation in intention, Hence, for ex-
ample, the Germans sought to mask their preparation for invasion
as training exercises and the Brisish attacked the same label to
the significant change in course by elenents cf the fleet., 1In
these and other cases. the technical mask seems more designed to
further the action in its more purely force dimension thén to grease
the psycholocical skids in the opronents mind,

5) Wnen the British and Ffench finally nade a firm commitment

in late Septerber Hitler attempted to deal with it not by creating
loopholes, but ranther by pushing harder, Further, "loopholes"”

is too filled with commaations of delicacy and precision to char-
acterize the 3ritish and French action r-lztive to Gerwmany in the
last days of the cricsis, After havin: tried and failed at rpre-
ventins Hitler from establishing a firm commitment, the two vir-
tually. ber=ed him to step down, illustrating thelr pleas in the
best Madison Avenue techniques with impressively colored maps.
showinx Hitler how much he could get by simply backing down.

6) Britain's early warninzs were sc ambiguous as to make "avenue
of retrecat' sound lilte an unnecessary narrowing of the many wayg
such warnin~s left for escare. France, however, was locked into

survort of Czechoslovalkia by an 2lliance and concern for rervtation,
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as was the Soviet Union. The story of France's benavior in the
crisis mirht be told as an effort to fird a respectable avenue

of retreat, As a restilt of France's unwillin;ness to concretize
co-opcration with the Soviets (hence avoiding another trap from
wnich retreat would be difficult), the Soviet Union never wss
rushed to usirys the avenuves cf retreat it micht have reserved,
Gernany sradually built up a comnitwent from which there was no
easy renreant,

7) As in numbers 2,3,5 and 6, beuavicr in the crisis strongly
confirms the hypothesis that favorable assymetry leads to firm
commitrent ard explicit threat,

&) As in #5, cormitment appears to have been gradual. The
hypothesis "is stronsly confirmed.

g) Thouch they read their sovernment organization charts in-
correctly and alo at one time lumped Hitler with the Germsn meder-
ates, the British did talli about encourazinz certain groups inside
German&,‘ thouch sveh rlans rever c¢:me to much, Soft liners in
both Britain and France, as well as Czechoslovaliia, tried to work
tosether on occasion to influence joint policies, as on occasion
did hard liners in the -three countries. German soft liners attempt-
ed to intervene with Britiéh nard lirers in order to influence
BPritish pélicy ore strongly against hard liners in Germany. The
hypothesis is stronzly confirmed,

10) The most ambizuous cor-munications srere some of the public
comnnmunic=ations, Yet other public ceommunica2tions were highly un-

ambicuous, nreri1aps precicely because they were publicly made, -rith
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the attendant feature of implic=ations for reputétion, cormitment,
and so forth, In the case of public comrmunications, ambiguity

was reduced by an "I knoi he knous 1 kno7 that he is commited"
locic, For exaarle, “then iiltler told a Sportpalast crowd of his
cormitment to the Sudetens and tnat cormitrment is carried out over
radio, the co munication beco es less ambiguous thzn if the same
words are uttered to a private envoy. On the other hand face-to-face
conversation could also be very convincing. Chamberlain believed
almost everything Hitler told him, believed that Hitler could not
lie to a man with whomn e had negotiated.

11) If anythingz, there was wore risi manipulation as the crisis
tension increased,

12) Unless the last stage is defined as the very end of the crisis,
this hypothesis is untrue relative to MNunich, As a perusal of

the narrative will readily indicate, coercion increased as the
crisis developed, then became very tacit after the proposal for
the ltunich Conference was accepted,

C. Hypctheses relating tactics to responses

1) A more harsh fune in threats seemed on both sides to incline
parties toward resistance., Czechoslovalkia would be the only ex-
ception, rerhaps more from the position she was boxed into than
from a particular internal idiosyncracy. Hitler's strongest re-
spronse followed the strongest, most aggressive, and perhaps for
him, most surprising stand —which Britain and France took, Earller
the men who Hitler later called "worms" had turned -rhen Hitler

had pre-erptorily raised G-ormon devands,
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2) Threats may well have a provocative effect, as the Czechs
found out -=when they apparently thre~tened Germany by their lMay
mobilizaticn., The threat Svdeten riotiang posed for the Czech
state was uvltin-tely very forcefu’'ly dealt with by the Czechs

as it draratically escolated., Thelexampléslin #1 are also rele-
vart, |

3) Qutrisnt threats were, as indicat=d, very provocative,
Hitler's numerous attempts at changing critish utilities were
much less provocative, but prob.tly in psrt tecauée scrie of the
British decicion raers desired a different set of utilities any-
way. TIhe irmedinte effect of the newly strong stance of the ‘lest
on September 2{ proved to be immediately provocative, but, it
seems, after Hitler had time to interﬁalize implications and

ad just uﬁilities; proved less provocative. The hyrothesis seems
strongly confirmed,

L) There were two cases of rule breaking in the Hunich crieis,
In the first case the British tried to foist the BRunciman Mission
on the Czechs. In the second case at Godesberg Hitler broke the
rules of peaceful nezotiation for change. In both cases elements
pushing toward resolve were momentarily increased yet did not im-
mediately affect policy.

5) There arpears no evidence of probabalistic thinking in the
Munich crisis. Indeed Chamberlain once noted that chances ﬁight
be 100 to 1 and went directly on to overrule that calculation with
an "either-or" statement. In particular in the British Cabinet

and in Germany much evidence of delibteration seems to indicsate

L]
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careful attention to the opponent's various responses, but fails
‘to Indicate even rank orderinc belng involved in such calculations,
6) Touehness definitely procduced counter-tOughﬁess between
Britain and Germany. In Germany's relations with France and
Czechoslovakla there appears to be somewhat less of a step-by-step
escalation of toushness, thoush at tne highest level of touchness
high tourhness was reciprocated, Between Britain-France and Czecho-
slovakia, British-French toughness produced eventual Czech com-
pliance, but was often mediated bty Czech toughness which produced
even greater Western tourhness as response to Czechoslovakia,
Except when their threat level was the highest, Jestern and
Czech concilistion directed toward Gerwany appears to have en-
couvaged Hitler to continue in the course he had orizinally charted
and often encouraged him to ralse deman-s. What amounted to Czech
conciliation toward the West resulted indirectly in heightened
derands beling directed by the West toward Czechoslovakia in the
cense of "But what have you given in on today?" German concilia-
tion of the West was generzally responsibie for increasinz soft .
line strength in the West and producing further concession,
7) ost compellent ﬁhreats came from Germany and deterrent
threats came from the Jest, the Soviet Union, and Czechoslovakia.
while it would not be possible to disasree with this hypothesis,
it.70es not seem that enoush variation exlsts across states and
between status qun - non status quo actors to Jjustify drawing a
conclvsion which rould positively confirm the hypothesis, It could

certainly be said that the more comrellent the German threat, the
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more renlstance such threats met, that 1s,until the Jest eventually
crumbled., At the s"me time an incrense in the specificity and
level of deterrent tltrreats produced, to a point, enhanced will

to resist,

D. Hypotheses relating environment; settingz, and tactics to outcome
1) By Munich there was r<lative inequality in bargaining power
in the German-West rn and Western-Czech relationships, Aspects

of natural salience had very little effect on the ultimate settle-
meﬁt. Germany obtained roushly all it asked of the West, and the
West was able to similarly prevaill acainst Czachoslovakla.

2) It is cert2inly trve that in the West and in Czechoslovakia
salience had very creet significance in restralining escalation

and tactica. Thouch Gernany =as hetter able to manipulate and
work around salience, it seems that tactical sallence was also
more imrortant for Germany than sslience as related to settlement,
3) The mnatter of asymmetries in systemic environment and bar-
gainin} settine tas treated ext-nsively in the first two portions
of this paper, Such treatuent reflects and indic=ates my conception
of the overwi-elming importance of such factors to the crisis out-
come, 1In sone spbstrntinl qeasure this may bDe a function of the
wide édefinition th=t has béen “iven to barrsining setting, wnich

in effect forces many factors to stand on a tase located in "bar-
Falnin- settineg™, Yet it seems inescapable that such factofs as
power vercerticns, oreraticnal codes, recent previovs relatlons,
etec,, all things existirs before the crisis be:isn, had such posi-

tive inertia that in-crisis behavior was only of secondary imrortance
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in determining outcome., Of course once tne crisis h=d bezun

‘there was nothin: but behavior th:t could influence outcore,

) The crlsls termination contalued both formmi and tacit
elenents, Thoughh the crisls ended in a formal settlement, the
ifivnich Azrecement, much of grea£ importance wzs left unsaid in that
acreement, Indeed, as international agzreements o, the lunich
Azreement left nmany dispositions in a tecit state. In the month
th=t follored the Jest allored, while lookina the other way, the
unraveline of Czechoslovaklia alony lines that reflected their
grantine of major concessions at the end of September., This later
specification of the taclt elements of the Funich Agreerent should
be differertinted from the norwal carivyiiz out of the formul language
of an interna’ional arreemnent and also from the later German seizure
of the remainder of Czechoslovékia.

5) If "intentions" is taken to mean "general zoals relative to

the issve of the crisis", then it seems that there was fairly

accurate short term calculation of ovposition intentions, at

least if nctors are not asked to be mind.readers. Though there

was some vértation avons individuals, the Czech, German, French,
and British decision structures seem to have understood each others
immediate goals relative to Czechoslovakia fairly well as such
underst=ending zoes in internationzl volitics. Jhen motivations

and loncer range ends rere considered, the level of understanding
of course declined, though not, it seems, excessivelvy so relative

to the genera® abilities of human bein-s. Thouzh a stronzer case

micht be m~de for miscaleulation of Soviet short ranye Intentions
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if more data were avallable, it seems that the Soviets were as
much pushed aside as wisunderstood. Greater treatment of mis-
calculation from another perspective rlll be founc in the hypo-
thesis section dealing with mispercevtion and in the information
processing model section.

E. Hypotheses about connections between alliance relationshiys
and adversary barceining

1) Certainly the West and Czechoslova“ia acted as if they be-
lieved this hyprothesis to be true. It does aprear that as com-
mitment went up hretween Britain and Frence and hetieen BErift~in-
France and Czachoslovakig,‘bargaining rover increased relative

to Germany. There did not, however, arpear to be a corresponding
ircrease in the ally's power over the guaranteeing ally.

2) Britain definitely presented two faces throughout the crisis,
Toward Germany a stronger position was rortrayed than that por-
trayed in conversation with France and Czechoslovzkia. The Soviet
Union behaved in the same way, toward Britain, France, and Czecho-
slovaklia, as did France toward Czechoslovakia,

3) Germany's demand was always for more than the Czechs would
have aprpeared -v1llin> to give without French and British pressure,
Western vrressure resulted from the German demsnd falling in the
ranze defined by their and Czechoslovakia's maximum concession,

At times, however, Germz2n demancs went past the maximum concession
which the West was willing to make. At those times the Jest re-
frained from active coercing of Czechoslovakia,

L) I am presuming "acceptable" in this hypotnesis to mean "easier
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to take™, as in its being sometines easiler to take bad news from

a friend than from an eneuny., lronrcsals were more accertable to
Czechoslovakia when they came from Britaln and France, but not
si-nificantly so becavse of any more plvasant coloration which
Britain and France added along thié.dimension. Czechoslovakia
accepted Aritish and French prorosals not.because such pronosals
Tere less unrleasant in delivery (indeed they were on occasion at
1éast as harsh as any Hitler made) but becauvse in delivering pro-
rosals Britain and Frnace made their continued sugport contingent
upon Czech acceptance, Hence Jdestern proposals were acceptable
because of the threat which accompanied them, By the time Benes
-tould have resisted he had gone too fgr with the British and French
to attempt.any other route.

5) Valuation of the stakes appears to have been inversely. pro-
portional to geosgraphic distance from Czechoslovakia, In the Wdest,
in France in particular, some alli=nces were importznt more purely
for remtational effect then for actual utility in the momentary
relation of forces. It does not secm that Brit=in put a very hiech
value on the developing alliance 7ith France or that France put
much value on the Czech alliance, ko one was particularly inter-
ested in exploring the elliance rosgibilities or actrvalities ~rith
the Soviet Union., For Germsny imnediate pcssible power transforma-
tions -~rere more important than the Italian slliance. It doés not
arpear that this multipolar system placed zreat value on alliance
preservation.

6) There wWwas a rou-h but clear correlation between the extent
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to which decision nmakers and states saw the conflict as part of

‘a larger confrontation and the extent to which they shared Czecho-
slovakla's genernl values, -

7) IncreasinT tension did, to a point, increase solidarity in

a long run sense, thouch there were shorter run variations from

the pattern, The only state, however, which was fearful of losing
allies -1as Czechoslovakia, which did take on a cormitment to sac-
rifice more as tension increased. France, trying to acguire a

more firm ally in Eritain, did, in part because of that goal, under-
take certaln co-mitments to Britain as the crisis develcped in
intensity. With reference to (t) here, the resisters did see.a
firm front as the way to deter Hitler.

8) As France grew more insecure about Britain, and Czechoslovakia
grey more insccure about Britain and France; each was less willing
to restrain the zctual and potential ally. Further, Czechoslovakia,
generally —ore insecure ahout allies than France, seens to have
been generally less willines to place what might broadly be defined
as restraints on those allies. |

9) If Britain-France-Czecheslovaikia-Soviet Union can be called

an alliance, then Hriéain was certzinly the dominant party. It
seems clear that British co-operation with Germany over the course
of the cricis came at the expense of the cohesiveness of the alliance.
10) It did not appear that multirolarity posed any substantial
difficulties for British-German collaboration in de-fusing the
issue, indeed it seered to be an aid.

11) Tiouch the siltuation was more riskv for Czechoslovaltia, the
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the Crechs were in no sense less cautious than fhe other, larger
actors in Lhe crisis, Ferhars this is a result of thelr hoving
less room to move, but this secems doubtful,

12) Germany, the unitary rlayer, and, in that sense, mre cohesive
an actor, made firmer commitments and stronger toreats than did
the more loose aggregation it faced,

13) There seems to have been a crude correlation between the
down-up-down course of Western resistance to Germany and Czech
strength of resistancé. It seems, however, that the intervening
variable of Western pressure or lack thereof on Czechoslovakia
was involved in this-correlation.

14) Though Britain and France worried a great deal about their
ability to control Czechoslovakia, fhey actually had very little
difficulty in controllirg Czechoslovakia, though Benes' policy

and the general strateglc situation were nowerful aids to British-
French control,.

F. Hypctheses 2hout perceptions and images

1) Actors perceived in accordance with thelir existing lmaies

as indicated relative to the informaition vrocessing model and in
greater detail in the narrative.

2) C%rtalnly the West and Gor-any were running from World

War I during the Munich period. The West feared the Great War's
ori:ins and gravity and tried to shed the guilt which the peace

settlement had engendered., Germany sought to smash the ring of
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hostile powers that in the war had meant defeat and unpleasant
"peace., Elaboration from the "stab 1n the back" theory made a
succesful renlay of World War I on a smaller scéle seem pos-ible,
In a more narrow sense it seems clear that Hitler's perception
was strongly determined by 1mages in his own personal history,
which he seemed to conceive of in a more grand sense than most
human actors do. In particular hils World War I experience and
the nature of his domestic struggle before attaining power were
apparently vital as more personal historical analogs.

It has been suggested that Benes was ever mindful of the
diséstrous defeat that the Czechs had suffered at White Mountain
and which had taken 300 yers to repalr. He was, the sug:estion
goes, détermined not to waste those threc hundred years vy
fighting another White lMountain alone zrainst Germany.

3) Only German hard liners verceived adversaries as more hostile
than they actually were,

) Hitler overestimated hostility, but did. not overestinate
his adversaries' fear. Chanberlain ovcfesaiuated nis adversary'é
fear and underestimated his acdversary's hostility. Benes under-
estin ted his allies' fear,

5) In this crisis the level of wishful thinking was roughly
equivalent to the level of expectatlons. The two factors may be
so interactive as to be analytically inseperable,

6) Ambisuous signsls appear to have had¢ no impact more extensive
than that of confirmation of existing im=zges., This appears to

have been true when governments followed less forthright and
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active policles, when two or more groups were sending information,
and when policy was undergoing a tentative initlal change with
information from earlier policy still 1in@ering in the communicatioen
channels, All of these factors seem present, for example, in

the development of British policy in September,

?7) Images underwent most change at voints when tension was quite
high, Further, there does nd avvear to have been increasing
image rigidity as tension developed over the covrse of the crisis,
g) As the crisis developed, Hitler and Benes thouzht that they
had only the alternative of pursuing the policy they had initially
taken, Both, though in different ways, perceived thne West as
beinx able to choose with greater flexitility amecnsi at least two
basic positions toward Czechoslﬁvakia. France perceived two
distinct possionilities of policy, but each pollcy had its own
constituency, which constituency in gereral did not accept the
other policy as an actual possibility. Daladier vacilated, finding
neither volicy acceptable, thoush he medinted bvetween the two in
prevaring the confused French policy outrut, Chamberlain, in
contrzdistinction to other non-German actors, perceived Hitler,

by virtue of Hitler's nature, regime, and previous bargaining
behavior to be the most restricted of decision makers.

.9} In general, everyone tended to view everyone else as more
monolithic than themselves, tended more to see their opponent
and/or ally as more o7 a tilliard ball than reality worranted,

Thls tendency was most pronounced in the case of tihhe Western
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view of Germany.

10) While 1t is true that military attachés were ~iven lecs
weight than anbassadors, it seems that at and above the level

of ambassador, credibility was rouihly the same for all human
actors, The crucial variables in mescsage wel-ht seemed to be
salience agalinst policy background, tone,.and, on occassion,
channel of comrmuniceation. Germany, however, was viewed differ-
eﬁtly. Hitler's being in Western eyes much more significant than
other Germans. This Western perception accuratel} reflected
German reality.

11) Resolve was definitely affected by perception of ultimate
aims., MHitler's resolve was always hi;h; he conceived Western
long range .aims as highly threatening. Western and Czech resolve
to resist was much lower than Germany's initial resolve, but
escalated as they increasingly perceived the opposition's aims

as more unlimited,

G. Hybotheses relating internal decision maklng to bargaining tzctics
1) The difficulty of chan:ing an agreed position withlin a gov-
ernment seems to have led to inertia in cargaining position,
though not necesgarily.through that to nelgntened resoclve to resist
demands. In Germany 1nertia led to maintenarce of demand tactics
and prevaration for war, In Britain inertia led to maintenasnce

of the soft line position for concession, In France inertié led
to maintenance of anblmguous wavering. Hence only in Germany could
it be said that mechanical difficulties of decision meking aided

a firm position. There, however, then confronted with resistance,
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resolve eventually crumbled to a level such as Eo lower the

risk of war,

2)  As noted in detall in the narrative, lack of unity in the
vovernmental structure of France, Germany, and britain seems clea;ly
responsible for considerable confusion attendant to bargaining
position, In Britain and France ambi:uity of bSargaining position
was particularly, at times almost amazingly, enhanced by lack of
vnity, indeed bty individuals on occasi-n pursuing policies which
they “new were counter to the generzl govermrental policies., In
Germany such disjointed individual action paradoxically enhanced
Hitler's bargmining position and 1lronically encoursged the british
soft line vosition which it sogght to alter,

3) There wvere ex=mwrles on almost all sides of emo'ion inerzaging
as did the tension of the crisis, Unless, however, one calls 211l
actions not rerfectly rational "ewotional", there was no point

at which emotion was of any more than auxilary influence. diile
at tires British human actors cried or initially angrily refused
to deliver messages, there is no evidence that emotion carried

the rationality of them or their zovernment or their governrient 's
image., Even 1in the most extreme case of Hditler, there seems to

be no.evidence of emotion overriding more reasoned calculation,

At most in the German case emotion served to comrlement the exist-

ing German position. dence, wnile emotion increased with tension,

1t could never be sald to have heen a sigrific=nt influence.
L) Hy meneral estimation is that search irocedures rarsly ever

move beyond the fairly extersive categories of "trzditlonal, habituval
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or alrerdy planned moves" into the area of crextive senrch.

Hence a judgment as to the reclative difficulties posed by urzency
of time is a difficvlt one to nake, Search procedures certainly
did not aprear any less successful in considering a range of al-
ternatives in the wost internse rhase of the crisis tnan 1in earlier,
more leisurely phases, Certzinly the most ext-nsive variation in
rolicy courses came in the most intense phase of the crisis. rer-
héps the rather slow developmert of the Hunich cfisis accompanied
by continuing general focus on the Sudeten problem allowed actors
to more carefully think things through before the most intense
rhase developed, Or perhaps the relatively firwmly structured situ-
ation which existed at the time of greatest tension limited the
breadth of-alternatives which even lengthy search -rould hove re-
vealed,

5) As the crisis lengthened there was no indication that organi-
zational roles affected rerception and evaluation of alternatives
to any increased degree,

6) The involvement of public cpinion increased over the course

of the crisis., In Britailn and Czechoslovakia putlic opinion in-
creasingly moved toward a hard line stand, In one salient example
in Germany, the public 1ndicated an anti-war attitude, In France
purlic opinion grew in intensity over. the course of the crisis,

but remained sharply divided. In all cases, even the French case,
public opinion apparently reduced somehat the government's freedom
of action. It does not appear possible to be more specific con-

cerning the exact effect of public opinion on bargaining power and
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accomodative capacity. The record, to the extent that it it is
‘clear, "mas strongly mixed,

7) There 1s no evidence that decision makers 1ﬁ the crisis area
zenerally preferred a toucher line than those at home, Indeed,
their lines either mirrored hdme,policy or were somewhat softer,
Further, many diplomatic representatives throughout the imrortant
capitals of Europe tended to be as soft or softer in stance than
the home governments,

8) The notion that militsry men tend to be tougher in crisis

1s strongly disconfirmed by lMunich., In no case is there any
evidence of this, if by military men one means the highest ranking
officers, Only among younger and more ideologically zealous officers
in Germény was there any sign of the military's pressing harder
than civilians., The resistance of higher level German military
conspirators has been mentioned, as have the less dramatic buresu-
cratic efforts of other high level German officers. The less in-
dependent German military men tended to folloﬁ rather than lead
the clilvillan hard liners.

In Britain senior military advisors to the Cabinet pushed
for only a very 1im1téd volicy of co-operation in defense of the
status quo., 'The Chiefs of Staff had not been able to foresee a
time when British forces would be adejuate for the chore they
faced: hence Britain shouléd. retrench. Duff Cooper, First Lord
of the Admirality, did press for a tougher stznd, but he was a
clvilian resrorsible for a military cepartwent. While the French

military att=che in Fracve ultimately destroyed his vassrcort and
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volunteered for service in the Czech Army, General Gamelin w=zvered,
as did the French government. At times strong, at times for a
rolicy closer to yielding, high ran%ing French nilitary men were
never ontimistic about French rrospects in a war,

H. Hypotheses relating outcomes to aftermaths

0% Evidence is mixed concerning the efféct o' weakness, It is
overstated and overnapplied to 2ll sorts of irrelevant situvations,
bﬁt this hypothesis, the Munich aAnalogy, truly reflects what

went on in the inter-war years between Gerrizny anﬁ the other powers,
Moreover, the unfortunate thing is that earlier what were actuvaolly
concessions from strength were interpreted as weakness, After
Munich Hitler -ras able to call 2ais enemies "wwornms" because of their
beshavicor, -He used the kunich example to strengthen hard line
courses,., Yet on the other hand, after lay no one thought th:t
Germany, which had arreared weak in the May crisis, would behave
weakly the next time,

2) Evidence is mixed concerning the effect of weakness on ones
own future barm:ining tehavior., o iI~medlate effort to repair
reputation wss aprarent in the case of Britain and France after
Munich. They did =ttempt, as they had been doing before Hunich,

to reprair their armed streﬁgth. The fear, however, remained in
them. They certainly were not spoiling for a fight. Yet this
hyvothesis was just possibly true for britain and rFrance after

the Anschluss, though the desire to be strong never was effectively
translated into rolicy.

This hyvpothesis was cdefinitely true for Germany after the
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May crisis. Indeed, this 1is one popular explanatlion of the plans
“Hitler made in Jvne to crush Czechoslovakis, He would not only
be tough next time, but be tough agalinst the stafe that had
caused nim embarrassment in Nay. Mo;eover, iiitler publicly vsed
this hyﬁothesis in September to indicate his commitment to standing
firm,

3) Arain, evidence concerning the effect of a weak or strong

st nd is mixed., Czechoslovakia calculated, apparently, that in-
creased cohesion would be the effect of standing firm in liay but
the actual eff=ct was something closer to fragmentation. France
did not want an ally that imperiled French security through risk
tactics. Nor, despite the Czech czlculation, did Britain want

to be drawn into the suprort of such a stzte,

One effect of the Munich cricis has been held to be Soviet

alienation from co-operntion with France and the eventual Soviet
pact =rith Germainy. The Soviets were rebuffed quite often as they
tried to pull the alliance together during thé crisis, They would
certainly have "had pragmatic reasons fof $oing somewhere else, |
On the other hand, Italy and Germany moved closer together as a
result of the Munich érisis, though, in Italian eyes at least,
the Anschluss had pushed the t'io further spart,.
L) As in #3 above, the Soviets were allenated from co-operation
with France, but it seems doubtful if the French would have been
able to make any credible firm com~itments to the Soviet Union in
the wake of whot had transnired relative to the majior source of

possihle French Jglomatic strencth in LEastern Europe,
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5) 4s for the hypothesis affecting outcome:

(n) The sottlement was vieved as incomrlete,

(b) The Soviet Union was not considered an actusl comnmon
adversary.

(c) The tactics were provocative for some ih 3ritain, France,
and Crechoslovakia, but attitudes reflecting the impact of provo-
cation after Munich were submerped by the leading decision makers,

(d) As in (c), humiliation wzs felt in the West and Czecho-
slovakia, but the prevailing powers in the governments after lMunich
seemed to ignore it much more than did others in those governments
ard publics,

The lMunich settlement produced a very great deal of debate
in the Jest and in large part this relsted to whether a detente
or heishtened hostility shovld have been perceived and acted towards,
The Chamberlain nnd Bornet faction held out successfully for detente
until after the German seizure of the rump of Czecho-Slovzlia,

In reality, there seems to have been neither a detente nor heightened
hostility, but rather a continuation in heightened form of the

mixed stzte of affalrs existing before iiunich and the crisis,

6) The defe=sted side did attempt to ration:lize in a wsy -Thich
miniwmized cost, ‘art of the concern of France ard Britzin wnile
actunally at kunich was to make the terms looix much like a rezceful
trans=ction conduvcted rithout the threat of force., In the case

of Britain (but not Dsladier) this concern derived from at 1eaét

some self-decertion, Chanberlaln's later visit to Hitler's flat

1

to obtain the gheet of raper he waved -men he roeturned to Eritain
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was a continvation of this self-deception, Chamberlain seemed

to bellieve that the Munich Agreeisent was part of the general
settlenent sought by-Britalin.,
7) Demonstr tion of resolve dic¢ not Fnhance rotential attractive-
ness for Czechoslovakia after HMay, ﬁhen she shot her only bolt
and thus enhnnced existing sentiment in érance and in Britzin
to get the best deal possitle from nitler. Demonstratlon of re-
sblve did increase German attraction 'rith resyect to Italy after
Funich, Mussolinl became more and more loc'led iﬁto a close rela-
tionship with Hitler, whereas in the past he had shown some inde-
vencerce, This was »robably because Mussolini thought he saw hand-
-riting on the wzll.

I. Hyrotaeses about bLidding moves
1) Germany, Czechoslovalria, Britailn, and France all nade sone
mutunl concesslon during the crisis period, ko sucn concessions
qere macde in the pre-crisis period, It is difficult to imagine
the major concessions which were made as a result of the |
cricis belng 1 fe in any but a crisis situation., The concessions
hich were made were of some consider:zble intrinsic value and it
1s difficult to believe, giventhe actors' statements and behavior,
that the crisis atmosphere.added much weight to the concessions
in the 2ctors' mental balancing. Of course some concessions, such
as Hitler's postronement of invasion, were significant condessions
precisely becruce of factors rmich had develored with the crisis,
Yet 1L seews possihle to anzlytically separate such factors (Hitler's

stabement of deadlire for example) from the crisis atmosphere itself.
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Though unlikely, had the deadline been s-ated =nd for some reason
remalned in a non-crisis situation, it would have been virtually
as hard to back down on the deadline in tazat more calm atmosphere,
Very substantial reputational factors would have remalned operative,
Evidence relative to Munich does not indicate that actors saw
reputational factors as especially more significant in intense
crisis than in ear’ier, non-crisis or early crisis situvations,
Moreover, concessions of the extent and strategic import that

the West and Czechoslovakia granted in the heat of the crisis
would not have been possible in a non-crisis situation without
the extensive quid pro quo that Germany was not willing to

grant, To say that 1t is easier to grant such large concessions
in a non-crisis situation seems similar to saying that it 1is
easier to gilve a stranger ones billfeld than it is to give a
mugger the billfoeld. |

2) C~echoslovakia, Britain, France, and Germany used the

tactic of softening concession with a qid pfo guo a numter

of times as they moved throuch concession torard settlement.

It appears, however, that the relatively costless quid pro quo
was used as much by tHe actual granter of the significant con-
concession 2s. a kind of self-directed mental judo as it was used
to justify compliance to the more external constituency audlence,
Hence Chamberlain may well have obtained the 1nfamous "scrap of
paper" from iitler for two reasons. It ras a handy 1tem to wave
to the crowd on return to London, but it also felt good in his

pocket as on the way home he thought about his role in the crisis,
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3) In public at least, backing down 'as justified throuzhout

the crislgwgy redefinition of vital interests, but rather by in-
dicrting thot vital interest had been put below the common zood

and joint interest. |

L) In general, concessions only occurred at high points of ten-
sion and -rere interpreted, with the exception cof German concession,
as signs of weakness, thougn by ally as well as adversary.

5) With rower defined very broadly, Britain appears, by the final
stares of the crisis, the most powerful rember of what might broadly
be called the Anglo-Franco-Czech alliarnce, Tne maximum concession
of this, the def ndins side, clearly moved with Britain's maximum
concession during the intense phase of the crisis. A more narrow
definition of rower in more purely military terms would make France
the most poverful ally but because of British influence on France
and French paralysis, the French maximum generally followed the
British maximun,

6) There wereno exarples of concession being offered in "sign

languace.,"
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