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University of Washington
Abstract
“It is a Question of Tactics”:
Cooperation among Czech and Sudeten German
Social Democrats in Interwar Czechoslovakia
by Herman Louis Kopecek
Chairperson of the Supervisory Committee:

Professor James Felak
Department of History

This study explores how and why the leadership of
two working-class parties defused long-standing national
enmities in order to forge a program that promoted
solidarity at all levels of the Social Democratic movement,
from cooperation in parliament down to the leisure-time
activities of the rank and file. It examines the nexus of
socialist tenets, national relations, and the realities of
the domestic and international political landscapes.
Although the focus is on leaders, every attempt is made to
portray the attitude of ordinary workers toward the program
of national harmony.

The dissertation charts the process of cooperation
through a period when the Social Democratic movement endured
the dual problems of economic depression and burgeoning
Nazism among disaffected members of Czechoslovakia’s German-
speaking population. The narrative ends shortly after the
Munich Agreement, when the parties disbanded in deference to

the Reich’s hegemony over the rump state.



Some authors have remarked that solidarity was a basic
response to the politics of the republic’s right-wing
parties. However, my dissertation concludes that throughout
most of this period the fundamental consideration for Social
Democratic leaders was a perceived threat to democracy, and
to their own hold on power, from forces on their left. The
danger chiefly emanated from a left-wing opposition within
each party that clamored for an anti-fascist united front
with the Communists. Party leaders depended upon the
program for cooperation largely as a means to undercut these
detractors and prevent an alliance with the Communists, who
always had pledged to infiltrate and take over Social
Democratic organizations.

Archival sources delineate party executives’ décision-
making processes, and the political and fraternal activities
that manifested the unity program. The dissertation draws
heavily on documentation found in government, police, and
party archives in the Czech Republic. Publications of the
Social Democratic parties also are used. The “voice” of the
rank and file is discernible from sources such as police

reports and working-class periodicals.
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Introduction

This study examines one, twentieth-century episode in
the long course of Czech and German coexistence within the
historic provinces of the Bohemian Crownlands: Bohemia
itself, Moravia, and Silesia.l It discusses why and how
German and Czech labor leaders, specifically within the
Social Democratic movement, decided to overcome long-
standing enmities and develop a program for cooperation.
The leadership intended to unify the two nations at all
levels of the movement, from political endeavors in
parliament down to the leisure-time activities of workers
who belonged to Social Democratic associational clubs and
organizations. In effect, the aim of the program was to
construct a new identity for Social Democrats, one that
would supersede conventional, divisive national feelings.
The leaders hoped that this solidarity would enhance their
political power, helping them to promote the interests of
their constituencies.

A watershed in the relations among all classes of
Czechs and Germans occurred after the end of the First World
War. For centuries the two peoples had been linked as
subjects of the Habsburg Monarchy. This affiliation to

Vienna meant that the Germans traditionally had a sense of

1 For the sake of brevity the adjective "Sudeten" is not
used in the text as a general reference for the Germans who
lived in the western provinces of interwar Czechoslovakia.
See Nationalities Papers 24/1 (March 1996) for analyses of
the past, present, and future of Czech-Sudeten German
relations.



superiority, due to their nation's dominant status within
the Monarchy's political, military, and economic structures,
as well as to Germandom's immense achievements in cultural
and scientific areas. With the breakup of Austria-Hungary
and the creation of independent Czechoslovakia as one of the
successor states, the Germans were no longer powerful enough
to influence major political and administrative decisions.
They found that their interests were of lesser importance
within the power centers of a republic that was supposed to
effect the Wilsonian principle of self-determination for the
"Czechoslovaks," the designated “state-forming nation"
(stdtotvorny ndrod) comprised of the kindred Slovaks and
Czechs.?

In the 1990s the aspirations of those Czechs and
Slovaks who wished to live together in one state have ended
in rejection. On the other hand, in 1997 Germany and the
Czech Republic are enjoying closer relations after accepting
statements in which each side acknowledges certain inimical
past behavior: Nazi atrocities perpetrated during the Second

World War, and the inhumane treatment of the German

2 The term Czechoslovak was a political construct that
indicated a belief in the idea that Slovaks and Czechs were
two branches of the same nation. This notion was central to
the state-forming ideology of the republic. See Carol
Skalnik Leff, National Conflict in Czechoslovakia, the
Making and Remaking of a State, 1918-1987 (Princeton:
Princeton UP, 1988), for a discussion of the ideology's
failure to overcome the historical differences between
Slovaks and Czechs that contributed to their sometimes
difficult relationship in the interwar period.



population that the Czechoslovak government expelled after
1945. This effort to atone for the past embodies the
character of the Czech-German existence in Central Europe:
numerous historical instances of conflict, struggle, and
reconciliation. Compared to this saga, Czechs and Slovaks
have shared only a brief relationship within the same state.
Therefore this dissertation is concerned only with the two
long-term cohabitants of the Crownlands, and not Slovaks.

Furthermore, Slovaks are not integral within the
context of studying Slav-German affairs because the
relatively small German minority in Slovakia meant that a
chronic conflict between the two races did not preoccupy
society there. As this project is concerned with Social
Democracy, it largely bypasses events in interwar Slovakia,
because the province's lack of a significant industrial base
resulted in its relative unimportance for the movement. Yet
the state-wide Czechoslovak Social Democratic party did have
some Slovak members, including the prominent cabinet
minister Ivan Dérer.

This dissertation examines why and when Czechs and
Germans attempted to cooperate during the Czechoslovak First
Republic, a period which ended with the Munich Agreement of
September 1938 and the subsequent dismemberment of
Czechoslovakia. It explains why in 1928, after years of
antagonism, the leaders of the republic's two major Social

Democratic parties, the Czechoslovak (5eskoslovenské
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socidlné demokratické strana, ESDS) and the German (Deutsche
sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei, DSAP), declared their
mutual hostilities to be over, while proclaiming a new era
of solidarity for the benefit of the working class.

While some scholars have called this unity a basic
response to the policies of that period's conservative
governing coalition, this dissertation points to the threat
from the Czechoslovak Communists as being paramount in the
eyes of the Social Democratié leaders during the 1920s. The
top echelon of the parties felt that the program for
cooperation would counteract Communist propaganda for a
united working-class front; and the program seemed to
achieve the desired results. Successful joint efforts
against the Communists had important implications for the
maintenance of cooperation, which continued through the
fateful year of 1938, despite the dual catastrophes of
economic depression and the rise of bellicose pan-German
nationalism in Czechoslovakia. This policy included
participation in the government, which party leaders
promoted as a tactical decision that did not betray their
basic Marxist principles.

A goal of the dissertation is to provide a greater
understanding of the way that, in this particular case, the
tenets of socialism interacted with national issues. Party
leaders were concerned not only with leftist impulses; they

also were mindful of those segments of the working class
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that focused on national questions and were not enthusiastic
about solidarity. To them, party leaders also regularly
advertised the tactical advantages of cooperation. This
staple of Social Democratic rhetoric thus was an assurance
to workers that they were not being sold out on national
issues. Conflicts between Czech and German workers were a
legacy of their common experience in the labor movement in
Austria-Hungary, dating from the last quarter of the
nineteenth century.

Compared to other labor ideologies, the choice of
Social Democracy as a vehicle for this study is the most
appropriate. Because the movement's domestic leadership
directed policies, political activity was more
representative of local conditions, in contrast to the
situation of the Communists, upon whom Moscow imposed
directives. Furthermore, the internationalist aspect of
Social Democratic ideology established a goal of solidarity
toward which nationalities could work, in a way that the
chauvinistic National Socialist parties in the republic
could not. Through tracking the process by which Germans
and Czechs finally cultivated and then maintained this
ideal, the dissertation is able to provide insights into the
character of the relations among the working-class
population. Of the various levels of the movement, the

political leadership receives the bulk of the attention.



Archival sources for the dissertation include the
minutes of meetings of party executives, supplemented by
reports on internal decision-making processes that some
party leaders supplied to the president of the republic.
Police observers officially attended all public political
functions, and their reports comprise a record of the joint
meetings, rallies, speeches and other activities that Czech
and German Social Democrats planned and attended. Party
publications are also important. They include newspapers,
books and pamphlets, and protocols of party congresses.
Printed sources also include the joint activities of
deputies and senators in parliament.

For a variety of reasons, during the 1930s the threat
from opponents on their left still commanded a great deal of
attention from the Social Democratic leadership, even though
the growth of fascism was a major political factor at that
time. The dissertation thus deals with issues such as: if
party leaders were prone to engaging in "tactics," why did
they refuse to consider joint political maneuvers with
Communists? France and Spain provided examples of the
Popular Front, which invigorated (for a time) the labor
movement there. Also, what was the effect of international
politics, especially the Nazi takeover in Germany in 1933
and the civil war in Austria the following year, on the
relations among Czechs and Germans in the movement? My

findings help clarify the struggle against dictatorship that



Social Democrats in Czechoslovakia carried out during the
1930s, a fight waged against both authoritarian Czech and
German forces, and against Communists.

There exist numerous studies of the Social Democratic
movement in the neighboring states of Germany and Austria,
but almost no objective literature on the Czechoslovak case.
Scholars in fact are able to find a well-developed picture
of all levels of the movement in many other countries, from
the operations of party executives down to the organized
leisure activities of working men and women and their
families. The more recent social histories of the movement
and studies of "everyday life" expanded upon older works
that focused upon the political parties as institutions. As
there are almost no such informative and unbiased precursors
for the study of the movement in Czechoslovakia, it falls to
this dissertation to provide a foundation through its
examination of the motivations and decisions of the parties'
leadership. Due to forty years of Communist control of the
archives, and the tendentious campaign carried out by
Communist historians against the Social Democrats, no
detailed and objective works are available for this topic.
Additional research is necessary to amplify the *voice" of
the rank and file in order to discover whether ordinary
Social Democratic Germans and Czechs were developing the new

identity that was the goal of the program for cooperation.



Ironically, the leader of the German party throughout
most of the interwar period was Ludwig Czech. In order to
avoid confusion, most references to him in the text use both
his first name and surname. A parallel of sorts existed on
the other side, as one of the executives of the Czechoslovak

party was named "Némec" (German).

The narrative ends shortly after the Munich Agreement
of 1938. This catastrophic event resulted not only in
Czechoslovakia's loss of territory to Nazi Germany, but in
the end of the Social Democratic parties as well. The
dissertation examines the course of relations among these
anti-fascist Germans and Czechs during the interwar period.
Because its findings explore the nature of the bonds formed
between the two groups, they are of value not only to
historians of this period, but perhaps also to those who
focus upon the post-War era, when Czechoslovak authorities
expelled virtually the entire German population from the

country.



Chapter I: From Hostility to Cooperation

A legacy of nationél differences and accusations of
chauvinism resulted from the experience that Czechs and
Germans underwent as participants in the Austrian labor
movement, beginning in the last quarter of the nineteenth
century. The essential contrast between them at that time
was the German tendency to centralize control of the
movement in Vienna, versus the Czech desire to counteract
this effort through autonomy.l

After both sides participated in the founding of the
Austrian Social Democratic Party in 1874, it was only a few
yvears before nationally-minded Czechs constituted an
independent faction within the framework of the Austrian
party. After a decade of anti-socialist laws, which stifled
further development of the movement, Czechs and German came
together once again in a reconstituted Austrian party (1888-
89); in 1893 however the mood of nationalist
decentralization provided the impulse for the foundation of
an autonomous "Czechoslav"2 Social Democratic Party. The
national question also was apparent in the socialist trade

unions: the Austrian union center, formed in 1893 and

1 For the history of this period see Cestmir Je&ina, "Czech
Social Democracy: Its Origins and Nature," Ph.D. Diss., The
George Washington University, 1970; Hans Mommsen, Die
Sozialdemokratie und die Nationalitdtenfrage im
habsburgischen Vielvélkerstaat (Vienna: Europa-Verlag,
1963); Jaroslav G. Polach, "The Beginnings of Trade Unionism
among the Slavs of the Austrian Empire," in American Slavic
and East European Review 14/2 (1955): 239-59.

2 This term referred to the Czech-speaking population of
Bohemia and Moravia. The faction was recognized as an
independent party in 1896.
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headquartered in Vienna, could not find a way to mollify the
complaints of Czech unionists, who founded their own
association (Odborové sdrufeni Eeskoslovanské, Czechoslav
Trade Union Association) in 1897.

The desire for autonomy arose from complaints that the
top positions in the federal party and the unions were all
held by Germans, which resulted, the Czechs insisted, in a
lack of understanding of the problems and desires of Czech
workers. They argued that the strength and importance of
their place in the labor movement were thus being slighted.

Despite these differences Social Democratic politicians
tended to work together in the Austrian parliament, although
the Czech deputies sometimes broke ranks with their German
counterparts to vote with the other Czech political parties
on nationality issues. When the First World War broke out,
most Social Democrats, including the Czechs, supported their
government. The situation among Czechs and Germans at the
War's end, of course, was wvastly different.

Most Czech Social Democrats placed themselves squarely
in the ranks of the efforts to establish an independent
successor state to the Monarchy. This included their
unified actions with the Czech National Socialists, a non-
Marxist party, founded in 1897, that rejected
internationalism and the doctrine of class struggle. This
party, of course, had no links with the later National

Socialist movement in Germany.
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As these Czechs celebrated the Allied recognition of
their independence, Germans who were settled mainly in the
border areas of Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia protested
their involuntary inclusion in the Czechoslovak state. 1In
October 1918 German Social Democrats in these areas had a
hand in the formation of political entities that they
intended to incorporate within a newly-created German
Austria.3 The life of these provinces was brief, for Czech
troops soon began to occupy them in order to unite the
border districts with the rest of Czechoslovakia before the
opening of the Paris Peace Conference. This German desire
for self-determination met with a complete lack of sympathy
on the part of Czechs, including the Social Democrats. They
regarded these efforts and the later demands for autonomy
for German citizens of Czechoslovakia to be expressions of
disloyalty and irredentism.?

Besides nationalist friction, the other significant
dimension that shaped interparty relations in the 1920s was
the splitting away of the Radical Left wing of each party
and their subsequent reformation in 1921 as the Communist

. . . ré v
Party of Czechoslovakia (Komunistickd strana Ceskoslovenska,

3 See Johann W. Briigel, Tschechen und Deutsche 1918-1938
(Muniqp: Nymphenburger Verlagshandlung, 1967), chapters 1-2.
4 At CSDS meetings in the early 1920s party leaders often
voiced their mistrust of the German Social Democrats,
stating for example that "it's necessary to be on guard and
carefully monitor" their allegedly disloyal movements.
Stdtni ustrfedni Archiv (hereafter SUA, State Central
Archive) P2U carton 207-417, 12.1.1923.
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KS®). Before the division each party was strongest within
its ethnic category. In the April 1920 parliamentary
elections the CSDS commanded 1.6 million votes, 25.7 per
cent of the statewide total; while the DSAP scored almost
700,000 votes, or 1l1.1 per cent of all ballots. The next
parliamentary elections, held in November 1925, confirmed a
trend of precipitous Social Democratic losses that had
already been expressed in the 1923 municipal and county
elections. &SDS votes dropped to 631,000, or 9 per cent of
the total; and the DSAP's total was down to 411,000, or 6
per cent. The KS¢ made a strong showing, receiving 934,000
votes, 13.2 per cent of all cast.>

Almost a year after the Social Democrats suffered huge
losses in the parliamentary elections of November 1925, the
leaders of the DSAP and the CSDS still had very little
inclination to work together. Relations in fact had
improved only in the sense that constant attacks on the
other side in party organs had stopped. Observers of the
political scene such as the adviser (ddvérnik) from
President Masaryk's office reported that at the time, as

well as for the foreseeable future, it was not possible to

5 Election totals are cited in Victor S. Mamatey, "The
Development of Czechoslovak Democracy, 1920-1938", in Victor
S. Mamatey and Radomir Lu¥%a, eds., A History of the
Czechoslovak Republic, 1918-1948 (Princeton: Princeton UP,
1973) p. 128.
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speak of sympathetic cooperation between these Czechs and
Germans. 6

Within a few months, however, the leadership of both
parties began laying the groundwork for a grand meeting, the
watershed first joint congress of all Social Democratic
parties in the Republic, in Prague's working-class Smichov
district. Why the reversal? What factors prompted the
leadership to embrace a program of cooperation? It is easy
enough, but insufficient to declare that the entry of
Germans into the government in 1926 to form the "gentlemen's
coalition" (panskd koalice), which socialists called a
"united bourgeois front" geared toward wiping out social
achievements, was responsible for this.” The leaders of

the parties, in fact, also had other causes for concern.

6§ Ustav TGM Archiv (Thomas G. Masaryk Institute Archive),
carton 4, Politické strany: "Situace v socidlni democracii',
19.6.1926. The Kanceldr prezidenta republiky (KPR, Office
of the President of the Republic) supplied information so
that the president would be well informed of political
developments. The authors of many of these reports did not
sign them, or supplied only initials. The cited report
probably came from either Premysl S&mal or Emil Sobota,
members of the KPR staff at this time.

7 Authors who essentially categorize the rapprochement as a
response to the cooperation of the bourgeois parties are
Johann W. Brigel, Tschechen und Deutsche, pp. 80-81; Joseph
Rothschild, in his chapter on Czechoslovakia in East Central
Europe between the Two World Wars (Seattle and London:
University of Washington Press, 1988); and Nancy M.
Wingfield, in Minority Politics in a Multinational State.
The German Social Democrats in Czechoslovakia, 1918-1938
(Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1989), p. 89.
Similarly, my article in the Nationalities Papers special
issue devoted to Czech-Sudeten German relations (cited
above, in the Introduction) discusses Social Democratic
harmony as a result of opposition to the government. The
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A certain confluence of factors exerted pressure on the
Social Democratic leadership and fostered the birth of
cooperation. The perceived bourgeois offensive was
imporﬁant for the Social Democratic belief that a program
for cooperation was prudent, but it alone was not enough to
compel the leaders to overcome their differences. Their
essential plan was to gain strength and influence through
electoral successes and also, naturally, to avoid losses in
statewide parliamentary, regional, and municipal elections.
Since workers would not turn to bourgeois parties, the only
real danger to the Social Democrats was that their followers
would abandon the party in favor of another working-class
group.?8 Pressure from the Left, and from "below", was at
this time more compelling than was any threat from the anti-
socialist bourgeois coalition.

Despite the establishment of the panskd koalice and its
portent, in 1926 efforts toward cooperation still
encountered great resistance from the leadership of both
Social Democratic parties. These functionaries all
condemned the alleged selfish and unjust behavior of the
bourgeois politicians, but Social Democrats were also highly
critical of their brother socialists. Each side felt that

the other's national self-interest determined political

dissertation supersedes this earlier research, which was
conducted without benefit of archival sources.

8 This situation held true for the Czechoslovak party, but
disaffected German workers had nationalist parties to turn
to.
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activity, barricading the path toward the higher objective
of socialist solidarity. Each side furthermore felt that
close cooperation would be an endorsement of the other
nationality's selfishness, leading to strong disapproval
from party members. At this time party leaders felt that
nationalism reigned among the rank and file, although
certain contrary signals were apparent.?

The sectarian nature of Social Democratic politics in
1926 was evident in the DSAP's continued attacks on the CSDS
for participation in the coalition government. In numerous
public appearances DSAP chairman Ludwig Czech called for
proletarian solidarity, but said that coalition politics was
detrimental to workers. Josef Stivin, editor of his party's
organ, Prdvo lidu (The people's right), rebutted with
remarks that were unfriendly toward the DSAP.10

The parties were adversarial in all matters that
touched upon nationality. The DSAP advocated autonomy for
the Sudeten areas, and the Czechoslovak side disapproved of
such a move, calling it an unnecessary policy that
threatened the stability of the republic. The &sps
leadership felt that the Czechoslovak constitution allowed

German citizens their rights, and thoroughly resented DSAP

9 For example, the unification of the trade union centers
affiliated with both parties took place at the beginning of
1927. The prelude to this very significant event was a
period when talk of national cooperation was prominent in
union publications.

10 gsozialdemokrat, 27.7.1926, Prdvo lidu, 28.7.1926.
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efforts to draw attention to alleged shortcomings of the
system and the disadvantages suffered by Germans. When the
DSAP put the matter before the Socialist International, the
Czechoslovak side considered it to be a hostile act.

On 20 April 1926 the ¢SDS's executive committee reacted
strongly to the International's call for a meeting of its
minorities commission, to be held in June in Dresden. The
party executives contended that such a meeting, intended to
mediate relations between the nationalities in
Czechoslovakia, could not take place abroad. Furthermore,
the party leaders asserted that as long as Ludwig Czech was
in charge of DSAP affairs they would accept no plan
emanating from that office, for they were completely
estranged from Czech's demands for Sudeten autonomy,l! and
only a program with which all Social Democratic parties
could agree would work. Party leaders resolved to inform
the International that it should not count on the ¢SDS to
participate in discussions on the matter of autonomy for
minorities in Czechoslovakia. They allowed that an
international conference could perhaps lead to only two
areas of agreement: contacts between the parties'

parliamentary clubs, and a restriction on polemics in party

11 Ludwig Czech's outline of the national problem and his
solution for it, as set forth in his speech to the Chamber
of Deputies on 11 March 1926, is reprinted in the DSAP
pamphlet "Der Ausweg aus dem nationalistischen Chaos".
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organs. "It's not possible to agree on anything else," they
concluded. 12

The &SDS was prone to lay the blame directly in Ludwig
Czech's lap. Members of the party's directorate, discussing
" a recent meeting with their German counterparts, judged that
there were no meaningful results because the German party
members "submit (podléhaji) to Czech's influence." There
was some sentiment within the committee that the situation
could improve, that a majority of DSAP followers did not
agree with their leader's politics. Gustav Habrman reported
that dissatisfaction with Czech's authority was circulating
among the Germans and they were patiently assessing
political developments. He added that Czech "relies upon
the mood in the International, where the German position is
strong." This notion of bias in favor of German-speaking

members was a long-standing complaint of the (SDS.13

12 Archiv Ceské socidlne-demokratické strany (Hereafter
Archiv $sSDS, Archive of the [present-day] Czech Social
Democratic Party), Fond 71/19, carton 2, 20.4.1926.

13 (¢czechoslovak reaction to the 1923 meeting in Marseilles
was harsh: "The International is oriented toward Germany,
and it was painful and embarrassing to see the behavior of
France and England toward the Germans." Archiv ¢SDS, Fond
71/19, carton 2, 2.9.1925.

For a discussion of Polish and Czech resistance to the
aspirations of Germans to dominate this body in the interwar
period see William Lee Blackwood, "The Response of
Czechoslovak and Polish Social Democrats to 'the German
Question' in the Socialist International 1918-33," in
Internationale wissenschaftliche Korrespondenz zur
Geschichte der deutschen Arbeiterbewegung 30/4 (December
1994) :513-34.
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In contrast to Habrman's report, party chairman Antonin
Hampl's view was that Social Democracy had to deal with much
more than just a one-man problem; he was convinced that
among their "German comrades" the influence of nationalism
was stronger than any other force. Ludwig Czech's politics
exacerbated this tendency, he warned, leading toward hatred
of the republic and to irredentism.l4 Among members of the
party's directorate a grim attitude prevailed: “The
experience of several years destroys hopes within our ranks
for cooperation with our German comrades."15

Despite enmity and personal animosities there was
acknowledgment of the fact that the movement's fortunes
would improve through solidarity, and even during the period
of chilly relations in 1926 the Social Democratic parties
took some steps in unison. It is noteworthy that these were
attacks upon the Ksé. Communist leaders attempted to secure
an expressionAof working-class solidarity for the general
strike then taking place in England. Twice during the month
of April representatives of both parties jointly negated
this effort, agreeing that the formation of such a united
front meant the strengthening of Communist influence within
Social Democratic ranks.16

In light of the harsh &SDs reaction to Ludwig Czech's

speech at the July DSAP district assembly in D&&{n, in which

14 archiv <':§Ds, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 27.4.1926.
15 Archiv CSDS, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 10.8.1926.
16 Archiv ¢SDS, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 4.5.1926, 25.5.1926.
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he criticized his "comrades" for coalition participation, it
fell to DSAP senator Carl Heller to moderate tensions. A
long-time advocate of cooperation, Heller put a better spin
on the speech in an article in his party's organ, avowing
that the chairman's intent was to "ligquidate the past" and
forge a new future of cooperation between the Czechoslovak
and German parties. The article avoided mention of any
contentious points; instead it enumerated the many areas
that the two sides had in common as proletarian parties and
championed a unified struggle against the offensive launched
by the bourgeois government.

Heller's article also raised the issue of whether it
would not be wise to conduct unified action outside of
parliament, as well as for legislative matters. By this he
meant an extension, clear down through the ranks of the
movement, of the fight against "threats to democracy." The
fight was ostensibly aimed at the bourgeois threat. Yet the
intent of this project probably was to ward off the danger
of a proletarian drift to the left, for Heller then declared
that he could not consider the KSC to be a participant in an
active and efficient class struggle. He dismissed the KsC
as a "prisoner of un-Marxist utopias. It is materially,
spiritually, and politically dependent upon foreign agents
and thus excludes itself" from the fight. Prdvo lidu found
favor with this article, praising the senator's decision to

take up the "most pressing" political questions of the day.
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At the same time the (CSDS paper explained to its readers
that Heller's perspicacious views were frequently received
with "little understanding* within his party.l? This
presumably referred to the top level of the DSAP.

When Heller chaired a meeting of leaders of the two
parties on 11 September 1926, it was clear that they desired
a breakthrough to the "new future", but they could not so
easily erase the past. As the opening speaker, Ludwig Czech
emphasized the German position that cooperation would
require agreement on the question of national autonomy,
which was most definitely still a tender spot for the
Czechoslovak side.l® Czech probed the extent of his
brother party's national consciousness by insisting that his
comrades define their relationship to the Czechoslovak
National Socialists (&NS),19 addiné that the DSAP could not
tolerate an inferior status wvis-a-vis this party. As a
signal that he himself remained resolute in any interparty

dealings, Czech then reminded his counterparts that

L]

17 prdvo lidu, 4.8.1926; Heller's article is reprinted
here.

18 party functionaries such as Josef Stivin at this time
continued to publicly criticize DSAP demands for minority
autonomy. See Jaroslav César and Bohumil Cerny, Politika
némeckych burZoaznich stran v Ceskoslovensku v letech 1918-
1938 (The politics of the German bourgeois parties in
Czechoslovakia) (Prague: Nakladatelstvi &sav, 1962), vol. 1,
pp. 385-86.

19 A non-Marxist party whose constituency was mainly
intellectuals and white-collar professionals. Its working-
class component was minor.
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participation in the government ran contrary to socialist
principles and theirs had been cause for great dismay.?20

Later in this meeting CSDS chairman Antonin Hampl
coldly refuted Ludwig Czech's standpoint. In a speech
highly critical of the German leader, Hampl declared
directly to him, "you still have a pre-War mentality."
Emphasizing the benefits to be gained from the politics of

practicality, Hampl added:

Czech knows only negativity and attacks. He's no
tactician. [From him] the masses learned to attack.
But we must proceed on the basis of the present
situation. We are thus condemned to go together, or in
the opposite case provide the most valuable of services
to the Communists ....Social Democrats must go from
negation to political reality.Z2l

The Czechoslovak party's leader thereby expressed his
side's view that a disunited Social Democratic movement
helped the ksC, and that regardless of any lack of comradely
harmony the parties were "condemned to go together." Hampl
also stressed the basic effect of unity when he affirmed, in
response to Czech's query as to the possibility of

cooperation both inside and outside of parliament, that this

20 gga, Fond D-II, C 1-2, carton 16, Protokoll der 11.9.26
Besprechung zwischen den Vertretern der deutschen
sozialdemokratischen Arbeiterpartei und den tschechischen
Sozialdemokraten, p.l1. On numerous occasions in the 1920s
Czechoslovak Social Democrats rebutted this charge by
pointing to the government participation of the German and
the Austrian Social Democratic parties in their respective
states. The CSDS was in the government until March 1926,
when internal tension caused the resignation of the premier,
Antonin Svehla, and the breakup of the cabinet. An interim
group of nonparty officials filled in for several months,
until the panskd koalice was formed that October.

2l 1bid., pp. 13-14.
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was highly desirable and "would be extremely important for
the paralysis of Communist actions."

At this meeting the Czech leader Rudolf Bechyné
expressed his fear that the authoritarian-minded Right was
the greatest danger to democracy in Czechoslovakia.?2
Warning the Germans about a purported fascist threat, he
told them that "we can't fight it through demonstrations."
Fascism would become stronger, he declared, without a Social
Democratic presence in the government. Ludwig Czech
obviously did not have faith in this scenario, for he
interjected that Bechyn® had become "already really
hysterical" from his fear of fascism.?23 Despite this
rebuff Bechyné continued to protest that fascism was a
consequence of misguided socialist politics.

When Ludwig Czech downplayed Bechyné's warning, he
signaled the German viewpoint that the danger from the
extreme Right was not so severe, thus the threat from the
Left must have been uppermost. The need to combine strength

to offset losses to the Communists?4 was the reason that

22 Newspaper reports in the spring of 1926 indicated that
Czech fascists were planning to establish a fascist
dictatorship. The alleged head of the new regime was to be
General Rudolf Gajda, army Chief of Staff. President
Masaryk ordered Gajda to be relieved of his command, and no
coup transpired. The plotters, however, did not pose a
serious threat to the constitution and the legitimate
government. See Mamatey, "The Development of Czechoslovak
Democracy," in A History of the Czechoslovak Republic, p.
130; and Ferdinand Peroutka, Budovdni stdtu (The building of
the state) (Prague: Cin, 1936), vol. 5, pp. 2821-25.

23 protokoll der 11.9.26 Besprechung, pp. 11-12.

24 gsee above, p. 12.
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the parties began consultations to improve their relations,
despite nationalism's centrifugal effect.

The Communists aimed to exploit the nationality
question among Germans. During the 1920s the "bolshevizing"
faction of the KSC, headed by Klement Gottwald, agitated for
a greater application of Leninist principles to the issue.
Therefore Gottwald demanded that the party should follow the
Comintern line, which held that all of the republic's
nationalities (Czech, Slovak, German, Hungarian, Ruthenian,
and Polish) had the right of national self-determination,
including, if necessary, the right to secede from the state.
This policy prompted Communists to make dramatic calls for
autonomy for German areas, as well as for Slovakia.?25

Early in 1927 the Social Democratic parties were still
antagonistic in matters relating to national interests. The
directorate of the &sSDs, meeting on 11 January 1927,
discussed a complaint from the DSAP regarding the closing of
a German secondary school in Hodonin, in southeastern
Moravia. CSDS members there had not supported their German
comrades in the proceedings on this matter, taken in
accordance with the provisions that enabled municipalities

to shut down schools when the percentage of a region's

25 For more information on the KSC's policies see H. Gordon
Skilling, "Gottwald and the Bolshevization of the Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia (1929-1939)," in Slavic Review 20/4
(December 1961).
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minority population fell below a specified level.26
Chairman Hampl characterized the &spos response as being
understandable, since in the recent elections for municipal
board positions the DSAP joined forces with German bourgeois
parties and with (presumably German-speaking) Communists
against &sps candidates, in order to maximize German
representation on these local boards.?27

This attitude resulted in the directorate's dismissal
of DSAP party secretary Siegfried Taub's request for joint
Social Democratic intervention with the Ministry of
Schooling,?® but the committee resolved to do this
"“nicely," and to respectfully indicate to Taub that German-
speaking facilities were not the only ones affected, for the
law was also used against Czechs in areas where they
constituted a minority.?? As a further demonstration of
the nationalist mindset in which the Social Democratic
leadership was currently entrenched, ¢sps functionary Alfred

Meissner went on to recommend that the directorate should

26 gee Elizabeth Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans: a Study of
the Struggle in the Historic Provinces of Bohemia and
Moravia (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1967), chapter 15,
for infoertion on the state's regulation of education.

27 archiv CSDS, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 11.1.1927.

28 The minister at this time was Milan HodZa, a Slovak
member of the Czechoslovak Agrarian party, and an enemy of
the Social Democrats for his part in establishing the
bourgeois coalition. See Mamatey, "The Development of
Czechoslovak Democracy", in A History of the Czechoslovak
Republic, p. 133.

29 The Czechoslovak side seems to have had a much greater
rapport with Taub than with Ludwig Czech. The directorate
perhaps wished to soften the news for Taub, himself a native
of Moravia, that he was losing this battle on his home turf.
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write to "our German comrades" and declare that "they
themselves are to blame for our position, due to their
standpoint toward our party in Hodonin." To protect the
party's image in the Social Democratic movement, Josef
Stivin recommended giving Frantifek Soukup, &sps delegate to
the Socialist International, an explanatory letter in case
the Germans carried their complaint to the minorities
section of that body.30

Although Stivin in recent months had criticized the
Germans for their autonomy demands and their denunciation of
coalition participation, by early 1927 his focus had become
the urgent need to improve relations with the DSAP. The
gravity of this situation for Social Democrats such as
Stivin resulted from the growing realization that popular
sentiment for a united front of working-class parties was
strong. Workers had for several months heard all about the
bourgeois coalition's offensive against their interests.
They quite naturally reasoned that if the enemy was united,
then so should they be. With no great evidence that Social
Democratic parties were marching in step, the very vocal and
noticeable Communist agitation for a united front meant that

the KSC profited the most from popular feeling.3!

30 Archiv ¢SDS, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 11.1.1927.

31 For the activities and the impact of the KSC at this
time see Zden&k Suda, Zealots and Rebels: A History of the
Ruling Communist Party of Czechoslovakia (Stanford: Hoover
Institution Press, 1980), Chapter 2, and Paul E. Zinner,
Communist Strategy and Tactics in Czechoslovakia, 1918-48
(New York and London: Frederick A. Praeger, 1963), Chapters
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Only two weeks after the discussion about the complaint
of the Germans iﬁ Hodonin, the CSDS directorate again
convened and entered into a lengthy debate over a communiqué
from the DSAP. The minutes of this meeting demonstrate that
some party leaders still reacted negatively toward
cooperation. Others, however, seemingly animated by the
realization that the need for unity among the parties was
becoming critical, argued for the means to implement such a
policy, thereby staving off the threat from the Left.

The CSDS directorate considered several issues raised
in a message tendered to the party from the club of DSAP
parliamentary deputies. The first two matters, relating to
the Socialist International, were treated quickly and in a
rigidly nationalist fashion: the German comrades should be
informed that the &SDS insisted on taking half of the votes
that the International allocated to Social Democratic
parties in Czechoslovakia; secondly, the party "from basic
principles" could not take part in any conference which
would be held abroad and intended to deal with a revision of
the minorities question in the republic.32 The principle
mentioned was an unwillingness to foster any weakening of

Czechoslovak sovereignty. The committee agreed that the best

2-4. For a survey of the dealings between the ¢sSDs and the
KSC at this time see James Felak, "Social Democratic -
Communist Relations in Interwar Czechoslovakia", in East
Central Europe 18/2 (1991): 155-76.

32 gee above, p. 15. This conference also was to take
place in Dresden.
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means by which to notify their comrades was through a
letter, indicating the overall scarcity of personal contacts
between the "comrades."33

The major issue under discussion at this meeting was
the DSAP's call for a proletarian congress, which all
socialist parties in Czechoslovakia would attend. Its
purpose would be to work out appropriate action against the
government's "reaction" to socialist-inspired legislation.
The German party realistically could not have supposed that
the other socialists would have agreed to a joint meeting
with Communists, so their proposal must have been made for
propaganda purposes.

Because the DSAP intended to also include the KSC and
the CNS, some committee members found the idea easy to
dismiss. FrantiSek Soukup, for instance, declared that such
a congress would be ineffective, "because you can't expect
serious efforts from Communists, plus the National
Socialists won't attend" any council at which Germans would
participate. This was certainly a legitimate statement, but
Soukup's viewpoint seems more likely to have been formed
from an attitude that was essentially unfriendly and
critical toward the Germans. He was indignant about the
actions of Ludwig Czech, revealing that the DSAP leader had
drafted a proclamation which the party would publish in the

event that the Czechoslovak side refused to participate in

33 Archiv CSDS, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 25.1.1927.
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the proletarian congress, and in disgust added that "there
is no analogy to the German viewpoint in any other land."34

Other members of the party executive were likewise
critical of the Germans and their suggested plan. Jaroslav
Marek lamented that with one hand the Germans held high the
standard of the Socialist International, but with the other
contravened its spirit by attempting to traffic with non-
member parties. Marek thought that the Germans' suggestion
was an example of their unclear thinking, and arose from the
embarrassment and perplexity (rozpaky) in which they found
themselves due to their political stance.

Some party leaders opined that the congress could not
take place because the sentiment for cooperation within the
German Social Democratic camp was not strong. Antonin Srba
illustrated this by pointing out that in certain trade union
elections, such as for the health insurance office for
railroad employees, German Social Democrats joined forces
with Communists. This was not a widespread phenomenon, but
the fact that it occurred at all was enough to substantiate
the innate feeling among some party leaders that the Germans
would never transmute their nationalist core to become
trustworthy supporters of a sovereign Czechoslovak state.

Although there were no takers for the DSAP's proposal
at this meeting, the concept of organizing and managing

Social Democratic cooperation found support among a

34 r1bid.
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different cadre of party leaders, those who did not speak of
German affronts against the movement or the state but of the
need for Social Democrats to address the working-class
desire for unification. This faction of the leadership
wanted to shepherd the movement for cooperation from above,
for it feared that if the initiative for a united front rose
from below, it would go too far left.

Josef Stivin, already in tune with the mood of his
party's constituency, suggested to his colleagues that
although the proletarian congress was not a good idea, it
would be feasible to create a united committee from parties
belonging to the Amsterdam (Socialist) International.

Others seconded this idea, such as Josef Nosek, who brought
up the fact that the idea of the congress "is appealing to
the masses."

When chairman Hampl weighed in with his opinion, it was
clear that the party would soon be on its way to a new
phase, that of overcoming the Czech-German freeze in favor
of finding a suitable way to effect cooperation. Hampl's
statements do not feature the problem of the bourgeois
coalition's reaction to socialism, but instead clearly
express the danger to the movement posed by the ksC. He
agreed with the criticism of the Germans so far put forth,
but did not think that it was wise to bypass the DSAP's

suggestion in general,

for it is not possible to ignore that we have the
disadvantage of the Communists. It's a question of
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high tactics, for we must go from defense onto the
attack. This is possible on one hand with enlighten-
ment and guidance [of the workers], and on the other
with tactical maneuvering....I recommend thus an in-
ternal agreement [with the Germans], which would allow
us to strike the propaganda weapon from the hands of
the Communists.35

The emphasis on tactics instead of principles reveals
the difficulty of bringing together the two groups. The
CSDS leadership had no illusions that solidarity was
inherent to the Social Democratic parties. Implicit in
Hampl's statement is the view that after they had dispatched
the Communist threat, the parties might someday drift apart.

Backing the efficacy of Hampl's strategy, Vojtéch Dundr
stated that the DSAP, with its call for a proletarian
congress, wanted to blunt Communist propaganda that agitated
for a united front. An agreement between the Social
Democratic parties and perhaps even the CNS, Dundr reckoned,
would be a "workable" tactical maneuver. From those party
leaders who supported Hampl there was praise for the
chairman's desire to "actively follow the path of work and
struggle." To those who remained unconvinced and unwilling,
Hampl offered his sympathy. He did not, he told them, truly
anticipate any positive developments as a result of a
"narrower" Social Democratic conference. It would only be a
tactical maneuver, he repeated, for it was not possible to
overlook that the desire of the masses for unity was great.

This closed debate on the matter and the assembled

35 rbid.
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leadership resolved to implement Stivin's suggestion for the
creation of a unification committee based on membership in
the Socialist International.

With this decision made, the leadership seems to have
been more mindful of the benefits of cooperation. It rather
easily accepted the club of DSAP deputies' request for a
standing agreement to implement a unified position for
Social Democratic deputies in parliament, acknowledging that
there would always be business dealings and agreements
worked out for the safeguarding of this desideratum.
Additionally, the committee resolved to exchange opinions on
a nationalities program with their "German comrades."36

With a policy of "tactical maneuvering" the leadership
of the party hoped to control and oversee the momentum that
was building in favor of working-class unity. This popular
feeling was directed not only against the bourgeois
coalition and its seemingly anti-socialist program, but also
against those aspects of the capitalist system that seemed
ruinous to workers. Public expressions of discontent
vigorously conveyed this message to the leading strata of
society and politics in Czechoslovakia.

In March 1927, for example, a large demonstration of
about 15,000 German and Czech glass-products workers took
place in the northern Bohemian city of Jablonec, a center

for this industry. Functionaries from the glass workers'

36 r1bid.
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trade unions that were associated with the CSDS, the DSAP,
and the KSC addressed this political rally (tdbor lidu). It
was a mass meeting apparently instigated by organized labor
in an attempt to deal with the ground swell of
dissatisfaction flowing through the area's working
population.

Workers at this rally protested against the industry's
recent introduction of technological innovations, changes
that produced a different kind of product. This led to
significantly increased unemployment and also served to
lower the wages of those who did have a job.?3’ The workers
damned the new glassware as "the brainchild (vyplod) of
greedy producers and the result of absolute commercial
anarchy. "3%8 Because most of the finishing work was now
done by machine there was a lowering of the quality of the
glass products as well as a great loss of jobs, and the
workers vehemently pointed out how both of these aspects of
the new process were detrimental to the Czechoslovak
economy. They castigated the factory owners for their
shortsightedness and indifference to the ramifications of

their decisions; and they certainly were not pacified by the

37 The new type of glass products (nebrouSené or smirkové
zbozi) required much less labor before they reached the
market. They were produced in molds, smoothed only by an
emery wheel (smirkovy brus), and sent off without being
finished in the old manner, by hand.

38 gUA, MSP carton 801, 31.3.1927.
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owners' response that they had to follow along with the
technical progress thus far achieved in the trade.

The assembly of workers "unanimously" accepted a
resolution of demands to be presented to the government;
heading the list was the necessity to ban the production of
the new glass products. As the workers added more points to
the list,3? they eventually superseded the original demand
with the call for a law against any type of commercial or
industrial process that proved to be "injurious to the
working population. 40

This type of blunt, unsophisticated action from below,
directed against the deleterious effects of capitalism, was
prevalent in this period when the bourgeois coalition, which
the workers called the protector and defender of the system,
sought to roll back the legislative gains that the Social
Democrats had worked out when they were in the government.
Simply put, the rank and file felt that a united front
increased their leverage. Just as the German and Czech
Social Democratic glass workers in Jablonec had prodded
their union leaders to participate in a rally which included
Communists, on other occasions in 1927 joint meetings, with
the prospects for forging unity in mind, took place between

functionaries of the trade union centers that represented

39 among them was the demand for "severe prosecution® of
employers who did not adhere to the legislated eight-hour
working period, and for greater aid for the unemployed.
40 gsA, MSP carton 801, 31.3.1927.
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Social Democrats, Communists, and also Czechoslovak National
Socialists. The stimulus for these meetings was the
workers' intense anger over government attempts to reduce
social benefits.4l Given the degree of hostility and
unwillingness to compromise among Communist and non-
Communist union leaders,%? and the Social Democrats' usual
jaundiced view of the united front, these attempts must be
seen as a result of pressure from below for united action
against the government.

The minutes of meetings of the directorate of the
executive committee of the &SDS show that the seriousness of
the Communist threat had preoccupied the minds of party
leaders for some time. At a meeting in June 1926, for
example, the directorate heard a report that the Communists
had instituted a new tactic in their constant effort to draw
followers away from the Social Democratic camp.
Corresponding to the Leninist thesis of infiltration and
agitation from below,4? local Communist organizations were

establishing direct contacts with their corresponding Social

41 Kevin McDermott, The Czech Red Unions, 1918-1929
(Boulder, CO: East European Monographs, 1988), p. 150.
Meetings took place in April and at the end of November.

42 gee McDermott, Chapter 5, for the general refusal of
Social Democratic union officials to consider the Communist
proposals for a united front that were tendered at this
time.

43 The KSC was supposed to place strong support on this
action after the Fifth Plenum of the Executive Committee of
the Comintern, held in Moscow 21 March through 6 April 1925,
adopted such Bolshevist theses. See Suda, Zealots and
Rebels, pp. 75-80.
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Democratic groups, such as the D&lnickd t&8locvidnd jednota
(DTJ, workers' gymnastic association) .44  The DTJ had
already recently undergone a schism; in January 1926 its
revolutionary-minded left wing had merged with Communist-
affiliated sporting and scouting organizations to create the
Federace proletarské t&lovychovy (federation of proletarian
physical education).4> Now it must have appeared to the
Social Democratic leaders that the renegades would agitate
and eventually capture more of the DTJ, as well as members
of other groups.

The directorate heard troubling reports on local
conditions, such as in Kladno, west of Prague, where the
union situation in the mining industry was "to the detriment
of the growth of our movement, and instead in favor of the
Communists." Accompanying this sobering news was a report
of a "large" meeting held jointly between Czech and Germa..
Social Democrats in Louny, northwest of Kladno, where
cooperation between the two Social Democratic parties "was
very vigorously acclaimed."4® At this same meeting the
party leaders must have been upset with the report from the
great Social Democratic stronghold of Plzen in southwest
Bohemia, where despite the overall health of the movement

“centrifugal tendencies [were] apparent within the young

44 Archiv &sps, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 8.6.1926.
45 gee Suda, Zealots and Rebels, pp. 93-94.
46 Archiv GSDS, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 26.10.1926.
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members, noticeably under the influence of Communist
cells."47

The Communist tactic of the united front constituted a
threat to the well-being of the Social Democratic movement.
The Communists used this procedure to advance their cause in
a situation where the greatest proportion of the working
class belonged to organizations that were beyond their
control. According to the theory behind this action, the
class would achieve unity both from "below," as Communists
who had infiltrated Social Democratic unions would influence
and win over workers to the KS¢, and from "above, * by means
of agreements between party and union leaders. A basic
assumption of the united front policy was that Communists
would make more headway by taking over the much stronger
Social Democratic unions from within than by directly
competing with them for members.48 An awareness of these
tactics prompted Social Democratic leaders to be alert to
signs of ferment within the movement.

From the party's standpoint the most threatening news
was of the loss of voters. The directorate faced reports of
Communist gains following the November 1926 municipal
elections with the acknowledgment that these successes were
at the expense of the ¢SDS. The report attributed Social

Democratic losses in the countryside around Plzen to

47 Ibid.
48 relak, "Social Democratic-Communist Relations," p. 168.
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economic conditions, and declared that the KSC made gains in
northern Bohemia with the united front slogan.4?® The party
leadership undoubtedly realized that troubling conditions
dictated action.

By the time of the statewide Csps conference, held in
Prague from 15-18 April 1927, party leaders had decided that
they had to break down the barriers between themselves and
the DSAP, and that they dared not delay the establishment of
a policy of political cooperation. The seriousness of the
situation compelled the party to publicly announce this goal
at the confe;ence and laud it as a major success for the
movement and the working class, even though concrete steps
for its implementation had not yet been drafted in
consultations between the two parties. The fact that the
cautious CSDS leadership embraced and annointed a new
working relationship with the Germans, with whom they had so
recently been at odds, is testimony to the urgency for

action. 39

49 Archiv CSDS, Fond 71/19, carton 2, 16.11.1926.

50 An important credo of the party leaders was to avoid
going out on a limb. At a meeting of the directorate of the
executive committee before the crucial 1925 parliamentary
elections, they decided that even though "our main attack
can [only] be against the ksé, it's the only place from
where we can gain votes....", they should not advertise a
rapprochement with their German counterparts. "It's better
not to say anything about the DSAP," they reasoned, as the
Germans pressed for government concessions in the realm of
minority languages, education, and cultural affairs. The
Czechoslovak politicians knew that the overall mood of the
electorate was unsympathetic to such measures. Chairman
Hampl summed up his party's inherently conservative policy
by stating: "It's not possible to suggest and adumbrate
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From the protocol of its 1927 congress it is apparent
that the party had not had much time to draft a
comprehensive statement on its desire for cooperation. The
most it could do was to include a rather general approbation
of the overall principle in the official party program,
including some preliminary ideas in support of German
national desires. The section of the newly-revised program

entitled "For Further Building of the Republic" supported:

...modification of relations with national minorities
in such a form so that they are not reason for
complaints. Let the principle of cultural autonomy

be accepted in such a way that fixed bodies, elected by
all citizens of a certain nation, would be entrusted
with appropriate control of the cultural and cultural-
social institutes of that nation.S!

The program made an acknowledgment that minorities sometimes
had a basis for grievances against the laws and bureaucratic

procedures that best served the needs of Czechs and Slovaks:

Blunders of bureaus carrying the stamp of national
prejudice or the intention to incite or provoke should
be punished as the grossest offenses of public
service. 52

something (national concessions) that we're not able to
carry out, because if we don't deliver on results, we look
bad." Hampl concluded that it would be incorrect to offer
false hope for help, thus "in the meantime it will be good
not to speak with the Germans." Archiv &SDS, Fond 71/19,
carton 2, 2.9.1925. 1Instead of Social Democratic solidarity
for the election, the &SDS leadership's strategy focused on
a patriotic defense of the republic and attacked the
Communists and the Czechoslovak People's Party as servants
of foreign power centers.

531  protokol XV #ddného sjezdu ceskoslovenské socidlné
demokratické strany délnické (Protocol of the fifteenth
regular congress of the $SDS) (Prague, 1927), p. 141.

52 1bid.
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Abuse, by nationalist Czechs, of the laws that expanded the
mandate of "Czechoslovak" as the official state language
also received some mention:

As for the languages in use in state administration and

home rule, let this be considered as a question of
usefulness, flexibility, and economy of administration,
never as a matter of national prestige.53

The party thus signaled to its German comrades that it would
be willing to promote national cultural autonomy.

In the report of the committee for the revision of the
party program, delivered to the assembled delegates, Josef
Stivin "owned up" (priznat se) to the fact that prior to the
conference the party had maintained "a certain reserve" in
the matter of modifying the conditions of the national
minorities. It was only from today, Stivin said, that the

party was leaving that reserve behind.

Our reserve was not dictated by some kind of
consideration for our (Czech) nationalist parties,

let alone for the bourgeoisie. On the contrary, [it]
was dictated by the fact that...we are of the opinion
that it was not good for each of the Social Democratic
parties in this state to conceive of a nationalities
program independently. It would be far better to wait
for the time, which perhaps is not far off, when we
will be ready and able to sit down and agree, mainly
with our German comrades, on a common program for the
nationalities question.34

The protocol indicates that the delegates greeted this
declaration enthusiastically, with "noisy" applause and
cries of "Excellent!" These members of the party clearly

expected their leaders to effect cooperation with the

53 r1bid.
54 r1bid., p. 36.
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Germans, and had no stake in avoiding a settlement of the
nationalities problem that was such a vital issue for the
DSAP. Stivin's speech indicates that the party's
negotiations with the Germans were still tenuous, for the
Czechoslovak side could not yet determine how far to go in
matters such as national autonomy.

The German side was no doubt at this point satisfied
with the trend toward reconciliation and the anticipated
ESps support of German desires. Siegfried Taub, secretary
of the DSAP, greeted the conference delegates (in Czech) and
welcomed the prospects for cooperation. The bourgeois
threat to the well-being of the working class, Taub stated,
received a boost after the Social Democrats lost strength as
a result of the 1923 municipal election.55 Since this was
basically due to losses to the Ksé, Taub's message intended
to underscore the magnitude of the Communist danger. He
went on to emphasize that the class struggle against the
bourgeois parties had to be sanctioned by, and under the

control of, the Social Democratic parties:

We welcome the creation of a class front. The coalition
of the international bourgeoisie must be faced by a
militant, aggressive workers' front [founded] on a
Social Democratic basis....Our main and most exalted
task consists of widening class awareness among the
workers and of educating them as Social Democrats
....The [working] population has now realized the

55 por election results see Véra Olivovd, Politika
teskoslovenské burfoazie v letech 1921-1923 (The politics of
the Czechoslovak bourgeoisie) (Prague: NCAV, 1961), pp. 13-
16; Peroutka, Budovdni stdtu, vol. 5, pp. 2839-44.
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mistakes it committed in the 1925 election.5é

Taub went on to speak of Social Democratic electoral
achievements in other countries, such as Belgium, Holland,
and England, before admiring the movement's biggest success
story to date, that of the Austrian Social Democrats. That
party's battle against a united bourgeois front, he
exclaimed, will end victoriously.57 "The day will arrive
here too," Taub cried, "when the red banner of Social
Democracy will proclaim victory." Cries of approval and
"noisy, long-lasting" applause followed these
exhortations.58

Taub's words laid stress upon the parliamentary,
evolutionary path to working-class victory advocated by
Social Democracy, in contrast to Communism's disruptive call
for revolution. His speech was also noticeable for its
homage to the prominent status of (Austrian) Germans in the

Social Democratic movement; he perhaps wished to subtly

56 Pprotokol XV ¥ddného sjezdu, p. 14. The CSDS fell from
first to fourth among all parties in the 1925 election,
gaining only 29 mandates in the Chamber of Deputies,
compared with 74 in 1920. See Mamatey, "The Development of
Czechoslovak Democracy", in A History of the Czechoslovak
Republic, p. 128. The DSAP won only 17 seats, down from 31.
See Rothschild, East Central Europe between the Two World
Wars, p. 110.

57 For the Social Democratic movement in Austria see Julius
Deutsch, Geschichte der é6sterreichischen Arbeiterbewegung
(Vienna: Wiener Volksbuchhandlung, 1947); Helmut Gruber, Red
Vienna: Experiment in Working-Class Culture, 1919-1934 (New
York and Oxford: Oxford UP, 1991); Anson Rabinbach, The
Crisis of Austrian Socialism. From Red Vienna to Civil War,
1927-1934 (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press,
1983) .

58 protokol XV rddného sjezdu, p. 14.
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remind the Czechs and Slovaks present that they really had
no alternative to a policy of cooperation with their German
counterparts. This would mean, as the Germans well knew, a
&sps inevitably more mindful of the totality represented by
the Socialist International and the pressure that body
exerted for the benefit of minority Social Democratic
parties in Czechoslovakia. The Czech delegates present
seemingly were willing to accommodate this situation but no
doubt still wished to maintain some of their own national
pride. Vojtéch Dundr, for example, in his report from the
party secretariat alluded to a portion of Taub's speech with
an affirmation of the CSDS's patriotic support of the state
created to effect the self-determination of the Czechs and
Slcvaks:

We love our republic, and to us its flag is truly as

dear as the red banner under which we fought for a
republic for half a century, and which flew over the
heads of our Legionaires.5?

No one needed to remind the Czechs present at the conference
that Dundr referred to battles in which the adversaries were

Germans. 50

39 1bid., p. 23.

80 For information on the Czech Legions and battles against
the Central Powers in WWI see Véra Olivovd, The Doomed
Democracy. Czechoslovakia in a Disrupted Europe, 1914-38
(Montreal: McGill-Queen's UP, 1972), pp. 61-69; FrantiSek
Steidler, "leskoslovenské zahrani®ni vojsko (legie)" (The
Czechoslovak foreign legions), in Ceskoslovenskd vlastivéda
(A study of Czechoslovakia) (Prague: Sfinx, 1931), vol. 5,
pp. 556-80. Elizabeth Wiskemann, in Czechs & Germans, p.
77, discusses how most Sudeten Germans, among the most loyal
proponents of the Monarchy, viewed these Czechs as
"traitors, deserters, gangsters, and thieves, a rabble with
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Dundr's report also blamed the problems of the working
class on the diminished strength of the Social Democratic
position as a result of the "confused" (nezfizeny) attacks
on the party perpetrated by "the shatterers of the unity of
the workers' political movement and exponents of foreign
ambitions."6l Speaking of course about the party's
Communist rivals, Dundr added that these "muddled" efforts
carried out under the direction of Moscow crippled the
Social Democratic program for winning new legislation to
improve the lives of the working class. The patriotic
support of the Republic was meant not only to appeal to the
pride of the Czech worker, but also to provide as great a
contrast with the KSC as possible. It would prove to be a
staple of the ¢SDS's anti-Communist strategy.

Dundr's report also implied that the "weak" were
susceptible to Communist demagoguery. He advocated that
agitation and organizational work among women must be

increased,

in order that a great percentage of working women
would be freed not only from the influence of black
reaction (the Church), but also from those whose
fruitless radicalism entices members of the working
class onto an aberrant and harmful path.62

nothing to lose, who betrayed the State to whom they owed
allegiance." To the Sudeten Social Democrats, who never
wished for the breakup of the Monarchy, the Legionaires were
not heroes, thus Dundr's evocation of the glory they
achieved was a determined, perhaps defiant affirmation of
*Czech power."

61 protokol XV trddného sjezdu, p. 22.

62 1bid., pp. 25-26.
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This mea culpa exemplified the party's new willingness to
adjust old attitudes that had sustained the breach between
the nationalities and, the party leaders supposed, had
allowed the KSC to gain too much leverage in the organized
labor movement.

The German party held its statewide congress less than
a month later, from 6-9 May, in Teplice (northwest Bohemia).
Ludwig Czech, and others who addressed this assembly,
saluted the results of the recent (SDS conference insofar as
they supported the desire for cooperation both in parliament
and outside of it, and also because it was obvious that the
Czechoslovak party would devote its attention to the
nationalities question. For the Germans this was a question
of the utmost concern. The DSAP conference settled on
guidelines for a "program of democratic autonomy" in
Czechoslovakia. It adopted the statement of the party's
executive committee, "Our Fight for Self-Rule and National
Self-Administration. "83

Editorials in Prdvo lidu expressed the general approval
of the Czechoslovak side for the Germans' desire to attain a
program of unity. The party organ praised the political

leadership's efforts to satisfy the "powerful calls for

63  sozialdemokrat, 9-10.5.1927, César and Cerny, Politika
némeckych burZoaznich stran, vol. 1, p. 395. For the
membership of the party's executive committee elected at the
1927 congress, as well as those of the other major
committees, see Friedrich G. Kirbisch, Chronik der
sudetendeutschen Sozialdemokratie, 1863-1938 (Stuttgart:
Seliger-Archiv, 1982), pp. 61-62.
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cooperation and joint action that appear in all Social
Democratic parties in our state," calls that were "natural"
after the formation of the "anti-socialist governing
coalition. "64

The editorials indicate that, despite the rhetoric of
the party conferences, Czechoslovak and German leaders still
had to span a wide chasm before they could achieve the
program that would serve the interests of the working class.
Prdvo 1lidu pointed out to its readers that their "will and
desire" for unity was "in no way simple or easy."
Negotiations between the parties, in fact, had to proceed
not only diligently and patiently, but also guardedly
(obezfetné). This was necessary, according to the
editorial, so that it would be possible to establish
unification not temporarily, "but forever. "65

Thus party members and followers of the movement
received the message that what to their minds was quite
simple was actually a complicated, laborious, and even
somewhat hazardous undertaking. Prdvo lidu implied that
workers should be patient and unquestioning as their
political leaders worked out everything. The problems "of a
most difficult and delicate nature" that remained were no
doubt related to the extent of national autonomy that the

Czechoslovak side could support, and to participation in the

64 prdvo lidu, 10.5.1927.
65 T1hid.
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government. As another writer in Prdvo lidu pointed out,
"For us Social Democrats it is not just opposition only for
its own sake. Opposition is to us only the means to attain
political power."6® The Czech side apparently saw wisdom
in re-entering the coalition. The German leaders, however,
were leery about becoming linked with coalition politics,
when they always had been outsiders to the governing
process.

In a friendly response to the Czechoslovak side's
general approbation of the DSAP conference, Sozialdemokrat
welcomed the prospects for unity. Articles published at
this time offered words to heal the hard feelings of the
past, pointing out that it was senseless to seek to blame
one side or the other for past differences that separated

the Social Democratic parties,

that on the one hand helped the united international
bourgeoisie to an easy victory and to absolute
domination, and on the other hand was good for the
Communists, whose perverse (widernatlirlich) growth
all the more leads to the powerlessness and loss of
political influence of the working class.®’

To its readers Sozialdemokrat at this time advertised
two reasons why the working class should give its approval
to the efforts of the movement's leaders. First, the
proposed program was a boon to the working population,
insofar as it would prevent workers from entering the blind

alley proffered by the Communists. Additionally, the

66 r1bid.
67 Sozialdemokrat, 11.5.1927.
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parties were mindful of the rank and file and intended to

fulfill the workers' desire for unity:

The proletarian united front! Each worker is conscious
of it, or instinctively feels that this can save us
from the danger threatening us, and free us from stag-
nation and defenselessness. Nobody nevertheless can
consider the Communists as long as for them the united
front is only a harmful ploy (Mandver) unworthy of
mention, and as long as their united front shall serve
the purposes of Soviet Russian imperialism.
The party organ informed its readers that the united front
would occur when Czech and German Social Democrats brokered
it,
also then will come the beginning of the end of the

Communist nightmare (Spuk), which until now has
paralyzed the strength of the workers' movement, 68

German satisfaction with interparty relations
undoubtedly helped party leaders to form a position in the
matter of re-electing Thomas Masaryk as president of the
Republic. Only a few days after their conference and the
friendly response from the Czechoslovak side, the executive
directorate of the DSAP met and decided to instruct its
deputies in parliament to vote for Masaryk.®® This
affirmation and acknowledgment of the party's support of the
republic was in marked contrast to the previous
parliamentary voting for president in 1920, when the
recalcitrant German Social Democrats turned in blank

ballots.70 This must have been reassuring to those Czechs

68  Tbid.

69  sozialdemokrat, 12.5.1927.

70 For the situation in 1920 see J. W. Briigel, TIschechen
und Deutsche, 1918-1938, pp. 150-51; César and Cerny,
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in the Social Democratic movement who doubted the Germans'
loyalty. Prdvo lidu immediately began to publicize the
German vote for Masaryk, highlighting its "great moral and
political meaning."7!

The parties promoted their campaign to achieve
cooperation not only to ease the pressure from below for a
united front, but also to help change the mindset of Czech
and German workers who were accustomed to viewing the other
side as adversaries. It is not surprising that the
newspapers would have to do much to relieve the doubts of
the more nationally-centered workers, after several years of
mostly negative coverage of their counterparts.

Reversing their previous mistrust and unfriendliness,
Social Democratic leaders were now warm in their expressions
of good will. For instance, when speaking to the assembled
masses at the Workers' Olympics, an international Social
Democratic athletic event held that year in Prague,
FrantisSek Soukup expressed no trace of the weariness and
dismay he had come to expect when dealing with the Germans
as a delegate to the Scocialist International.’? Soukup, in
fact, even tried to make national harmony appear
retroactive; he managed to do so by thanking the visitors

from Germany and Austria for their participation and

Politika némeckych burZoaznich stran, vol. 1, pp. 214-18;
Peroutka, Budovdni stdtu, vol. 3, pp. 1732-35.

7. prdvo lidu, 7.6.1927.

72 gee above, p. 17, for Soukup's critical view of Germans.
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emphasizing the good times that Czech workers enjoyed as
guests at similar Olympics held the previous year in
Frankfurt and Vienna.’3 With extensive coverage of joint
events such as the Workers' Olympics, the matter of Czech-
German unity became more prominent in the organs of both
Social Democratic parties.’4 Readers of the newspapers
thus were treated to increasingly flattering views of their
comrades from the other nationality. Throughout the
remainder of 1927 Social Democratic publications espoused
the benefits of political cooperation. They naturally
touted the advantage of unity for defense against bourgeois
"class warfare", and also attacked the Communists as
enablers of bourgeois hegemony.’®> From official
publications it is apparent that the struggle to forge bonds
was arduous but that the parties would ultimately deliver

what the workers desired:

We certainly must guard against illusions and may in no
way overlook [the fact] that a complete programmatic
and tactical agreement between Czech[oslovak] and
German Social Democracy 1is not established, not by

a long shot (noch lange nicht). But development goes
in this direction, although too slowly for our

burning impatience. Also, the danger of a setback

73 prdvo lidu, 7.7.1927. See Soukup's Revoluce préce.
Déjinny vyvoj socialismu a eskoslovenské socidlné
demokratické strany délnické (The revolution of labor. The
historic development of socialism and the &SDS) (Prague:
Ust¥edni d&lnické knihkupectvi a nakladatelstvi, 1938), vol.
2, pp. 1277-1305, for an official view of national
cooperation as manifested in the Workers' Olympics of the
1920s and 1930s.

74 Sozialdemokrat, 3.7.1927.

75 The Communists damned their Social Democratic rivals for
exactly the same reason.
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cannot be excluded. It is correct that the front of
the Czech and German proletariat does not yet exist,
but likewise it's correct that relations improve and
develop sincerely.’6

The German side appreciated the help that the
Czechoslovak party was extending to German cultural
aspirations, such as support for greater language rights.
The DSAP took pains to inform its constituency that the &sps
had included plans for cultural autonomy for minorities in
its program.77

Publications from the Czechoslovak side extolled the
leadership's probity in its dedication to addressing the
needs and desires of the workers, while they skewered the
detrimental results of Communist treachery. Party theorist
Evien Stern, for example, publicized the "greatest
achievement" for workers since the end of the War, the
attainment of social insurance.’8 He lamented the fact,

however, that to secure passage of the Insurance Act in 1924

76  See the DSAP publication, "Selbstverwaltung oder
Fremdherrschaft" (Prague: Verlag der DSAP, 1927), p. 29.

77 Ibid.

78 EvZen Stern, Socidlni vymoZenosti a bremena u nds a v
cizin& (Social achievements and burdens here and abroad)
(Prague: Executive Committee of the sps, 1927). Stern was
general secretary of the National Social Insurance Office
(Usttedni socidlni pojistovna), a domain of the Social
Democrats. For the mandate, composition, and operations of
this bureau see Em. Schoenbaum, "Socidlni pojisténi" in
Cleskoslovenskéd vlastivéda, vol. 6, pp. 118-35. For social
developments see Cestmir Je$ina, "Social Progress in
Czechoslovakia, 1918-1938", in Miloslav Rechcigl, ed.,
Czechoslovakia Past and Present (The Hague and Paris:
Mouton, 1968), vol. 1, pp. 190-202; Jaromir Nedas, Twenty
Years of Social Welfare in the Czechoslovak Republic
(Prague: Ministry of Social Welfare, 1938); Wiskemann,
Czechs & Germans, p. 189.
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&SDs leaders had had to compromise with other members of the
coalition, for "the strength of the working class in the
government was already disrupted, as the election of 1925
showed." Stern thus defended the party against a typical
Communist charge, that Social Democrats compromised and
worked with the bourgeois parties, and went on the offensive
by pointing out the sad consequences that were inevitable
following the Communist split of the working-class vote.

Stern then declared to workers that they should count
on democracy and the &sps to provide a better deal, "because
the history of all industrialized states shows that once in
place social insurance never worsened, but always only
gradually improved."7? Intended to counter Communist
insistence that revolutionary action was necessary, Stern's
message assured workers that all would be well if they stood
behind their leaders, who would not let the bourgeois
coalition establish a "disgraceful exception" to the cited
historical fact.

Interparty consultations and collaboration toward
unification went on for the next several months, culminating
in a ground-breaking joint congress of all Social Democratic
parties based in Czechoslovakia, held in the Prague working-

class district of Smichov on 28-29 January 1928.80 At a

79 Stern, Socidlni vymoZenosti a bremena, p. 15.

80 participating besides the CSDS and the DSAP were two
tiny parties serving other minorities: the Social Democratic
Party of Subcarpathian Ruthenia, and the Polish Socialist
Workers' Party in Czechoslovakia. The Social Democratic
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DSAP meeting convened the day before the opening of the
congress, chairman Ludwig Czech enunciated to all German
delegates how important the issue of cooperation had become.
He fielded some complaints from delegates, who protested
that the leadership had concluded an agreement without input
from party members, and that during the congress it would
not be possible for them to submit their opinions and
suggestions. Czech suppressed this dissent, invoking the
rigid strictures of party discipline to ensure that no
voices against unity would come from the German side. The
party leaders clearly wanted the movement to appear
unified.B8?

As deiegates such as Carl Heller stressed the point
that a lack of Social Democratic unity would strengthen the
Communists, Ludwig Czech related the three main points of
the congress. The first was to "separate ourselves from the
bourgeois bloc." He meant to distinguish his party from the

German activist parties of the coalition that were trying to

party of the Hungarian minority had disbanded in 1926; its
Magyar part merged with the €SDS and its German members with
the DSAP. Within its framework the &SDS established a
Magyar section and allotted one mandate for a Magyar deputy
to parliament. This section sent a few delegates to the
Smichov congress. See Jir¥i Horék, "The Czechoslovak Social
Democratic Party, 1938-1945," Ph.D. Diss., Columbia
University, 1960, p. 58n3; and Ladislav Lipscher, "Die
magyarischen, polnischen, ruthenischen und judischen
Parteien in der CSR" in Karl Bosl, ed., Die Erste
Tschechoslowakische Republik als multinationaler
Parteienstaat (Munich and Vienna: R. Oldenbourg Verlag,
1979).

81 gSua, PMV-X, S-41, 225-558-7, 27.1.1928.
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rescind socialist-inspired legislation. This led him into
the second objective, the protection of social achievements,
certainly an important task and one that ultimately was an
homage to the accomplishments of the Czechoslovak party.
The third point to be tackled: the common fight of all
Social Democrats against the Third International
(Comintern) .82

The report of this DSAP conference indicates that
despite months of negotiations and numerous public
expressions of solidarity and optimism, the two main Social
Democratic parties were at odds over "cultural questions",
so that national differences still preoccupied the thoughts
of the leadership. Ludwig Czech acknowledged that the SDS
comrades would not be able to agree to German solutions to
these questions, yet told his delegates that "all the same .
it is certain that this coming together never will be
snuffed out from the history of this state's workers'
movement. "83 The leaders of the DSAP obviously felt that
cooperation was imperative and that they could pare down
some of their cultural demands in order to secure it. This
would allow the Smichov congress to proceed, the aim of
which was to attain the all-important objectives stated by

the party chairman.

82 7r1bid.
83 rIbid.
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The rhetoric at the Smichov congress touched upon the
obstacles related to nationalism; some speakers declared
that the correction of relations between national groups in
Czechoslovakia was in the forefront of the business of
socialists.®  The purpose of the congress, however, was
not introspection but to celebrate the achievement of unity
and to excoriate the movement's antagonists. The speakers
at the congress certainly devoted much of their attention to
the bourgeois parties, analyzing and delineating how they
operated in their quest to roll back the legislated gains of
the working class. They took pains to "expose" the
worthlessness of the Czech and the German clerical parties,
for example, that they said did nothing for the workers.85

The greater proportion of rhetoric denounced the KsC.

The threat posed by the Communists, according to the voices

84 For example, CSDS functionary Alfred Meissner announced
that "the problems in our movement consist of the national
problems of the Republic...our duty is to solve [them]."
Stenograficky protokol prvni kongres socidlné demokratickych
stran Ceskoslovenska (Stenographic protocol of the first
congress of Social Democratic parties in Czechoslovakia)
(Prague: Ustfedni délnické knihkupectvi a nakladatelstvi,
1928), pp. 76-77.

85 The CSDS did not consider the Czechoslovak People's
Party, led by Msgr. Jan Sramek, to be a significant threat
to its constituency. Nonetheless, this Catholic party did
not escape Social Democratic efforts to "unmask" its alleged
hypocrisy toward the interests of workers. Rudolf Bechyné
castigated Srémek's willingness to boast of social
achievements, secured when Social Democrats were in the
government, to Catholic workers. Now that Sramek was
Minister of Social Welfare, Bechyné said, his true spirit
was apparent, for he had instigated no new programs to aid
workers. The German Christian Socialists, according to
Bechyné, could be put into the same category. Ibid., pp.
28-30.
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from the podium, was their propaganda that attacked Social
Democracy and misled workers into escaping into a harmful
and fruitless "romanticism." Sometimes speakers called the
effect deadly, like "heavy artillery that aims not at the
bourgeoisie, but at the proletariat." In other cases they
compared the Communists to lowly creatures such as croaking
frogs, unintelligent, undignified, unworthy of legitimate
and rational discourse, yet still pernicious if their noise
deafened their intended target.86

Social Democratic women at the congress followed the
litany of their party leaders in condemning the propaganda
of revolution. Picking up on the theme of destruction, they
noted that working women were usually the biggest victims of
social disruption and violence. As wives and mothers they
wished to secure a better future for their families. The
key to this goal, declared the female speakers, was to
follow the prescribed Social Democratic method. This
included parliamentary gains, agitation for higher wages,
and participation in Social Democratic associational 1life,
such as in educational and physical fitness groups, and
consumer cooperatives.?8?

The congress heard emissaries of the Social Democratic
youth groups from both major parties. The organizers of

this meeting must have carefully selected these speakers and

86 71bid., pp. 22, 45, 48.
87 1bid., pp. 62-67.
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reviewed their material beforehand to prevent a
revolutionist outburst. No manifestations of rebellion, the
forte of youth, disrupted the cohesiveness of the
assemblage. The representative from the Czechoslovak Social
Democratic youth proudly emphasized that cooperation was
nothing new for them, since youth groups from both
nationalities had united as far back as 1920, when they also
~had requested a statewide congress of all Social
Democrats .88

The speaker for the German group admitted that young
members had played the leading role in the 1920 schism
between Social Democrats and Communists, but that many of
them now recognized their mistake. It was only with “pain,
shame, and bitterness" that they remembered how their
enthusiasm led them to being enticed by Communist slogans,
and the more "immature" the slogan, the more they "“fell for
it." Ranks of "unscrupulous" Bolshevik emissaries misused
the Social Democratic youth, as the speaker told it, but now
they had "lived through their Golgotha"?® and were
returning to the movement. The program for the unification
of the parties aided this process, according to the

speaker .90

88 rIbid., pp. 126-27.

89 It is remarkable how popular Biblical allusions seem to
have been for nominally Marxist Social Democratic writers
and speakers.

90 r1bid., pp. 129-31.
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The assembled delegates must have been satisfied with
these reports from the parties' youth. They seemed to
indicate that through tactical maneuvering the movement
could contain, and perhaps even reverse the damage caused by
Communist demagoguery. In order to further distinguish
themselves from Communist sloganeers the party leaders
stressed action, saying that "we don't want to just
talk. "9l

The political resolutions adopted on the first day of
the Smichov congress were a form of action against the
government and the Communists; they essentially followed the
objectives Ludwig Czech demarcated at the recent DSAP
meeting. The first two resolutions thus condemned the
government as a "naked" anti-worker regime, a vehicle for
the exploitation of the working class and all consumers by
property and factory owners.% The third resolution
declared that if the working class was to stop this
bourgeois reaction and increase its political and economic
influence it had to build a unified proletariat, but this
must incorporate the basic ideas of democracy and socialism.
It said that "thinking" workers refused the Communist united
front because, as the leading Communists themselves
repeatedly admitted, it was only a maneuver aiming to

destroy the other socialist parties "and above all else to

91 r1bid., p. 79.
92 1pid., pp. 83-85.
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the enticement (ldkdni) of their members." The great task
of the parties, concluded the resolution, was brotherly
cooperation, despite the obstacles still blocking the
way . 23

Resolutions approved on the second day of the congress
specified improvements in economic and working conditions.
They began with a call for a fight against the government's
attempts to reform the social insurance laws, to be replaced
with measures that enhanced these social benefits. Another
resolution demanded better laws to create more powerful
factory committees and mining councils, so that workers
could attain basic influence on industrial production and
pricing.®¥ Industry would also be regulated so that the
rationalization of production could not be implemented at
the expense of workers. Because the government had revamped
tax policies in 1926 and many public employees suffered as a
result, the congress demanded relief from this stricture.?>

In order for these demands to pass from "just talk" to
the realm of action, the congress also directed the major
party leaders to establish a joint committee. Its purpose

would be to coordinate the activities of Social Democratic

93 Ibid., pp. 85-86.

94 For the circumstances of the laws dealing with factory
councils see Vladimir Dubsky, Zdvodni vybory a rddy v
predmnichovském Ceskoslovensku (Factory committees and
councils in pre-Munich Czechoslovakia) (Prague: Prace,
1984); McDermott, The Czech Red Unions, pp. 28-30; Mamatey,
"The Development of Czechoslovak Democracy", p. 107.

95 protokol prvni kongres, pp. 140-45.
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deputies in parliament, and propaganda work outside of
parliament. %6

Antonin Hampl's concluding speech closed the congress
with the message that, in contrast to the policy of the KSC,
the Social Democrats did not wish to destroy any other
socialist party. "We only want the workers who are
mistakenly oriented to [escape] from this bondage and come
over to us. That's what this is all about." The protocol
indicates that healthy agreement followed this simple
declaration.?’

Social Democratic commentators judged the Smichov
congress to be a success. They based this evaluation on the
unanimity of the delegates' response to the proposed
resolutions, the firm resolve to increase the political and
economic clout of the working class by undercutting its
enemies, and the realistic acknowledgment that a mentality
ordered by national differences still presented some

impediments to success.98

96 uynfortunately I found no documents or published material
relating to the activities of this committee.

97 1bid., p. 160.

98 References to different national consciousnesses cropped
up at various times during the congress. For example,
Gustav Habrman, an old {SDS war-horse, stated that "our
German comrades believe that we are staying faithful sons of
our nation, just as we know they are doing the same."
Antonin Hampl baldly expressed the idea that in the past
Social Democracy in Czechoslovakia had had to contend with
the "psychology of the German people", which prompted them
to shun cooperation with the state and with their Czech
counterparts. He went on to state that Czechs themselves
were not free of nationalism. Ibid., p. 158.
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An immediate result of the congress was that it
launched a spate of activities, such as public meetings,
that the parties conducted jointly. The congress was a good
forum for the display of unity that the movement's leaders
reckoned would satisfy the impulses from below for a united
front; and a great deal of working-class attention focused
on the Social Democraﬁ:s.99 Yet as far as matters of
substance go, relating to an increase of fortunes for the
working class, the congress did not produce much that went
beyond what routinely would be expected from a gathering of
Social Democrats. The purpose of the congress was to
address the threats to the movement, not to the workers
themselves. From the many references to the KSC's
deleterious effect, especially regarding the desire to
"entice" workers away from the Social Democratic camp, it is
clear that the Communists were a serious threat to the
leadership of the.parties. To dispatch this threat they
first named it, then forbade contact with it, and finally
promoted their alternative of a unified proletariat
progressing on the basis of democracy within the framework

of the Republic.

99 perhaps this contributed to the notorious failure of
"Red Day", a mass rally called by the KSC for June 1928.
Although 120,000 were expected to march through Prague, only
about 6,000 participated. Most studies of this period .
attribute the failure to the internecine struggle of the KSC
leadership. See Suda, Zealots and Rebels, pp. 107-13.
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Nationalism proved to be an insurmountable problem for
the solidarity of the German and Czechoslovak parties during
most of the 1920s. Czechs doubted German loyalty to the
Republic, believing that irredentism was endemic to their
political designs. Thus they would not support German
demands for autonomy because they supposed this was only the
first step toward separation.l00 They furthermore resented
DSAP criticism of their participation in the government;
this led to intense personal enmity between some
functionaries, further decreasing the chances for
cooperation between the parties. Even after the
Czechoslovak party left the government the German side found
occasions to blame it for dealing with the bourgeois system.

The impetus for Social Democratic cooperation
indirectly originated with the coalition of bourgeois
parties of both nationalities and its concomitant policies,
which the socialist parties called "anti-worker." The

essential motivation for the eventual cooperation between

100 Of course, Slovak demands for autonomy complicated this
issue. Politicians who were geared toward centralization of
the state could hardly offer their support for German
autonomy after denying this status to Slovakia. For
interwar political developments in Slovakia see Juraj
Kramer, Slovenské autonomistické hnutie v rokoch 1918-1929
(The Slovak autonomist movement 1918-1929) (Bratislava:
Vydavatelstvo Slovenskej akademie véd, 1962); Ladislav
Lipscher, K vyvinu politickej sprdvy na Slovensku, 1918-1938
(The development of political administration in Slovakia,
1918-1938) (Bratislava, 1966); Mamatey, "The Development of
Czechoslovak Democracy", in A History of the Czechoslovak
Republic, pp. 120-26; Peroutka, Budovdni stdtu, vol. 3, pp.
1595-97.
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the parties that became manifest with the Smichov congress
in early 1928 was Communist united front propaganda in
conjunction with a widespread popular consciousness of the
apparent wisdom of working-class solidarity. The leadership
considered the possibility that impulses from below could go
too far Left, and wished to shepherd the movement for
solidarity from above.

The leaders of the DSAP and the &SDS sought to effect a
program for cooperation both inside parliament, with
coordinated legislative activities, and without, in the form
of joint speeches and other public meetings. They made the
most of common Social Democratic assemblies such as the
workers' physical fitness groups' convocations; they
conéidered this to be highly visible and effective
propaganda, suitable to undercut that of the Communists.

Social Democratic rhetoric prémoted democracy as the
greatest ally of socialism. Through elections, said party
leaders, workers would secure all.l0l This served a
twofold purpose for the leadership: It focused the workers'
attention on Social Democracy, an ideology which provided
the assurance of an eventual victory over the bourgeoisie.
Also, this emphasis created as great a distinction as was

possible between themselves and the Communists. Support of

101  » [Our bourgeoisie] sees that the democratic form of
government and democracy in an industrialized state in
general is very dangerous for them." Protokol prvni
kongres, p. 31.
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the Czechoslovak Republic as the vehicle for democracy
naturally dovetailed with this method of operation; because
there were still national differences apparent within the
movement it seems certain that Czechs were more enthusiastic
about supporting this aspect of the anti-Communist rhetoric
than were Germans. During periods when the republic
underwent great economic and social shocks this reality was
certain to affect the German party differently than it did

the Czechoslovak.



Chapter II: Successes of the Program for Cooperation

Both Social Democratic parties began 1928 in agreement
that they faced a common threat, one serious enough to
compel them to overcome national enmities and forge the
program for cooperation established at the Smichov congress.
This threat emanated from the KS&. The program served the
parties well, carrying them through a vigorous campaign that
party leaders felt went a long way toward disabling the
propaganda of the Communist party, so that it suffered
considerable losses in the 1929 general election. Besides
the efforts of the Social Democrats, severe shocks assaulted
the KS¢ from within and helped turn voters away. A fierce
struggle for leadership climaxed in the victory of the
“bolshevist” faction, which then drummed out the losers.!
The Communists appeared to be in disarray.

This silver lining brought with it a cloud, however,
for as the KSC deflated, the Social Democratic ranks
increased with a cohort of these ousted party members. Some
of them were labor activists who could have influenced their
new party's politics, causing a leftward tilt. If moderate

Social Democratic leaders were to maintain their command,

l For the intraparty warfare in the ks¢ see Suda, Zealots
and Rebels, chapter 2; Zinner, Communist Strategy and
Tactics, chapter 3. For a typical Communist treatment of
this episode see Lubomir Vejnar, "Reformismus v obdobi
konsolidace burZoazniho réZimu (1921-1932)” (Reformism in
the consolidation period of the bourgeois regime), in
FrantiSek Cervinka et al., O reformismu v ceském délnickém
hnuti (On reformism in the Czech labor movement) (Prague:
Nakladatelstvi politické literatury, 1964), pp. 157-61.
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they had to require their party’s full commitment to the

moderate, or reformist tenet of parliamentarism. This
impetus strongly influenced their decision to enter a new
governing coalition. It was more difficult for the DSAP
leaders to arrive at this decision, because naturally there
was less sentiment for supporting the “Czechoslovak
government” within the ranks of their party. The fact that
the German leadership enforced the decision, despite
opposition from the Left and from members harboring
nationalist feelings, is testimony to rigorous party
discipline and to the attractiveness that the idea of
cooperation had for party leaders.

The Smichov congress led to the immediate pursuit of
the desired policy of cooperation both inside and out of
parliament. The parties quickly coordinated their
representatives in the Chamber of Deputies to instigate
legislation deemed beneficial to workers. These laws
typically featured some form of protection for the working
class against the vagaries of capitalism.

A united phalanx of Social Democratic deputies in 1928
thus sponsored bills such as one which proposed the
establishment of a special inspectorate, with the
participation of workers, for their safety in the building
trades. This bureau would operate in Prague and Brno, where
building activity in the 1920s was brisk and the regular

corps of inspectors could not keep up with timely wvisits to
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the sites within their jurisdiction.? Accidents at the
workplace were happening too frequently, the Social
Democratic deputies charged in the debate on the bill; it
was necessary to maintain vigilance to insure the presence
of new railings, scaffolding, fencing, and other safety
measures .3

From the standpoint of the parties' leadership it was
very important to establish a new phase of coordinated
events outside of parliament, in order to present tangible
evidence to the working class that the parties intended to
succeed in the creation of the Social Democratic united
front. One aspect of the new unity was joint public
meetings organized by both parties in areas with a mixed
population of Czechs and Germans. At them, workers of both
nationalities heard rhetoric that celebrated the newly-
wrought unity of the movement and outlined the charges
against the forces of the Left and the Right that party
leaders said worked in combination to erase the working
class population’s hopes for a secure life.

Because these were public assemblies an official police

observer (&etnik) was in attendance, ostensibly to maintain

2 g0aA Ministerstvo socidlni pé&e (MSP, Ministry of Social
Welfare), 1920-29, D/carton 547.

3 Tésnopisecké zprdvy o schizich Ndrodniho shromidzdéni
republiky Ceskoslovenské (Stenographic reports on sessions
of the Czechoslovak National Assembly), 10.10.1928.
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restrictions against disorderly conduct.? The observer's
report of a meeting provides details of who organized the
meeting, its stated purpose, who spoke, and what was said,
as well as the number of people attending the event. Of
course, he also noted if any disturbance occurred, such as
disruptions by Communist agitators.

The effect of coordination by the leadership of the
parties is noticeable from the uniform agenda for wvirtually
all such meetings throughout the Czech Lands. Thus the
course of meetings in Brno, the Ostrava region, northern
Bohemia, or in Cheb was the same; speakers used the same
litany of condemnation against the allegedly harmful
behavior of the bourgeois coalition and Communist perfidy
that enabled it to proceed.

At these joint meetings Social Democrats of both
nationalities publicly tried to reconcile their past
differences as they launched the attack on their
adversaries. For example, in Brno just a few days after the
Smichov congress Franti$ek Soukup spoke openly about the
many times he and the man with whom he was now sharing the
platform, the DSAP senator Johann Polach, had "skirmished".
The times had changed, Soukup declared, and with them the

opinions of both parties' leaders.> Past disasters, such

4 As were so many procedures and laws of the new republic,
the presence of these officials was a practice carried over
from the old Monarchy.

5 SUA PMV (Ministry of the Interior) X225-558-7, p. 1,
7.2.1928.
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as the interparty squabble at the 1923 meeting of the
Socialist International in Hamburg, would fade in the light
of a newly-found harmony.® After a candid acknowledgment
of their previous inattention to the matter of cooperation,
the speakers then focused on how vital this matter was for
the protection of the working class against its purported
enemies. At this meeting in Brno, typical of many held in
1928, the rhetoric drew attention to the perceived
destruction preached by Communist revolutionary propaganda.

Soukup thus dismissed force as a method suitable for
creating a long-term government, and as a perfect example
pointed to the short-lived Hungarian Soviet Republic led by
Béla Kun. To his audience of about 500 Soukup recounted a
conversation Kun supposedly had with Vavro Srobdr, one of
the leading Slovak politicians at the time of the creation
of the independent Czechoslovak republic,’ when Kun was
still in power. Srobar wanted to know how Kun had managed

to take control of Budapest and the Hungarian reportedly

6§ See Wingfield, Minority Politics, pp. 66-8, for details
of party divisiveness evident at the 1923 meeting. 1In .
August 1928 Ludwig Czech and Gustav Habrman jointly presided
over the meeting of the International in Brussels. See
Johann W. Briigel, Ludwig Czech. Arbeiterfiihrer und
Staatsmann (Vienna: Verlag der Wiener Volksbuchhandlung,
1960), p. 100.

7 Srobadr had attended a Hungarian gymnasium and studied
medicine in Prague. As one of the staunchest advocates of
the "Czechoslovakist" political idea, Prague naturally
favored him regarding Slovak affairs. In late 1918 he was
named head of the ministry created for the administration of
Slovakia. As a member of the Agrarian party, he held a
senate seat from 1925-35.
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replied, "Give me 300 well-armed and determined people and I
could seize any city in the world!"8 By pointing to this
episode in a neighboring country, Soukup emphasized both the
fanaticism of the Bolsheviks and the transience of their
efforts. The observer's report indicates that the speech
received enthusiastic applause, especially when Soukup
mentioned his movement's work for building the future and
the "senselessness" of Communism.?

Johann Polach's speech also blasted the Communists.

The German pursued this line after acknowledging the
historical importance of the Smichov congress, stressing
that for the first time all domestic Social Democratic
parties had met and pledged to work loyally on the basis of
the republic. This message, of course, both pleased the
Czechoslovak side and emphasized the fundamental difference
with the revolutionaries.

Polach continued with the declaration that a majority
of the workers who gave the Communists such success in the
1925 election now realized that the KSC was a "blind alley."
The united front of Social Democrats, Polach said, aimed to
gain back those lost votes by opening the eyes of workers

"deceived" by Communist propaganda.l0

8 sSUA PMV X225-558-7, p. 2, 7.2.1928.
5 1Ibid.
10 r1bid., p. 4.
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Polach's speech asserted that there was still value in
Marxism, but that Social Democracy reserved the riéht of
interpretation of the doctrine:
...Smichov coincided with another meaningful socialist
jubilee, the 80th anniversary of the proclamation of

the Communist Manifesto. It must be implemented with
enthusiasm. In no way, however, as the Bolsheviks have

done in Russia.

Polach then employed the Marxist notion that the world was
entering the final phase of the struggle between capitalism
and socialism. The Social Democratic unification congress
thus was in line with the theory that expressed the
inevitable victory for the working class.l! Céntinuing to
advertise Marxism as their grounding philosophy provided
some advantages for the parties. It allowed them to
maintain the allegiance of workers who, for the most part,
had no grasp of economic theory other than a rudimentary
awareness that Marx had "scientifically proven" the eventual
socialist wvictory. Also, the international aspect of
Marxism provided an answer for those Czech and German
workers who wondered why they should not support a national
socialist movement.

The Social Democrats’ anti-Communist message would have
been incomplete without an explicit condemnation of the
manner in which the bourgeois coalition was, according to
party leaders, carrying out a war against the working class.

The public meetings called jointly by both parties were a

11 r1bid., p. 5.
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forum in which workers in areas such as Ostrava heard, as
&sps speaker Bohuslav Sida put it, that the government was
caught up in a "dance around the golden calf."!2 This led
him to state that the agricultural tariffs supported by the
coalition meant that the Republic had become "an agrarian
colony." DSAP senator Hans Jokl then elaborated, in case
any workers present did not realize that this policy
resulted in higher food costs. In their campaign against
the Czechoslovak Agrarian Party, the state's biggest and the
leader of the coalition, Social Democrats demanded to know
why social institutions were being obliterated but those
devoted to the health and care of livestock received
financing. Were animals, they asked, more important now
than humans??!3

Social Democratic speakers at numerous joint rallies
presented further examples of action against the interests
of the laboring class: above all, the efforts to rescind
provisions for social insurance meant hardship for workers.
Speakers protested that the proposed changes would cut off
benefits for those who most needed help, such as young
apprentices, seasonal workers, and those who worked at home
- as many as one million people, about 25 percent of all

covered, they said.l4

12 gUa PMV X225-604-16, p. 25, 24.2.1928.

13 ga PMV X225-604-14, p. 93, 4.4.1928.

14 oA PMV X225-604-16, p. 92, 15.4.1928 in Most (northern
Bohemia) .
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Another claim was that the government was "perpetrating
a deep violation of the constitution" in the matter of
voting rights, for it had withdrawn the privileges of
soldiers and police officials (&etnici) to participate in
local elections. The German bourgeois coalition members
favored this action, as it negated the presence of Czech and
Slovak personnel stationed in German-speaking areas.
Despite its potentially divisive national aspect, both
Social Democratic parties were in accord on this issue
because it was assumed that young army recruits would be
most likely to vote for a party on the left. Another
military matter that both parties attacked was the
government's proposal to raise the pensions for generals,
more than doubling their annual benefits. This was
abominable, Social Democrats cried, because these retired
generals had led the Austrian army during the War and their
mission had been to preserve the Monarchy. To make matters
worse, pensions awarded to soldiers who suffered crippling
injuries in the conflict, a category essentially comprised
of the proletariat, were threatened by a cut of up to 35
percent. 15

Social Demccrats from both parties heaped shame on the
government by pointing out that this action was proposed in
the republic's "jubilee" tenth anniversary year.

Significantly, the German side also expressed its dismay

15 r1bid., p. 104, 14.3.1928 in the Ostrava region.
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with this measure that seemed to dishonor the national
revolution of the Czechs and Slovaks.l® 1In keeping with
the spirit of the new united front the Germans appeared to
have no regrets over the downfall of Austria-Hungary; this
was a real honeymoon period when both partners willingly
pledged their troth to the republic.

The government's tax reform proposal, which it claimed
was a popular measure, also came under attack. Social
Democratic rhetoric charged that this claim was false, that
"the tax screw pushes mainly onto the unpropertied classes, "
whose taxes would climb by 20 percent.l’? Similarly, the
government's desire to abolish many forms of rent control
received abuse as being anti-worker. The Social Democrats
also condemned the influence of the Catholic parties on
government affairs. They decried state salaries for priests
(congrua) and Church involvement in public education. Hans
Jokl went so far as to say that Msgr. Srémek had sold out
the Catholic workers, "as Jesus Christ was betrayed by
Judas . "18

Besides the coalition's efforts to revamp social
insurance, the measure that the parties fought hardest was
the reform of self-administration for local government

(samosprédva, Selbstverwaltung). This was a complicated

16 1bid., p. 26, 24.2.1928 in Ostrava.

17 1bid., p. 55, 22.2.1928 in the Brno area; p. 133,
15.3.1928 in Jihlava (Moravia).

18 71bid., p. 140, 8.3.1928 in Novy Ji&in (Moravia). This
area had a substantial Catholic population.
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issue, within which national and class interests
converged.1?

The government instigated a bill covering
administrative reform in 1927. Its backers called it a
rational effort to update and standardize administration
through the establishment of provincial units, removing
inequities that had remained from the Habsburg period.
Proponents of autonomy for Slovakia welcomed the reform, as
it created provincial assemblies that decentralizers
believed would lead to self-rule. Msgr. Andrej Hlinka,
leader of the Slovak People's Party, in fact had demanded
this arrangement as a condition for joining the coalition in
October 1926.20

However, the assemblies had few actual powers and the
reform became, as its designers fully intended, a means to
further centralize local government. This effect provided a
measure of safety against any possible ordinances or
policies enacted in German areas that might have an anti-

state intent.?2!

19 For details on local self-government see Ceskoslovenskd
vlastivéda, vol. 5, pp. 143-48, 676-80; Marta Kadlecova et
al., Déjiny feskoslovenského stdtu a prdva (1918 - 1945)
(History of the Czechoslovak state's legal code), (Brno:
Masaryk University, 1992) pp. 53-63; Téborsky, Czechoslovak
Democracy at Work, pp. 115-25.

20 For details see Mamatey, "The Development of
Czechoslovak Democracy, " p. 134.

2l Tdborsky, Czechoslovak Democracy at Work, ibid.,
Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans, pp. 132-33.
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To achieve this process, first the state was divided
into four provinces. Silesia lost its historic status as a
discrete unit through merger with Moravia, effectively
controlling a potential German majority in Silesia by
submerging it in the predominantly Czech population of
Moravia. Furthermore, all members of the new provincial
assemblies were not elected locally; government ministers
nominated one-third of them from a pool of specialists in
fields such as finance and business. The same situation
applied to the next-highest local government bodies, the
district councils. In this way Prague could keep local
government "safe," and could even give representation to
parties that had not garnered enough votes for a single
mandate. The official explanation and rationale
(zdlvodnéni) for this practice came from the authoritarian
Karel Kramdf¥, leader of the chauvinistic Czech National
Democratic party, who wrote that it was in the people's
interest to have the cooperation and expertise of these
specialists.?2 Needless to say, the Social Democrats
viewed such remarks as being part of the bourgeois
enterprise dedicated to minimizing the strength of
socialists in local affairs.

The provisions of the administrative reform bill came
into effect in 1928, just as the two Social Democratic

parties were coordinating their attacks against the

22 pé&jiny &eskoslovenského stdtu a prdva, p. 59.
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coalition. The program of their joint public speeches
featured attacks on the underlying effects of the reform.
Social Democrats informed their constituencies that the
Ministry of the Interior, a stronghold of the Czechoslovak
Agrarians, now had tighter control of local police forces.
This situation, they said grimly, returned Czech and German
workers to the "good old days" of Austria. According to
Matthias Wellan, a DSAP district secretary from Brno, the
panska koalice had created a police state "that neither Bach
nor Metternich would have been ashamed of."23

Understandably, the Germans decried administrative
reform, declaring that it had given unlimited power to the
bureaucracy and ended democracy in the state. Yet Czech
Social Democrats fought the reform just as hard, denouncing
the government for "perpetrating a deep violation of the
constitution."24 The Czechs intended to demonstrate that
they supported the German desire for home rule, in contrast
to the &sDS anti-autonomy stance of the past. The class
aspect of the reform made this even easier for the Czech
side to support, for no Social Democrat wished to allow a
conservative bureaucracy to undercut the democratic
electoral process. The Czech side furthermore thought that
the government would, whenever possible, redraw boundaries

to create voting districts in which Communists would defeat

23 gUa PMV 225-604-16, p. 149, 5.3.1928 in Znojmo.
24 gA PMV 225-604-16, p. 105, 14.3.1928 in Novy Bohumin
{Ostrava).
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Social Democrats. They anticipated that the bureaucracy
would then complete the conservative plan to shut out the
Social Democrats by assigning one-third membership of local
boards to members of bourgeois parties.?25

The women's sections of the parties echoed these anti-
government diatribes, as they also began to conduct joint
public speeches and meetings. Besides the familiar course
followed by male speakers, the program for these occasions
featured the family-oriented issues that fell within the
Social Democratic women's purview. Speakers at a typical
women's meeting thus condemned the rising cost of living,
the attempt of the clerical parties to secure a greater role
for the Church in their children's schools, and the state's
alleged militarism. Workers were only Kanonfutter, they
charged, and they had not borne and raised their children
only to have them killed on the battlefield.?$6

The Social Democratic youth cadres also played their
part in the movement's coordinated public pronouncements.
Czech and German youth groups were long-time advocates of
cooperation. Their 1928 meetings and congresses reprised
the standard line against Social Democratic adversaries at
both ends of the political spectrum. The leadership of the
parties no doubt felt assured by the participation of their

youth groups in the official program. This would have been

25 gSUA PMV X-S-41, 225-558-8, p.97, 30.6.1927.
26 gUA PMV 225-604-16, p. 108, 18.3.1928 in Usti nad Labem;
PMV X-S-41, 225-558-6, 18.3.1928 in Prague.
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so particularly in view of the Communist problem, for
younger members were most likely to follow revolutionary
propaganda.

The leadership had to contend with the restlessness and
dissatisfaction of young workers. A heartfelt essay by an
anonymous young Czech Social Democrat, published in the
weekly liberal journal PFitomnost (The present), expressed
the malaise common among those youthful Czechs and Germans
who felt they had no genuine political outlets.

The author of the essay (presumably male, according to
the Czech title) called himself "Nobody" (in English). He
related that the "mistakes of the old-guard leadership, "
that led to the debilitating 1920 schism of the party's
Radical Left, "filled the hearts of the younger generation
with skepticism." The party grew more and more “"hidebound, *
he said, and in fact "had no [true] leaders." He avowed
that "the Marxism of Communism was more attractive" for
youth than was "the bankrupt [spirit] of the International.®
If the KSC were not controlled by Moscow, he added, the
Communists would have a considerable superiority in
recruiting, thanks to its organizational apparatus, "which
looks to youth as the future of the movement." It was
necessary for younger people to hold decision-making

positions, he asserted, because the party leaders were too
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conservative to devise solutions to the upcoming problems
that the working class would have to face.??

This one example of youthful disillusionment does not,
of course, establish that a serious rebellion was going on.
It does seem clear, however, that the leadership of both
parties undervalued the potential contribution of youth.

For example, party leaders relegated the youth cadres to a
minor role during the campaigning period of the vital
December 1928 provincial election.

The leadership considered the election to be a crucial
test of the new strategy of cooperation; and accordingly
planned a campaign for which no detail seemed to be
overlooked. The headquarters of the &SDS in Prague provided
the party's local political organizations with precise
instructions and materials for the pre-election period.?28
They issued commands outlining the “proper and efficient"
manner for carrying out grass roots-level efforts (drobnad
agitadni prdce) to recruit uncommitted voters. Officials in
Prague sent different versions of election posters and
flyers that were tailored specifically for towns, the
countryside, for men, women, and for different categories of
workers. They ordered local party officials to ensure that
none of this material was "uselessly wasted." Yet despite

the party's zeal for exploiting every resource, how did it

27 pfitomnost, no. 5 (1928), pp. 326-28.
28 Archiv CSDS, Fond 71/22-1, p. 92.
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envision the role of its young members? "Our youth, who
have been exhorted (vyzvdna) to collaborate, may be used
mainly for carrying and distributing the flyers."29 Never
given a chance to share responsibility, it is hard to
imagine that Social Democratic youth responded willingly to
the call for collaboration.

The 1928 provincial election offered the parties an
opportunity for a payoff of their program for cooperation in
the form of unified electoral lists of German and Czech
candidates. Thus in areas with mixed populations, instead
of dividing the Social Democratic vote one list of
candidates would receive all, increasing the movement's
representation on local administrative boards. The party
leaders in Prague sanctioned this practice, but left it up
to local functionaries to decide if the strategy would be
feasible in their area.30 In some cases the ¢SDS had
unified lists with the National Socialists, or with other
Czechoslovak parties.

The Prague leadership of the SDS asked its local
officials to report on the efficacy of unified lists, for it
wished to monitor how well its program for cooperation
sexrved to offset vestiges of nationalism among Czech
workers. Party leaders knew that solidarity with the

Germans was a weapon which Czech national groups, such as

29 1bid.
30 1bid., p. 54.
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the National Union of Northern Bohemia (Ndrodni jednota
severoleskd), would use against them. They were concerned
that "we are being inundated (zahrnovdni) with the most
coarse, rude attacks from all Czech parties and their
papers. "3l The fear of and distaste for being labeled
traitors to the Czech nation receded for party leaders,
however, with the successes that the party achieved in local
elections. They continued to promote unified lists for the
next decade.

Both parties achieved noteworthy successes in the 1928
election, promoting the feeling among leaders that their
tactics were appropriate for the times. The &sps got almost
730,000 votes, nearly 100,000 more than in the 1925 genéral
election.32 The DSAP made the biggest gain of any German
party, and received twenty-seven percent of the German votes
cast in Bohemia and Moravia-Silesia.33 The party picked up
votes from the German Christian Socialists, since that
coalition member had supported legislation deemed unfriendly
to workers. The Christian Socialists and the German
Agrarians appear to have suffered as a result of coalition
politics; German voters in general were unhappy with the
effects of administrative reform. Of course, not all

disaffected voters flocked to the DSAP. The German National

31 r1pid.

32 Hordk, "The Czechoslovak Social Democratic Party, " p.
61.

33 wingfield, Minority Politics, p. 86.
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Socialist Workers Party (DNSAP, Deutsche
nationalsozialistische Arbeiterpartei) increased its total
compared to 1925.34

.Since the DNSAP picked up some of the protest vote,
some of the substantial gains for the DSAP must be
attributed to Germans who switched their votes from the KsSC.
It does not seem possible to precisely determine how many
German workers did this. The 1928 election revealed,
however, that the Communist party, although stronger in some
German areas, took a beating in other German and in many
Czech districts, losing more than 110,000 votes compared to
1925.35

The election results pleased both Social Democratic
parties. The German leaders immediately began to prepare
for the next parliamentary election by denigrating their
main enemies, declaring in Eheir newspaper that the results
would have been even better if that portion of the working
class that continued to support the Communists would not do
so. The ¢sSDS soon published its findings on the ‘election,
reporting with satisfaction that in many Czech districts
that had been "bastions" of the KS¢, Communist superiority

was now gone. This indicated to the Czechs that their

34 r1bid.
35 Horak, "The Czechoslovak Social Democratic Party," p.
6l.
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program had the desired effect upon workers, and had failed
to reach only the most radical.36

At the end of 1928 the leaders of both parties could
look back upon the year, note the instances of cooperation,
and conclude that the Social Democratic united front had
made an impact on the working class. On the First of May,
Czech and German workers had come together for their first
joint celebration of the international socialist holiday.
In April, both parties and their affiliated trade union
centers successfully organized a huge anti-government rally
in Prague. Soon after the Smichov congress in January,
Social Democratic organizations of miners in northwest
Bohemia carried out a successful strike, with the backing of
both parties.

In late January 1929, Antonin Hampl expressed his
outlook on the state of Social Democratic affairs, one year
after Smichov. He said that cooperation among Czechs and
Germans was not an illusion. It was manifested in the
rallies, and accompanying political resolutions, that
created a united defense against government policies.
Workers of both nationalities "had greeted the congress
joyfully, " but Hampl indicated that optimum results for the

movement still lay ahead:

The undeniable fact remains that these results must be
recognized as stages [in the course of things]. The
proper task, which is to bind ourselves more closely

36 Sozialdemokrat, 15.12.1928; Prdvo lidu, 23.2.1929.



84
in our lives as well as in parliamentary activities,
awaits both parties.?3”

The effort to develop and promote leisure-time
activities for Social Democrats, in effect constructing an
entire Social Democratic milieu, would promote closer bonds
to the movement and help insulate workers from Communist
propaganda. The desire for closer ties in parliament seems
to have been a signal that a crucial time was approaching,
when the major fault line that did exist between the parties
might separate them. This divisive issue was the matter of
participation in government.

Even before the success they found in the December
election Hampl and his party were discussing re-entry into
the government.3® As he commemorated the anniversary of
Smichov, Hampl thought that the Germans would inevitably
join them in a common political policy, and seek to
participate in the coalition. He acknowledged that the
Germans had "difficulties" with the concept, but offered
that "mathematical reality will convince [them], that two
are more than one."3® The message to the Germans was that
their phase as an opposition party had waned; it was time to
share power and enjoy greater control of the fortunes of the

working class.

37 prager Presse, 27.1.1929.

38 Archiv kanceld?r presidenta republiky (AKPR, Archive of
the office of the president of the republic) 994/21,
16.11.1928 report by Premysl S&mal of his conversation with
Hampl.

39 prager Presse, 27.1.1929.
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At this time the German side was considering the issue.
Ludwig Czech's rhetoric promoted cooperation between the
parties as an antidote against the bourgeois nemesis, and
did not try to obscure the difficulties inherent to the
task. However, because the workers of both nations had

drawn together since Smichov,

...we have faith that the last barriers will fall and
that we, joined in the closest ranks, will fight for
the entire working class.40

By this Czech seemed to acknowledge that his party's
fundamental objection to government participation was not in
the best interest of the movement, and was not immutable.
Ludwig Czech also did not fail to strongly condemn the
Communists, indicating that the Germans' consideration of
joining the government was not solely for the purpose of
fighting the class enemy. He declared that workers would
inevitably be disappointed by the emptiness and sterility of
the Communist ideology, which he said would become apparent
even to KSC stalwarts. Czech frequently expressed the
common Social Democratic opinion that the Communists were
misguided and needed his leadership to steer them in the
proper direction. Their immaturity and ineffective ways
caused them to think that merely yearning for a socialist
victory could achieve it, Czech said. He also ridiculed

their capriciousness, pointing out that workers could not

40 pravo lidu, 31.1.1929. Czech's speech was in Falknov
(today Sokolov) in western Bohemia.
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comprehend the KsC's "flip-flops" on issues such as the
bolshevization of the party and the united workers'
front.41 Ironically, Czech and his cohorts within the DSAP
were at this time seeking to reverse one of the party's
elemental principles.

Some voices within the party rejected the idea of
participation due to the concomitant necessity for
compromise with the bourgeois parties. It was basically
their opposition status, they argued, that had allowed the
Social Democrats to counteract the KSC's anti-government
propaganda. On the other hand, many party leaders had been
impressed with the results of interparty cooperation and
felt that a united Social Democratic bloc could extend the
movement's influence. Social Democratic rhetoric therefore
attacked the "ineffectiveness" of attempting to fight the
system from outside. This would serve to offset criticism
and marginalize the attacks from the Left and the Right that
were sure to accompany a German entry into government.

The spokesman for this opinion was Carl Heller, who for
several years had supported closer relations between the two
parties. At the DSAP district conference in Podmokly
(northern Bohemia) on 20 January 1929, Heller expressed the
tenor of the debate on coalition participation. He

reassured the delegates that the foremost reason why the

41 1pid. Oscillations in the KSC's official line resulted
from the struggle between its left and right wing.
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party would proceed with cooperation was to further the
interest of German workers. The chauvinism of the
Czechoslovak National Socialists, he said, prevented the.
DSAP from combining with them. With this statement he no
doubt also intended to feature the party's vigilance against
the nationalist element lurking within the &sps.

Regarding the threat from the Left, Heller put forth a
strong condemnation of the Communists. It would not be

possible to cooperate with them, he said, and

...we must realize that no longer are they our "wayward
brothers," but enemies of the working class....The
danger of the Communist movement is not only the schism
[that they have perpetrated], which can only be a
temporary handicap. A much greater danger is that the
working class, or a considerable part of it, will turn
away from socialism, that this symptom can become a
mass phenomenon. We must defend ourselves against it!
...in the future we won't find an ally in this party,
but rather an enemy, who stabbed us in the back in the
battle against the bourgeoisie.4?

Heller no doubt had borrowed this metaphor from the
conservative forces in Germany who damned the Communists
there (all socialists, in fact) for supposedly disabling the
German military's capacity to keep fighting the War in 1918.
Heller went on to discuss coalition politics, after
first declaring that "only a united Social Democratic
working class can achieve success." He warned the Czech
side, however, that the Germans would shrewdly evaluate any

proposal for joining the government:

We will not go into a coalition in a careless way....

42 Sozialdemokrat, 23.1.1929.



88
to participate is not a principle but a tactical
question. Our difficulties lie particularly in our
national cleavage (Zerkliiftung) and in the attitude
toward the state, which we did not help to establish.
It is not possible to create a program so long as the
relationship between us and the Czech comrades is not
completely clarified. We all want this alliance but
a hasty, premature program could only disrupt this
union. 43

While debate over coalition politics went on within the
parties during 1929, cooperation among Czechs and Germans
continued in the form of unity in parliament and coordinated
public activities. When a Polish minority was also present,
as in the area around TéSin (northeastern Moravia), Polish
Social Democrats joined in the public expressions of
solidarity. 44 In the area around Hlué&in (northern
Moravia), where nationality problems among Czechs and
Germans were particularly complex, the local police bureau
reported that party loyalty was preventing Social Democrats
from their customary attacks upon their comrades from the
other side.45

For the First of May socialist holiday the executive
committees of both parties coordinated the announcements
that were published in party newspapers, exhorting workers
to march and celebrate the movement's achievements. Both

nations, they said, were working to fight the reaction that

43 r1pid.

44 prdvo 1lidu, 10.2.1929.

45 gSUA PMR-5 (Prezidium ministersky rdde) sign. 1135,
carton 499. See Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans, pp. 231-34,
for the tangled nationality problems in Hluéin.
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sought to "entrap the working class in economic slavery."'

The announcements also proclaimed that:

Communist parties everywhere are in an unstoppable
decline. The hypotheses of Communism have not been
fulfilled....In the history of the fight for the
liberation of the working class, the idea of the
Bolshevik dictatorship will be only a transient
episode. 46

In a probable reference to the provincial election, these
calls to action reminded members of the labor movement that
the united front was newly invigorated; it could only go
forth, however, "under the banner of Social Democracy."

Both parties displayed their anti-war solidarity on the
occasion of the anniversary of the 26 July 1914 mobilization
of Austria-Hungary's military, prior to the commencement of
hostilities. Joint speeches appealed for an end to
militarism, the bane of the working class. Party newspapers
coordinated their statements favoring peace and disarmament.

The Social Democratic debate over government
participation took place at the same time as disputes within
the coalition parties that could not be solved by
negotiation. These problems eventually resulted in the
decision to hold new parliamentary elections on 27 October
1929.47 The CSDS was keen to take advantage of what it
perceived to be a strong position: the KSC had been weakened

by the Social Democratic united front and by its own

46 gee for example Prdvo lidu, 27.4.1929.
47 For details see Mamatey, "The Development of
Czechoslovak Democracy.," pp. 135-40.
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internal warfare; also, the voters were apt to punish the
government parties for their squabbling and for recent
policies. The Czech side was confident that they would not
remain in opposition. Germans must have also felt this
mood, for during the pre-election campaign several party
leaders advertised their desire to join the Czechs in the
government. Thus at a statewide DSAP conference three weeks
before the voting, Ludwig Czech said that the party favored
participation with the ¢SDS. The anticipation was that in
this way problems important to Germans, namely those of
national and cultural autonomy, would be solved.48

This viewpoint was of course not universal among the
Germans, with some deputies and senators concerned about how
such a policy would affect the party in the election. Due
to their objections, the DSAP could not issue an official
affirmation of the intent to enter the coalition until after
the election passed.

Even though the DSAP enjoyed a substantial increase in
its totals over the previous general election, and indeed
with over thirty percent of the German vote had again become

the biggest German party,4? a faction within the party

48  sozialdemokrat, 5.10.1929. The conference was in Usti
nad Labem.

49 The party received over 500,000 votes and increased its
parliamentary delegation by six over the 1925 totals. The
German Agrarian-Work and Economy Associliation grouping was
the next most successful ticket, followed by the German
Christian Socials and their allies. The nationalist wvote
was split between the German Nationalist and the Nazi party.
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continued to oppose entering the government. Some members
of parliament continued to register their protests, certain
that the recent results demonstrated that government parties
would lose support in the next election.S5° The left wing
of the party also opposed the coalition as a violation of
the Marxist spirit of working-class politics.

The party leaders recognized that the sentiment of the
left wing had considerable strength. When the DSAP held a
special congress one month after the election, and the
official approval of participation was secured, Ludwig Czech
addressed this concern by affirming that the party would not
forget the basic class struggle and would not be, in his
words, a slave to government politics. The resolutions
adopted at this congress first of all stressed that
participation had not become now a basic tenet for the
party; it was necessary to consider it "primarily as a
question of political tactics." The congress also saluted
cooperation with its brother party, empowering DSAP leaders
to continue joint discussions and other operations with the
&sps. 5t Leaders such as Czech sanctioned the opinion that
the party meant to obtain greater influence for the
improvement of living conditions for Germans. They said

they were determined to get a ministerial post important

See César and Cerny, Politika némeckych buroaznich stran,
vol. 1, p. 421; Rothschild, East Central Europe, p. 116.
.90 Sozialdemokrat, 19.11.1929.

51 Sozialdemokrat, 3.12.1929.
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enough to secure economic protection for German areas that
they said Prague neglected. They also announced that the
party would be better able to implement the management of
the republic's agreements for minority protection and
cultural life.52

The noteworthy success of the CSDS on 27 October capped
the Social Democratic comeback in the election; among all
parties in the republic it was now second only to the
Czechoslovak Agrarians in terms of strength. >33 Most party
leaders saw no reason why they should not use their
parliamentary delegation, in conjunction with that of their
German comrades, to secure powerful cabinet ministries and
thus play a major role in shaping future policies.

Yet there evidently was dissension over following this
policy. Functionaries from all areas of the state attended
a congress in Prague on 23 November 1929, for the purpose of
establishing a course of action. Josef Stivin's report of
the meeting indicates that while all delegates were happy
over election successes, some were "in awkward
procrastination" over the form of the new government.

Stivin wrote that socialists had to enter the coalition
to confront directly the reaction of the bourgeois parties.

He argued that the bourgeoisie enjoyed solidarity among its

52 gee Kurbisch, Chronik der sudetendeutschen
Sozialdemokratie, p. 64.

53 For election totals see Mamatey, "The Development of
Czechoslovak Democracy," p. 140.
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"urban, rural, and clerical parts" and seemed to imply that
those Social Democrats who were not standing with their
leaders over the issue of participation were aiding the
enemy:

The bourgeoisie is better aware of what the

participation of socialists means than that part

of the working class that, with its pseudorevolutionary

passivity, gives away to the bourgeoisie its numerical
strength and parliamentary representation.54

Even more so than in the German party, the protests
against taking part in the government came from the left
wing of the &sps. Stivin's statement deriding the efficacy
of remaining in opposition virtually placed the opponents of
participation in the same category as the Communists. It
reflected the moderate, reformist line of thought that
dominated the leadership of the CSDS. And similarly to
Ludwig Czech, Stivin was mindful of stating to the left-wing
opposition that "we cannot go into the coalition just to be
there, without helping the working class. And we cannot
waste our strength." This indicated that party leaders were
engaged in strenuous negotiations with the Agrarians and
other bourgeois parties over the important ministries that
they coveted. They would not accept anything less than
their due, and they would not join the coalition without

their German comrades.>>

54 prdvo lidu, 24.11.1929.

55 sgtivin said that the bourgeoisie realized that it could
not form a government without socialists, but it was
fighting the inclusion of the DSAP, "trying to peel away
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Soon after this conference leaders of both parties met
in Prague. They worked out an arrangement whereby the
important Ministry of Social Welfare, originally designated
for Rudolf Bechyné of the CSDS, went to Ludwig Czech. With
this the German side had gained its objective of providing
for the care of German (and of course other) workers in
distress. The party newspaper approvingly stated that "it
certainly provides evidence of the greater solidarity
between both Social Democratic brother parties," that their
Czech comrades had agreed to the ministerial switch "without
making a big fuss" (ohne viel Aufhebens zu machen) .>®

As one scholar has pointed out, the most influential
leaders of the DSAP chose the option of coalition
participation for a variety of reasons. They recognized
that the bourgeois parties were losing strength, and wished
to take advantage of this while they could. Economic
developments, whereby high tariffs and rationalization
caused higher unemployment, required effective intervention.
The Social Democratic Party in Germany had joined the
government after its election success in 1928, so
international events influenced the decision. Perhaps of
greatest importance was the maintenance of close cooperation

with the Czechoslovak party.?>?

(odloupnout) from the socialist bloc only what it can't do
without." Ibid.

56 Sozialdemokrat, 5.12.1929.

57 wWingfield, Minority Politics, pp. 98-100.
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Another factor worth considering is that participation,
heavily opposed by the party's left wing, helped the
leadership to downgrade its left opposition and strengthen
its own influence within the organization. As the winners
of the intraparty debate, the moderate leadership
successfully marginalized those elements that criticized
compromising with the bourgeoisie, and indeed often called
for a united proletarian front with the Communists.S8

At the DSAP congress in August 1929, the anti-Communist
diatribes of leaders such as Ludwig Czech and Eugen de Witte
certainly were as strong as ever. Czech, for example,
condemned the "tragic" split of the working class
perpetrated by the Communists and the subsequent
"domination" by the class enemy. Then immediately he
outlined the "great task standing before us in this hour,"
the reversal of the proletarian collapse (Zusammenbruch),
which he asserted could not be done by Germans alone.3? De
Witte also claimed that cooperatién of Germans and Czechs
was necessary to beat first the "frivolous attacks of the

agents of Moscow," and then the bourgeoisie.?®0

8 This opposition continued to criticize the party's
coalition status after Czech became a minister, and algo
kept advocating the united front idea. See César and Cerny,
Politika né&meckych burZoaznich stran, vol. 2, p. 45.

59  protokoll des siebenten Parteitages der DSAP, held in
Karlovy Vary 17.8.1929 (Prague: Verlag des Parteivorstandes
der DSAP, 1929), pp. 44-45.

60 r1bid., p. 62.
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These statements indicate that the leadership's
strategy for pre-election propaganda adhered to the essence
of Social Democratic unity front and continued to shun any
Communist-related impulses. Because German and Czech
leaders went so far in this direction their prestige was at
stake and would have suffered had they failed to lead the
party into the coalition.

The left wing of the &sps undoubtedly would have
enjoyed a rise in prestige, had the Czechoslovak party not
joined the government. The left-oriented Social Democratic
newspaper Novd svoboda (New freedom) reported on the debate
over coalition politics, and spoke for the side that
eschewed participation. It contained articles by writers
who claimed, for instance, that a Social Democratic party in
the cabinet would lose strength because the government
supported the capitalist system, or in other words
"unemployment politics." A downturn in the system meant
great hardship for the masses. Since this problem.was'bound
to worsen, they said, those out of work would be more
susceptible to Communist propaganda, enlarging the kKs¢ and
delaying the final consolidation of socialism under the
leadership of Social Democracy.

This line of reasoning did not stop some of the more
conservative voices within the CSDS from thinking that Novd
svoboda was too prone to Communist influence; and they felt

the party should keep this tendency under control.
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Parliamentary deputy Jan Koudelka, for example, attempted to
get party chairman Hampl to regulate the paper, and
"authoritatively decide on its future direction" .8l
Hampl's method for méintaining control apparently was not so
direct. By guiding the party back into the government he
effectively isolated and regulated its leftist elements.

It seems likely that in 1929 the moderate leadership of
each Social Democratic party would have been quite concerned
with controlling its left wing, which in that year expanded.
This resulted as a fierce struggle for leadership of the Kse
came to a tortured conclusion, and many members of the
losing faction, both Czechs and Germans among them, were
expelled from the party. Some of the supporters of this
opposition clique, who incidentally had been Social
Democrats before the 1920 schism, now returned to their
former parties. On the Czech side this included powerful
individuals such as the lawyer and trade union official
Bohuslav Eder, who were now ready and able to exert a
considerable influence over Social Democratic organization
and politics.62 E¢er was leader of the Communist party’s
rightist opposition group in Brno, and customarily advocated

working with Social Democrats in labor matters. The Social

61 {(stav TGM, Fond politické strany, carton 4. 16.9.1930
report to President Masaryk of conversations with Koudelka.
62 Jacques Rupnik, Histoire du Parti communiste
tchécoslovaque (Paris: Fondation nationale des sciences
politiques, 1981), p. 88. For the harsh disputes between
the KSC and the affiliated Communist unions see McDermott,
The Czech Red Unions.
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Democratic leadership was wary of him, for ECer never
expressly declared whether he intended to cooperate with
them, or subvert their authority by dealing directly with
Social Democratic workers.é63

In 1930 the leadership of both parties must have
considered that the character of the threat from the left
had changed in the last three years. The Ksé, according to
the results of the parliamentary election, had lost some of
its strength and influence among the masses. That party's
fratricidal conflicts of course had taken a toll, but Social
Democratic rhetoric most often promoted its program of
cooperation and the resulting practical, concrete advantages
for workers as the main reason for the Communist decline.
Undoubtedly the party leaders believed this to be the case;
they congratulated themselves on establishing cooperation
and pledged to continue.

This was necessary because the threat was still
present. The ksC had received, after all, some thirty
percent of the working-class vote and in some areas, such as
the mainly German districts of Ceskd Lipa and Karlovy Vary,
its support had increased.®%  Social Democratic leaders
could note approvingly that their parties were now

larger,® but they also knew that this influx was left-

63 (stav TGM, Fond politické strany, carton 161.

64 wingfield, Minority Politics, pp. 96.

65 The CSDS for example now had 3,833 local party
organizations, an increase of over 800 in three years.
Hordk, "The Czechoslovak Social Democratic Party," p. 63.
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oriented. This of course presented the potential for change
within the movement, and the leadership certainly wished to
have the greatest influence over the political course.

An unchanging focus on the Communist threat is evident
in Social Democratic publications and activities in 1930.
The leadership of the DSAP, for example, published a
speaking guide (Redeanleitung) on various topics for its
officials. For the matter of municipal administration, the
guidebook taught speakers how to react when voters asked if
perhaps there were not industrial areas in which Social
Democrats and Communists together could build a working-
class majority and represent this population's interests.
The message to be featured, according to the wishes of the
party, was that Communists were under instructions only to
fight against Social Democrats by waging a smear campaign,
and that such a party was unsuitable for serious community
political work:

Communists in the municipal chambers are at best

pointless ballast, an obstacle for effective work.

[Their] municipal politics reveals more clearly than

anything else the hypocrisy of the Communist united

front tactics, and opens the eyes of the workers to

the fact that only through Social Democracy is it
possible to combine the power of the workers.56

The party thus continued to stress the notion that its work
was productive and far superior to that of the ineffective,

impractical revolutionists. This made its policy of

66 Klassenkampf um die Gemeinden (Bodenbach [Podmoklyl],
Czechoslovakia: Parteivorstand der DSAP, 1930), pp. 12-13.
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participation in the coalition appear in the best possible
light.

For the CSDS the biggest event of 1930 was its
statewide congress in Prague in September. The party used
this occasion to further its attack on the Communists. When
the rhetoric of the congress did not belittle what it called
the worthlessness of their ineffective policies, it
portrayed the Communists as a dangerous element that could
bring about only destruction and misery for the working
class.

For example, just prior to the congress Prague had been
the scene of four days of violent ethnic conflicts. Street
riots, beatings, and the destruction of German and Jewish
property followed the showing of German-language films.67
A representative of the Prague district asserted to the
congress delegates that the Communists, "working hand in
hand with Czech fascists, cooperating for chaos, " deserved

the blame.®® When Rudolf Bechyné& spoke, he emphasized the

67 One of these “offensive” films was Der unsterbliche Lump
(The immortal tramp), an innocuous portrait of rural life in
Austria, in which one scene depicted a wall map of Styria.
The furor erupted because of a contemporary, well-publicized
incident in which a businessman from Styria had insulted
Czech military honor by referring to some Legionaires as
“*dastardly dogs” (Die Tschechen sind feige Hunde). See
Nancy Wingfield, “When Film Became National: ‘Talkies’ and
the Anti-German Demonstrations of 1930 in Prague”, in
Austrian History Yearbook (forthcoming 1998).
68 protokol XVI rddného sjezdu CSDS (Protocol of the 16th
regular congress) (Prague, 1930), p. 70.

The actual cause of the xenophobic violence was the
recent expressions of extreme nationalism in Germany,
especially the electoral successes of the Nazis. Those who
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principle that "we want above all else order in this state, "
for Social Democrats believed that all episodes of disorder
created the potential for a dictatorship. Vojtéch Dundr
boasted that the party had toppled the Ksé from its perch
and was striving to meet the fascist challenge.$? Dundr
reiterated the standard call to fight the reaction "whether
from the right or the left."

Speaking for the Socialist International, FrantisSek
Soukup hammered home the point that the Soviet Union
continued with its aim to bring about a Communist regime
throughout Europe. Because it viewed Social Democracy as
the main obstacle to this goal, he said, Moscow had not
stopped directing all of its actions toward the destruction

of the international movement,

for it is convinced that the open path to civil war

and the resulting worldwide victory of the Soviets

is over our dead bodies. Communist parties in European
states are nothing more than the instruments of this
destruction, paid for and maintained by the Russians.

Soukup hurled back at the Communists their assertion that
the reformist parties were in reality "social fascists" with
his own denunciation of communism as "nothing but fascism

turned inside out."70

provoked the violence most likely wished to harm the
prestige of President Masaryk and Foreign Minister Edward
Benes, and goad the German ministers into quitting. See F.
Gregory Campbell, Confrontation in Central Europe (Chicago
and London: University of Chicago Press, 1975), pp. 217-18.
69 For Bechyné's speech see Protokol XVI rddného sjezdu,
pp. 40-42; for Dundr's remarks see p. 34.

70 Ibid., pp. 51-52.
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Thus the.rhetoric of the congress equated and condemned
behavior at the extremes of the political spectrum. It
also, unsurprisingly, celebrated the cooperation that party
leaders held up as the basis for constructive, practical
work. For examplé, as a guest speaker DSAP secretary
Siegfried Taub greeted the delegates and praised the efforts
that had resulted in coalition participation, for the
betterment of workers.

Referring to the Prague riots and to recent expressions
of nationalist fervor and authoritarianism in other European
states (Italian fascism, the installation of the "colonels®
regime in Poland that ruthlessly suppressed its opposition),
Taub praised "our Czech comrades" for their dedication to
controlling and helping to diminish nationalist excesses.

He pointed to the new program which the party was to
implement at this congress, stating that its value for
better relations between Germans and Czechs was immense.’l

The portion of the new program to which Taub referred
incorporated the demand for cultural autonomy for
minorities. It basically repeated the resolution adopted at
the party's 1927 congress, whereby certain bodies elected by
the members of each minority would be given the power to

administer, and possibly control, its social and cultural

1 1bid., p. 21.
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institutions.”2 The conviction of the &SDS to promote such
autonomy was highly satisfying to the German party.’3

The congress also approved of the party's entry into
government. To those who required an explanation for this
policy, one that some Social Democrats at home and abroad
doubted in 1930, party leaders presented a thesis which
demonstrated that they were not going to jettison the
Marxist ideology that had underpinned the movement so far.
They stated that capitalism had come to the point where the
bourgeoisie could not rule alone, and socialists were not
yet strong enough to rule by themselves. The power of these
two camps now offset each other and their fundamental
disparities, if the Social Democrats stayed in opposition,
would lead to static conditions of gridlock (preslapovdni na
misté) and render the parliament's work fruitless. This
would be fertile ground for the anti-democratic arguments of
fascism, the party leaders emphasized.’¥ The fascist
threat being uppermost in the minds of those on the left, it
seems as if this message was best suited for consumption by
the party's left wing. To make the policy even more
palatable, the program emphasized that government

participation was just a tactical move and was not the final

72 1hid., p. 190.

73 See J. W. Bruegel, Czechoslovakia before Munich
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1973), pp. 81-82; Wingfield,
Minority Politics, pp. 99-100.

74 gee Zdenék Kojecky, Ceskoslovenskd socidlni demokracie
véera a dnes (Czechoslovak Social Democracy yesterday and
today) (Brno: Knihovna Zar, 1946), pp. 104, 109.
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goal of the party. This met with the approval of the left,
who were determined that "a real, genuine socialist
democracy and a new organization of society is our final
goal."75

The rhetoric of the congress obviously dealt with the
seriousness of a growing fascist threat. Because of this,
and the apparently waning strength of the KSé, it would be
fairly easy to conclude that, at the end of 1930, party
leaders were most concerned with their enemies on the right.
This outlook, however, would severely downplay those
elements within the party that were opposed to its moderate
leadership, and of all Social Democrats were closest to
agreeing with the notion of a united front of all working-
class parties, including the Communist.

At the DSAP congress in Teplice (northern Bohemia) in
October 1930, party leaders also emphasized the tactical
nature of coalition participation. Ludwig Czech, for
example, said that this policy was in accordance with
economic and social conditions and with those of domestic
and international politics. He drew attention to the

practical value of his work as a cabinet minister:

We can look at what has been accomplished in the last

ten months and say that measured against what we would

like, it's a drop in the bucket. But measured against

what the bourgeois government of the past four years
did

75 Novd doba, 21.8.1930. This was a left-oriented Social
Democratic newspaper.
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[for workers], it towers like a Himalayan mountain.?’6

Czech also warned that the party had to play coalition
politics in order to counter the serious threat from
fascism. "The world is an army camp full of dynamite," he
declared, mentioning that the fascist wave was spreading in
Germany, Austria, and had swirled through Prague during the
recent riots. Similarly to the rhetoric of the CsDs
congress, Czech's statements were useful for countering the
leftist impulses within the party that emanated from members
such as Richard Reitzner. At Teplice and at other party
congresses Reitzner spoke fervently in opposition to
government participation.??

Opposition arose not only because some members stuck to
their Marxist principles, however. The leadership of the
DSAP was well aware that the membership expected nationality
questions to be among the top concerns of the party. If
they were not fully cognizant of this, there were speakers
at the congress who forcefully reminded them that some
German workers felt that their minority status resulted in
oppression and suffering.’® The party leaders knew that
the Nazi party in Czechoslovakia had increased its strength
after the 1929 election (having now 12 parliamentary
delegates, up from 10), applying pressure to the movement

from the right. The leaders dealt with these problems by

76 prager Presse, 18.10.1930.
77 Wingfield, Minority Politics, p. 1l1l1.
78  Sozialdemokrat, 16.10.1930.
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asserting that participation in the government was the best
remedy for German grievances. Wenzel Jaksch, a younger
member of the party's executive committee (who would go on
to become party chairman in 1938), had built a reputation on
his concern for the national question. Jaksch declared that
an effective solution was a historic necessity for the
state. He appeared mindful of opposition from both wings of
the party: he said that those who decried government
participation from their basic Marxism were dogmatic and
outdated; and party leaders had the courage to bear any
criticism that they were selling out their nation. Was it
not better, asked Jaksch, to confront and dispatch the
opponent than to voluntarily walk off the playing field?7°
The program for cooperation launched at Smichov carried
the two parties through a successful joint campaign in
opposition to the policies of the bourgeois coalition, and
through their coordinated attack on the Communist threat.
Their electoral successes in 1928 and 1929 and the
corresponding loss of strength for the KSE led party leaders
to the conclusion that cooperation was largely responsible
for this pleasant news, that obviously it had great benefits
to bestow on them, and that it would be highly desirable to

maintain it.

79 Sozialdemokrat, 16.10.1930. See Martin K. Bachstein,
Wenzel Jaksch und die sudetendeutsche Sozialdemokratie
(Munich and Vienna: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 1974), pp. 17-35,
for this young leader's political activities during the
1920s.



107

The parties' decision to enter the government after the
1929 election was due to a number of factors, and the
maintenance of their united front policy was one of the
uppermost. Party leaders still must have considered that
this policy was useful to offset and diminish a threat from
the left. However, while in 1927 the threat was almost
exclusively advanced by the Ksé, that party's internecine
conflict resulted in the 1929 purges that weakened it, and
downgraded it as the only true source for the Social
Democratic leadership's vigilance. Their ranks were
enlarged by those purge victims, and this group contained
left-oriented activists, who in many cases advocated the old
idea of the working-class front. Their motivation for this
may have been due to their basic principles, or perhaps to a
desire to regain influence over the politics of the KSC.

The actual reasons of course made no difference to the
Social Democratic leadership. The German side, much more
than the Czech, had to take nationalist protests against its
decisions into consideration. Nonetheless, the concern on
both sides was to maintain control of the party and prevent
a drift to the left. To have remained as opposition parties
would have supported such a drift. Since they were mindful
of the strength of the leftward impulse, they advertised the
line of reasoning that coalition politics was being
undertaken only for tactical purposes. This afforded the

option of leaving the coalition, if it appeared shrewd to do
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so. The parties did not exercise this option during the
1930s. Why they chose not to is a central question, which

succeeding chapters will discuss.



Chapter III: Coalition Politics and Economic Depression

During the period from 1930-1933 the Social Democratic
leadership above all else wanted to exercise the power of
the labor vote in the parliamentary process. These leaders
felt that the means to achieve gains for their membership
was through participation in government.

Although the top party executives viewed fascism as a
serious danger to the labor movement in Europe, and warnings
of fascism’s hazards to society were a staple of their
rhetoric, they did not view this anti-democratic ideology as
a dire threat to the working class in Czechoslovakia, even
after the Nazi takeover of Germany in 1933. In the leaders’
opinion, a decisive majority of the population supported
democratic ideals, as they were personified by the generally
revered figure of the “President-Liberator,” Thomas Masaryk.
Having this type of social environment meant that fascism
would have had to take over the country from outside.

Social Democratic leaders at this time felt that the state’s
alliance system, with France in the leading position, was a
safeguard against invasion from neighboring countries.

The greatest threat to the plans of party leaders was
therefore from within, in the form of the more radical,
leftist opposition that disapproved of coalition politics.
Cooperation in parliament and outside of it, in the form of
joint activities among Czechs énd Germans, continued to
serve the plans of party leaders. O0Official rhetoric

continued to highlight the program of unity, although\the



110

message to the working class had changed since 1928. In the
earlier period the campaign for solidarity was useful
primarily against the united front propaganda of the KSé,
and stressed democracy as the only realistic path to achieve
goals. By 1933, the issue of democracy had not been
forgotten, but the message now included references to
*subversives” who would destroy Social Democratic unity by
withdrawing their party from the coalition. The ideal of
unity became something of a sacred cow that should not be
harmed. This concept supported the notion that both parties
had to stay together in the government.

The uppermost leadership of both Social Democratic
parties met in Prague in January 1931, in order to prepare
proposals for legislative action. With the effects of the
economic depression already threatening the working class in
Czechoslovakia, party leaders naturally highlighted measures
intended to alleviate the workers' greatest concerns. The
advisory which they submitted to premier FrantiSek UdrZal
first of all recommended extending the existing nourishment
programs for poor children and the ﬁnemployed. Figuring
that the state itself should do more to stimulate jobs, both
parties expressed dissatisfaction with the government's
public works program. Social Democrats promoted the basic
idea that more exports equaled more jobs, and both parties
favored increased commerce with neighboring states. Party

leaders thus acknowledged the inauguration of talks on
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trading pacts with Yugoslavia, and hoped for positive
results. Their communiqué to the prime minister concluded
with the statement that they considered no less important
the opportunity for a trade pact with Hungary.l The
creation of larger trading units of course appealed to the
internationalist economic theory that the movement embraced.
Within a short time, the Social Democrats would have a
chance to comment on another, similar proposal; however it
had far greater implications for Czechoslovakia and indeed
for most of Europe.

In March 1931 the governments of Germany and Austria
announced their desire to establish a customs union between
their countries. The announcement was sudden and
surprising; it caused immediate and strongly negative
reaction from European capitals.? While Germany and
Austria declared that the plan was purely a beneficial
economic measure, other governments detected a political
intent, namely to effect an eventual Anschluf. This was
forbidden under the terms of the Paris Peace Treaty; and
Great Britain, France, Italy, and Czechoslovakia had
reaffirmed this ban when they concluded the Geneva Protocol

in 1922, which provided Austria with financial aid. Paris

1 Sozialdemokrat, 21.1.1931.

2 On the customs union see Edward W. Bennett, Germany and
the Diplomacy of the Financial Crisis, 1931 (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard UP, 1962), chapter 3; F. G. Stambrook, "The German-
Austrian Customs Union Project of 1931: A Study of German
Methods and Motives, " Journal of Central European Affairs 21
(1961): 15-44.
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and Prague moved quickly to block the proposed customs
union, insisting that the Permanent International Court at
The Hague should determine the legality of the plan. This
tribune eventually declared the union to be in violation of
treaty law.

As one may well imagine, the customs union plan raised
tensions in Czechoslovakia, as support for the idea tended
to separate across national lines. Foreign Minister Edward
Benes addressed the Chamber of Deputies on 23 April
regarding the proposal, expressing strong disapproval of its
probable impact on his state.3 Benes, a member of the
Czechoslovak National Socialists, expressed the notion
prevailing among Czechs, that the customs union would
inexorably lock the smaller economies of Central Europe into
an orbit revolving around Berlin, resulting in German
hegemony over the region.

While Czech politicians and commentators condemned the
customs union, most Germans in Czechoslovakia supported it.
Nationalists, of course, championed any move that seemed to
bolster the unification of Germans. Although some German
industrialists feared the plan‘'s effects, which virtually
would have guaranteed a smaller market for their products,
others hoped for its approval. They realized that

Czechoslovakia would eventually have had no choice but to

3 The speech was published as "The Austro-German Customs
Union Project" (Prague: Orbis, 1931).
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enter into the agreement itself, leading to a potentially
larger market, plus an increased importance in political
matters for German-speaking society.

The German Agrarian party, as a coalition member,
moderated its approval of the union in order not to clash
with official government policy. The German Social
Democrats, however, openly endorsed the idea of eliminating
customs barriers. Although Benes described how badly the
Czechoslovak economy would be affected, certainly leading to
greater unemployment, the DSAP supported the plan as an
expression of fundamental socialist principles.4 The party
pointed out that the Socialist International favored greater
international cooperation, and suggested that Czechoslovakia
should indeed join the customs union and actively
participate in developing a Central European trading area.

As there are no internal party memoranda, personal
correspondence, or diaries of party leaders available for
this period, it is not possible to determine whether the
economic principle provided a screen for nationalist
impulses that were behind the German Social Democrats'
support of the plan. However, party leaders certainly were
aware of its political implications, not the least of which
was a challenge to French prestige. Germans often protested

that Czechoslovakia slavishly followed France's foreign

4 Sozialdemokrat, 9.4.1931.
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policy, to the detriment of the state's economic relations
with its neighbors.?>

With so much vehemence directed against the customs
union, the DSAP's solid endorsement exposed it to attacks.
Why did party leaders think it was worth drawing the wrath
of the Czech politicians and public? If it was in order to
cater to nationalist sentiment, then this contradicts the
leadership's perception of the German population's mood: The
party anticipated that it would maintain its share of the
vote in the upcoming municipal elections. The leaders
reckoned that there would be an increase in nationalist
sentiment in the general population, brought on by hard
times and stimulated by the recent successes of the Nazi
party in Germany. However, in Czechoslovakia this only would
mean a split of the vote between the domestic Nazi party
(DNSAP, Deutsche nationalsozialistische Arbeiterpartei) and
the German Nationals (DNP, Deutsche Nationalpartei). Thus
there was no overwhelming need for the Social Democrats
themselves to harden their national line.®

The DSAP leadership knew that its position would find
favor with German workers who felt aggrieved by the policies

‘'of the Czechoslovak parties, particularly the Agrarians.

5 fTitigkeitsbericht des Klubs der Abgeordneten und
Senatoren DSAP vom 16.9.1930 bis 16.7.1931
(Bodenbach/Podmokly: Verlag des Parteivorstandes der DSAP,
1931), p. 10.

6 Carl Heller's analysis, as reported to President Masaryk
on 27.5.1931. Archiv TGM.
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Even more importantly, support for the customs union also
served the party nicely in its propaganda battle against the
Communists, who had reacted negatively to the idea. Social
Democrats in Germany (and in Austria) supported the union,
and the Communists there had attacked them as partners in
the Briining government's alleged plan to establish a fascist
dictatorship. The KSC echoed this interpretation.’” The
DSAP thus was able, once again, to contrast itself with the
Communists, condemning the latter's seeming unwillingness to
support effective action and development for the benefit of
the working class.

By supporting the call for a customs union, therefore,
the DSAP had just about all the bases covered. It opposed
the strongest bourgeois party, the Czechoslovak Agrarians,
whose interest in high tariffs harmed workers; it acquitted
itself well in the eyes of German workers, whether or not
they were nationally-minded; and scored a propaganda victory
over the KSC. What effect then did its position have on its
Czech comrades?

The CSDS joined its counterpart in supporting the
Austro-German plan, but the Czech leadership must have had a
much more difficult time arriving at this decision. It
naturally was mindful of its image within the Czech

community, and hated giving other parties an opportunity to

7 César and Cerny, Politika némeckych burfoaznich stran,
vol. 2, pp. 83-85.
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stigmatize it as traitorous.® Minutes for the meetings of
the party presidium during this time are not available, so
no account of the internal debate is possible. However, th@
Czech leaders were determined to resist political
integration. The International convened a meeting of
delegates of parties that were concerned about this matter
in April 1931. Lev Winter, attending as a representative of
the CsDS, rejected each recommendation for such a union that
was put forth.? The Czechoslovak party reguired an
explicit acknowledgment that an economic plan would not lead
to political unification. Only when the International was
able to draft a resolution which accented the economic
principle was the CSDS willing to agree with it. In its
public rhetéric the party reiterated this viewpoint.1? The
¢sps stated that the government was not doing enough for the
economy, and that the customs union would make the &sr
develop an active trade policy. Both Social Democratic

parties, then, were united in their demand for bringing

8 The party sometimes felt the need to defend itself
against this charge. It declared, for example, that as it
endeavored to protect the interests of the working class
through the realization of beneficial trade pacts, "[we]
never forgot the vital concerns of the republic, the
necessity for the defense of its freedom and independence."
Sest let &innosti pro pracujici 1id (Six years of activity
on behalf of working people) (Prague: &SDS, 1935), p. 7.

9 Otfried Dankelmann, “Die Sozialistische Arbeiter-
Internationale und das Projekt einer deutsch-
bsterreichischen Zollunion 1931”7, in Zeitschrift fir
Geschichtswissenschaft 34/2 (1986), p. 138.

10 prdvo lidu, 12.5.1931.
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about the closer economic cooperation of Central European
states.1l

The CSDS may not have been as enthusiastic as the DSAP
was about this issue, but its decision to remain in close
cooperation was an important consideration. The Czech side
looked forward to the municipal elections, to be held in
late September, in anticipation of favorable changes in the
coalition.2 Election strategy called for unified
candidate lists, and now was hardly the time to display a
lack of solidarity. Furthermore, the &SDS could base its
decision on tactical considerations similar to those of its
German comrades. An opportunity to oppose both the
Agrarians and the Communists was certainly tempting.

During the summer months the leaders of both parties
met to construct the platform they would present to the
public before the election. All demands were predictably
geared toward securing improvements for workers. At the
international level, the parliamentary clubs of both parties
would work for universal disarmament, cancellation of war
debts, reduction of tariffs, and the adoption of
international agreements to regulate industrial activities.
This included a standard six-hour working day (without a
reduction in earnings, of course), which would increase

employment. Without relaxing their vigilance against the

11 7Tritigkeitsbericht des Klubs DSAP, p. 1l.
12 Archiv TGM, 27.5.1931.
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Bolsheviks, they suggested that the normalization of
relations with the Soviet Union would benefit trade.

These measures clearly reflected the struggle against
the bourgeois parties, and the story was the same in the
realm of domestic politics. The Social Democrats advocated
a reduction of bureaucratic expenditures, especially in the
Ministry of National Defense, in keeping with their crusade
against militarism. A shorter length of compulsory military
service accompanied this. In order to demonstrate that they
would not selfishly demand reduced budgets only for
ministries controlled by other parties, they suggested that
reform was necessary in Railways, administered by &sps
functionary Rudolf Bechyné, a department which required
massive annual state outlays.

One of the main Social Democratic ideas for stimulating
the economy was a reconsideration of an export credit law
that parliament had passed in its last session. This would
have more than doubled the amount of money available in a
fund for the businesses that could take advantage of it.
Since many industries in German areas were geared toward
exports, German workers stood to gain from this. The
platform included demands for increased state support to
stimulate the building trades, additional care for the
unemployed, and government control of industry's ability to

discharge workers.
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Another demand certain to be popular with their
constituency was for stricter control and enforcement of tax
collections from industrialists and the owners of large
estates. A common perception of the time was that these
individuals were skillfully evading their tax burden.

The Social Democrats also emphasized their resistance
against repeal of the law for the protection of tenants;
this measure served to keep rents at approximately their
pre-War level. Two Czechoslovak bourgeois parties, the
Agrarians and the National Democrats, aggressively led the
effort to strike down the law. Many members of these
parties were large owners of urban property, and wished to
secure greater income from these investments. By drawing
public attention to the behavior of the Agrarians, the
Social Democrats hoped to line up enough votes to effect
changes in the government, perhaps even forcing the
Agrarians to go into opposition.l? This would have been a
great triumph for the policy of government participation,

opposed by the left wing of each party.

13 y.s. National Archives (College Park, Maryland), Records
of the Department of State Relating to the Internal Affairs
of Czechoslovakia, 1910-1944, file 860£.00, reel 14,
documents 324-26, 335, and 343 contain some observations of
Social Democratic activity for the 1931 pre-election period.
They are part of an array of analyses and reports of
political activity that American diplomats sent back to
their superiors in Washington. See also Sest let &innosti
pro pracujici 1id, pp. 13-14, 18-21, 28; and
Tétigkeitsbericht des Klubs DSAP, pp. 29-45.
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Although the Agrarians remained in the coalition, the
municipal elections held in the autumn of 1931 were
satisfying to both Social Democratic parties, as they saw
their totals increase from the general election of 1929.
After the election a state-wide conference of CSDS local
delegates (zastupitelstvo) took place in Prague. The party
newspaper reported that it was an occasion when the
delegates offered their "full confidence" in the basic
politics of the leadership and the activities of
representatives in parliament.l4 Yet the newspaper account
states that some delegates felt that the party should do
more to "effectively propagate the ideals of socialism among
the masses, " indicating the existence of vigilance in the
matter of adhering to traditional ideologies.

Both parties drew benefits from cooperating in the
election, as joint candidate lists secured more seats for
Social Democrats in areas of mixed nationalities than would
have separate ones. Sometimes this practice favored one
nationality, so that for example a German rather than a
Czech would take the seat on a local school board.l5

Inevitably there were national-minded individuals in a

4 prdvo lidu, 22.11.1931.

15 The nationalist newspapers could be counted on to report
these incidents. When the parties had separate lists, these
papers attributed it to the righteous indignation of
patriots who would not sell out to the other nation. For
example, the Czechoslovak National Democrats' paper, Ndrodni
listy, on 8.11.1931 pointed out that SDS officials in Stod,
near Plzenh, did not join election lists with the Germans.
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certain locality who disagreed with this; thus there were
cases on both sides when the local party apparatus, with the
central leadership's approval, chose to submit a list
separately from the other Social Democratic party.

During this time of great economic dislocations, which
inexorably led to greater tensions between Czechs and
Germans, there were few instances when the Social Democratic
parties had to break ranks due to national considerations.
The most prominent incident of this kind resulted from the
Volkssport trial of 1932-33.16

The trial was an effort by the state to crack down on
the radicalization of German politics. Social misery caused
by the economic crisis had driven thousands of Germans,
primarily young people, into the DNSAP. Between 1930 and
1932 that party’'s membership more than doubled, from 30,000
to better than 61,000.17 Having lost faith in the
parliamentary system, these young have-nots pushed the
program of the DNSAP in an even more strongly anti-
democratic direction.

In the summer of 1932 the government displayed its

determination to control this trend by indicting seven

16 For information on the trial see Ronald M. Smelser, The
Sudeten Problem, 1933-1938. Volkstumpolitik and the
Formulation of Nazi Foreign Policy (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan
UP, 1975) pp. 52-56; and Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans, pp.
135-40.

17 gSmelser, The Sudeten Problem, p. 52. By comparison, the
DSAP had 81,000 members in 1930, declining to 52,000 by late
1933. See Kiirbisch, Chronik, pp. 69, 72.
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members of the DNSAP youth organization, the Volkssport, on
charges of treason. The court which held jurisdiction also
requested that four DNSAP deputies stand trial for their
alleged participation, so that the Chamber of Deputies would
have to waive their parliamentary immunity to prosecution.

When Ehe Chamber finally acted upon the request in
February 1933, all Czechoslovak parties voted to lift the
deputies' immunity, but the DSAP abstained. The party's
motive for this was no doubt to avoid voting against
Germans, even those who were hostile to its program, until
it could sort out the ramifications of Adolf Hitler's very
recent seizure of power in Germany. Hitler's triumph had
created great excitement among the Germans in the ESR, and
the German parties in the coalition were under attack from
those in opposition, as well as from the KSC.18

Many Czechs severely criticized the DSAP for abstaining
from the vote. The chauvinistic National Democrats went so
far as to present the prime minister with an ultimatum: they
would resign from the coalition unless he required the
German Social Democrats to apologize for their failure to

vote.19

18 gee the report of Dr. Walter Koch, Germany's ambassador
to the USR, collected in Deutsche Gesandtschaftsberichte aus
Prag. Innenpolitik und Minderheitenprobleme in der Ersten
Tschechoslowakischen Republik (Munich: R. Oldenbourg Verlag,
1991), part IV, pp. 29-30.

19 gstate Department Records, file 860£.00/343, reel 14,
25.2.1933.
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This demand by their class opponents helped the Czech
Social Democrats get out of the dilemma forced upon them by
the abstention. As a loyal Czechoslovak party, they should
have joined in censuring the DSAP, and no doubt there were
many party members who would have done so. However, the
protocol required by their position of solidarity with their
German comrades made this awkward, to say the least. The
aggressive posture of the National Democrats, however,
allowed the CSDS to override national considerations and
elevate those of working-class unity.

Furthermore, the Czech Social Democrats were quite
aware of the pressure the DSAP was under from clamoring
nationalists. They were trying to help their comrades'
position in this area by carrying out their pledge to
support German cultural autonomy.2? They were
understanding when Ludwig Czech, in his polemics against
German National Socialists, sometimes put a nationalist spin

on his work as Minister of Social Welfare.?l! Thus the

20 gupport for separate linguistic groups in local and
district education councils appeared prominently in the 1932
education reform legislation prepared by Minigter of
Education Ivan Dérer, a Slovak member of the &SDS. For the
text of Dérer's work see the Central European Observer,
1.1.1933, pp. 5-6.

21 gee for example Czech's speech in response to an attack
from DNSAP deputy Rudolf Jung in October 1932, in Bachstein,
Wenzel Jaksch und die sudetendeutsche Sozialdemokratie, p.
42. Czech declared that by providing social care for
unemployed Germans, and particularly for poor children,

", ..we have accomplished not only social, but also national
work, in the noblest sense of the word."
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leadership of the &sps issued no special judgment against
the DSAP's abstention.

Party leaders much preferred to launch attacks against
their main nemeses, the Czechoslovak Agrarians and the
Communists. The tragic occurrences in Fryvaldov (today
Jesenik, in Silesia) during October 1931 gave them the
opportunity to condemn both at the same time. The coal-
mining industry in this German district had experienced a
sharp decline in recent months, with a corresponding
lowering of wages for those miners who were able to hang
onto their jobs. Communist agitation led to a violent
demonstration. State police fired their weapons into a
crowd of workers, killing several of them. In the name of
both Czech and German Social Democrats, &sps deputy Josef
Stivin spoke out in parliament first of all against the

excesses of the Communists,

...who do not intend to help the suffering people, but
rather victimize them through agitation for their own
dark aims, [and who] are indifferent to the misfortune
toward which they are hustling workers.

Because the police were responsible to Minister of the
Interior Juraj Slavik, a Slovak member of the Czechoslovak
Agrarians, Stivin also was able to condemn that party for
its seemingly inhuman treatment of workers. This was a

superb occasion for the Social Democrats to warn workers
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that extremists on the left were as dangerous as the class
enemy on the right.22

When a mining strike broke out in the area of Most,
northern Bohemia, in the spring of 1932 the Social Democrats
teamed up to counter the action of Bolshevik agitation.
While Communists tried to control joint conferences of trade
unions that were affiliated with either the KsC, &sDs, or
DSAP, the Social Democratic'deputies worked jointly to
present proposals for the nationaliéation of coal mines in
Czechoslovakia.?? Leaders of both parties, who also
effectively directed the decisions of their affiliated union
leadership, then accepted a compromise with mine owners.
The agreement was concluded at the office of the Minister of
Public Works, CSDS functionary Dr. Lev Winter. Union
leaders then succeeded in getting their members to return to
work. Social Democrats had combined to undercut the
Communist position both in the field and in parliament,
where deputies again excoriated the "worthless" tactics of

the KsC.24

c

22 An account of these events from the Communist point of
view is presented in 0ld¥ich Jaro$ and Vera Jaro$ova,
Fryvaldovskd stdvka (The Fryvaldov strike) (Ostrava,
Czechoslovakia: Slezsky ustav $SAV, 1961); see pp. 66-67 for
Stivin's speech in the Chamber of Deputies.

23 prdvo lidu, 31.3.1932.

24 Tésnopisecké zprdvy o schizich Ndrodniho shromdzdéni,
14.4.1932. For a Communist treatment see Lubomir Vebr,
Mosteckd stdvka (The Most strike) (Prague: Statni
Nakladatelstivi Politické Literatury, 1955).
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During this period the leadership of the parties dueled
not only with the bourgeoisie, the authoritarian right, and
the Ksé, but with the left-wing elements in the movement
itself that disapproved of Social Democratic coalition
politics. This contingent was more geared toward the united
front idea in opposition to bourgeois parties and the
extreme right.

This issue was of such importance within both parties
that leaders constantly felt the pulse of the membership and
issued regular statements about the progression of the
internal struggle. Most party newspapers highlighted unity,
not dissension within the membership. Toward the end of
1931, for example, the conference of ESDS regional
representatives, comprising 156 members from thoughout the
state, met in Prague and signaled full faith in the
leadership, including its coalition politics.25 The
regional directorate (Zupni zastupitelstvo) of the party's
stronghold in Plzen soon afterward stated that "we are
completely in agreement with the basic tactics of the
leadership of our party."26 At the beginning of 1932 a
DSAP conference similarly passed a resolution of approval
for Ludwig Czech's role as a government minister.?27

In a December 1931 party conference in Moravia the ¢sSDS

leadership emphatically rejected creating ties with the KSC.

25 prdvo lidu, 22.11.1931.
26 Novd doba (Plzed), 26.1.1932.
27 gozialdemokrat, 7.1.1932; Prager presse, 8.1.1932.
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Chairman Antonin Hampl denounced recent Communist ideas for
a united front of not only workers but also farmers in the
lSR. "There can be no cooperation with that party," he
stated, *unless it refrains from undermining the work of the
socialist parties (¢sbps, DSAP, and the CNS) and abandons the
insanely hazardous course that it continues to lead to this
day!"28 This message accentuated the party's coalition
efforts. The resolution adopted by the delegates to the
conference appealed to working men and women "not to fall in
with foolhardy (hazardér) Bolsheviks, who would misuse the
penury of the unemployed for their demagoguery." The
resolution referred to the events at Fryvaldov as an
example. This document also paid appropriate homage to the
solidarity that Czech and German Social Democrats were
enjoying.?2?

Joint activities between the nationalities were
commonplace at this time. Often the leadership could use
these events to advertise support for its position. In
February 1932, for instance, both parties and their
affiliated trade unions organized an anti-military
conference in Prague, in conjunction with the international
disarmament and peace conference then being held in Geneva.
This was a well-coordinated action, with the women's and

youth groups of both parties also in attendance. The ¢sDs

28 sUA MVP 225-868-4, p. 239, police report of CSDS
conference 17.12.1931 in Ostrava.
23 Ibid., pp. 242-43.
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newspaper reported that a small group of Communists also
arrived, intending to disrupt the proceedings, but
"noticeably overwhelmed by the weighty words of the
speakers, did not dare to interject even one word. "30

For the DSAP this event was an opportunity to publicize
both their close relationship with Czech comrades and tight
discipline within the party. The leadership's
organizational prowess in coordinating action throughout the
levels of the movement demonstrated the latter. The party
paper did not fail to announce this: In the course of
assembling representatives to the conference and drafting a
petition with demands that would be presented to prime
minister UdrZzal, 464 meetings took place under the auspices
of the DSAP. Attending them were meetings of 849 local
party organizations, 1042 union organizations, 193 worker
cooperatives, and 742 Social Democratic cultural
organizations.31

The Czechoslovak party's educational group, Délnickd
akademie (The workers' academy) habitually invited German
Social Democrats to its functions. Bilingual DSAP
functionaries such as Ludwig Czech and Siegfried Taub
frequently appeared as guest lecturers for an educational
program. This group also coordinated some activities with

its DSAP counterpart, the Sozialdemokratische Bildungstelle.

30 prdvo 1idu, 2.2.1932.
31 Sozialdemokrat, 5.2.1932.
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In March 1932, for instance, both groups organized a large
commemoration of Goethe's death 100 years earlier. The
parties supplied speakers for the event; and the program
also featured music and recitations of the poet's works.3?

In keeping with the desire for cooperation the leaders
of both parties announced that they would meet regularly
-during 1932. The purpose for these joint consultations was
to come up with solutions to the economic crisis. From
newspaper accounts, however, it appears that these meetings
largely were ineffectual. A meeting on 22 July, for
example, produced only hackneyed statements of the
"necessity for systematic procedures for the purpose of
improving markets and industrial and agricultural
production, boosting building activity, and strengthening
investments." This meeting generated no imaginative ideas,
but it was a good chance to jointly blame the bourgeois
parties for impeding progress. The Social Democrats thus
condemned the Czechoslovak and the German Agrarians for
their "carelessness," charging that they had thwarted the
approval of a law requiring employer contributions to an
emergency unemployment fund.33 The chairmen of the parties
led another joint meeting on 13 September, with no

appreciable difference in results.34

32 gA MVP 225-870-7, report of 2.4.1932.
33 quialdemokrat, 23.7.1932.
34 ga MVP 225-870-~7, report of 2.10.1932.
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Party leaders met again on 22 September and jointly

demanded "above all else planned adjustment and control of
the economy." Their plan repeated earlier calls for the
establishment of a 40-hour work week and a public works
program for road building, water mains, and electrification
projects.35 The leadership offered nothing new with these
ideas.

This meeting did produce signals that both parties were
now willing to support the grain monopoly that had long been
a desire of the Agrarian interests. This would protect
farmers from falling prices for their products, but the
corollary was that food prices went up. The Social
Democrats stated that they wished to participate in the
monopoly because farmers should not have to suffer, but even
more so "to protect consumers from price-gouging." The
working class would benefit from the regulation of prices,
they declared, rather than letting usurious speculators hold
sway. Additionally, this was a step toward the planned
economy that theoretically was in the workers' interest.
This rhetoric helped the leadership moderate the difficult
news that the cost of living would have to increase, due to
the necessity of compromising with the Agrarians at that
time.

The parties sponsored joint meetings throughout 1932

and 1933; their purpose was to display solidarity and to

35 prdvo lidu, 24.9.1932.
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protest against the allegedly anti-worker politics of the
bourgeois parties. Since the Czechoslovak Agrarians were
the strongest government party, they received most of the
attention. After Hitler's seizure of power in Germany in
1933, these joint meetings stepped up the anti-fascist
message, prbmoting democracy as the only friend to workers.
In order to convince young Germans not to fall prey to the
nationalist propaganda of the DNSAP, Social Democrats
sometimes pointed out that the right wing of the Agrarians
was willing to offer aid and comfort to German fascists, but
only in order to destroy working-class unity. DSAP deputy
Karl Kaufmann told his audiences wryly that the Nazis played
up racial superiority, but their program contained nothing
authentically German: they had borrowed the swastika from
India, their four-year plan from bolshevist Russia, and the
rest of their fascist ideas from Italy.36

The meetings also served to undercut any leftward drift
within the movement by reinforcing an anti-Communist
message. The parties concentrated their efforts on areas
such as Ostrava that were prone to radicalism; this region
was sometimes called the "red ruby" of the International.
In this climate a blatant, head-on assault against the
Communists perhaps would have been met with stubborn
resistance by a large segment of the population. The Social

Democratic leadership was able in such a case to alter the

36 sUA MVP 225-868-3, pp. 60-61.
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message, as it did for a joint rally in Ostrava on 2.8.1932.
Instead of outright denunciation of the KSC, the speakers
devoted considerable attention to the recent execution of
two Communists in Hungary, who were "deprived of their
rights by a kangaroo court, victims of the white terror of
the Horthy regime." These Social Democratic officials
pointed out to the assembly of Czech and German workers that
the only possibility for protection against similar "cruelty
and terror" was the unity of the working class under the
rubric of the democratic process. This was a demonstration
of the necessity for supporting democracy, and by
implication the leadership's participation in government.37

When Czech and German women held joint meetings and
conferences, they also emphasized that their parties were
following the right path. A joint congress on the occasion

of International Women's Day in March 1933 declared:

We proudly, and with love, avow that we are for
international socialism [and] we proclaim our
allegiance to [our] Social Democratic party, which is
the instrument for its realization. Our manifestation
today is above all a declaration for socialism and
democracy and a sign of our faith in our party.3®

Confidence in the party leadership was high among Social
Democratic women. They expected their leaders to protect
them and their families from the ravages of capitalism and

militarism. Women furthermore called upon their party to

37 sUaA MVP 225-868-4, p. 123.
38 prdvo lidu, 9.3.1933.
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fight against state laws that denied them the right to work,
and the ban on abortion.

Social Democratic women, German as well as Czech,
hailed the efforts of the Czech Social Democratic Minister
of Justice, Alfred Meissner, to modify criminal penalties
against abortion. These women objected to the law because
it deprived them of the-freedom to decide for themselves
whether to bear children. They said that their choice in
this vital.matter was a condition necessary for
"liberation." It was also a matter of class. Social
Democrats maintained that in contrast to hard-pressed
families, bourgeois women had the means for access to
contraceptives. Should pregnancy occur, a well-off woman
could enlist the services of a skilled and compliant
physician.‘ Working women, on the other hand, too often
risked their health and even their lives in an abortion
mill.

In joint meetings Social Democratic women thus
supported Meissner's proposals to reform the law. They
acknowledged that he was not leading a drive for complete
rescission of the ban. However, they understood that this
was because of strenuous opposition, particularly from the
clerical parties, which prevented a more favorable outcome
from prevailing. Thus these women expected no more than a

realistic compromise on this important issue, just as Social
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Democrats did with other political questions, as part of the

democratic process that their party championed.3°

According to police reports, Communists often intruded
into the joint Social Democratic meetings, demanding to
address the assembly in order to rebut the statements of the
reformist speakers. When refused this opportunity they
resorted to shouting, in an attempt to disrupt the
proceedings. Their agitation continued until either the
crowd silenced them or removed them from the meeting place
or, if a melee broke out, the police observer canceled the
meeting for the purpose of maintaining public order.40

Sometimes, however, Communists received permission to
speak. If Social Democratic rhetoric was so stringently and
thoroughly opposed to the revolutionary message, how could
this have occurred? In these cases it is possible that the
meeting chairmen may have decided to grant permission in
order to avoid a disturbance and the frustration of the
subsequent police intervention. Yet it also seems likely
that this happened because there was some sympathy with the

anti-government message preached by the revolutionists,

39 gUA MVP 225-868-4, pp. 77-79.

40  party newspapers usually reported these disturbances.
With satisfaction they noted when Communists were arrested
and tried for disturbing public order, as resulted from a
party-union meeting in Teplice on 20.3.1932.
Sozialdemokrat, 22.3.1832.
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whether among some local party officials, party members in
attendance, or both.

For example, both Social Democratic parties in Novf
Bohumin (Ostrava region) organized a joint parade and
political rally in March 1932. The police observer's report
states that 1200 listeners filled the hall "to the last
seat, " and 300 people had to stand outside. As the meeting
got under way some German and Czech Communists marched to
the front and demanded to address the audience. After a
brief huddle on stage the Social Democrats agreed to let
them go on after the scheduled speakers, who predictably
attacked the Agrarians and supported Social Democratic
efforts to ease the harsh effects of unemployment.

Presenting their views in both German and Czech, the
Communists then launched a long and untiring attack against
the capitalist system and the Social Democrats who, by
compromising with the bourgeoisie, were propping it up.
Their tirades covered points both international in scope and
also those close to home, such as their claim that Social
Democrats had allowed the price of tobacco and matches to
rise. They concluded by presenting, in both languages, a
resolution for those workers present to vote upon. Most of
the audience seems to have agreed with their points.4!

The observer's report in fact indicates that approval

for the Communists' message was nearly unanimous among the

41 gUa MVP 225-868-4, pp. 191-93.
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audience. These were indeed Social Democrats, for they had
marched to the meeting hall directly upon finishing their
parade. Communist adherents would not have participated in
the march in such great numbers. Thus the anti-capitalist,
anti-coalition point of view made sense to some German and
Czech Social Democratic workers, giving the leaders of the
parties reason to bolster the rhetoric promoting government
participation.

The question remains, were local party officials aiding
and abetting the intraparty opposition when they permitted
Communists to speak? They knew the KSC activists well
enough to realize that, given any opportunity at all,
Communists would blatantly condemn the Social Democratic
leadership in the most intemperate terms. Furthermore, a
workforce that felt imperiled by the economic crisis could
have accepted the simplistic themes of this demagoguery, as
apparently happened in Novy Bohumin. Thus from the party's
standpoint it would have been logical in any case to risk
cancellation of the meeting, and refuse to let revolutionary
tirades invade the Social Democratic community. These local
officials seem to have been content to utter the party line,
in support of Ludwig Czech and the other Social Democratic
ministers, while letting the Communists do the dirty work of
spreading the anti-government message. The threat of
cancellation gave them a handy excuse to defend themselves

with against criticism of their decision.
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Party leaders were plain enough with their decrees
against dealing with Communists. When local activities
seemed to run contrary to their wishes, they drew the
logical conclusion, that opposition to their politics
existed and had to be held in check.

The anti-Communist rhetoric of party leaders at this
time was indeed strong. However, during this period there
were many indications that the KSC was performing poorly, so
it is questionable why party executives devoted so much
attention to a purported threat from the left.

Results from recent elections to factory committees
and other posts, in which workers chose among candidates
supported by different parties, showed that in most cases
KS¢ candidates were losers. For example, in October 1932
railway workers (an industry with a significant number of
both German and Czech workers) selected representatives to
shop steward (divérnik) committees and to accident insurance
boards. A slate of combined Czech and German Social
Democrats was the clear winner, increasing its total from
the last election in 1928. Candidates supported by the KS&,
however, lost more than a third of their previous votes.4?

Although membership in Communist unions had increased
since the start of the Depression, they were still far short
of the growth of Social Democratic unions, which in 1932 had

more than ten times as many members as those affiliated with

42 sUA MVP 225-870-7, p. 81.
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the KSC.43 At the sixth general congress of the KS&, held
in May 1931, the party itself admitted that its
organizational structure was seriously flawed, causing
insufficient agitational work in factories.44

Membership in the party itself is difficult to assess,
since figures are available only from Communist sources.
While these sources do indicate an increase in card-carrying
members over the course of 1930-1933, from 30,000 to 72,000,
it seems that Germans were not adding to the party's
totals.45 German Social Democrats, remarking on the
ineptness and sterility of Communist policies, looked on
with satisfaction as KSC organizations and affiliated unions
in northwest Bohemia fell apart. In areas of traditional
Social Democratic strength such as Cheb and Karlovy Vary,
the DSAP's membership increased. However, when these
Germans turned their backs on Communism they did not
necessarily join the DSAP, many instead went over to the
DNSAP or to the German Christian Social party.4®

To the Social Democratic leadership the KSC itself did
not present the same threat as it had in the 1920s; Antonin

Hampl, Ludwig Czech, and their cohorts did not fear that

43 Zinner, Communist Strategy and Tactics, p. 251.

44 gee Heinrich Kuhn, Der Kommunismus in der
Tschechoslowakei (K6ln: Verlag Wissenschaft und Politik,
1965), p. 44. The party deemed it necessary to hold a
special conference prior to its state-wide congress, to deal
with the organizational problem. The conference generated a
resolution, reprinted in Kuhn, pp. 197-218.

45 r1bid., p. 250.

46 1bid., p. 66; Wingfield, Minority Politics, p. 108.
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Communist propaganda was enticing workers away from the
fold. Reformist leaders now dedicated themselves to
maintaining discipline within their own parties, in order to
control the left opposition that challenged participation in
the government.

What form did this opposition take? A segment of the
membership was dissatisfied with the political path that
followed compromise with the bourgeois parties. These
protesters claimed that when their leaders were
conservative, the working class inevitably had to settle for
less than its fair share. For example, at the ¢sps regional
conference in Ostrava in November 1932, angry workers heaped
scorn on the party leadership for following "trial-and-error
politics." They asserted that the National Democrats, who
had only one minister and 15 deputies, had greater influence
in the government than did the whole socialist bloc. The
party let the bourgeoisie grab the most important
ministries, the protesters added. Unhappy voices chimed in
with demands for "radical corrections" to this state of
affairs. According to the police observers report of this
and other such meetings, "thunderous applause" always
greeted these stringent demands.4’?

At this regional conference CSDS officials managed to

secure passage of a resolution which declared:

it is the responsibility of all members of the Social

47 sUA MVP 225-868-4, pp. 70-75.
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Democratic movement in this area to help keep the
working class, especially the youth, from falling
under the sway of influences from the right, namely
the bourgeois parties, and from the left, in the form
of the Communist party. With their inappropriate
tactics, the Bolsheviks only prepare workers to serve
the parties of capitalism.

This expressed a real Social Democratic concern for the
potential of young workers to stimulate agitation for a more
radical, leftist orientation for party politics. Another
portion of the resolution defended coalition participation
by asserting that it was drawing Czechs and Germans
together, and "everything that serves to unite workers is
revolutionary. "48

The ideal of cooperation thus was useful in the bid to
offset the left opposition. In this way, the rhetoric of
party leaders transmuted their reformist practice of
compromise into the politics of revolution. The message
transmitted to the movement: unity serves workers best,
therefore both parties must stay in the coalition.

The leadership of the Czechoslovak party had serious
concerns about maintaining discipline among Social
Democratic youth. As the economic crisis wore on month by
month, the behavior of young people on both sides of the
political spectrum grew more radical and heated. Brawls
between youthful German and Czech supporters of fascism and
their Marxist adversaries were common in many areas of

Czechoslovakia.

48 r1bid.



141

The nationalist parties had their youth cadres, just as
did the socialists. Communist youths formed the core of
gangs that violently broke up meetings of these rightists.
Their vigor caused admiration among young Social Democrats,
who then gathered around the Communists to follow their
lead. According to reports supplied by party informers, the
CSDS leadership acknowledged to themselves that Social
Democratic youth were "very radical and unhappy with their
leaders." The leadership nonetheless maintained a firm
hand. On 6 April 1933, for instance, party leaders forbade
young members from joining Communists in these violent
raids.49

The German Social Democratic youth organization also
found much to oppose in the party's policies. Party leaders
held this tightly in check. They ascribed much influence on

Social Democratic youth to the Communists.>0

In October 1932 Czech members of the so-called “Right
Communist Opposition” faction formally joined the ranks of
the ¢sSps. The KSC had expelled this group in 1929, after
Klement Gottwald's successful fight to bolshevize his party.
Most of the members of this cadre came from Prague and the

mining area of Kladno to the northwest of the capital, a

49 Archiv TGM, 11.4.1933.

50 wWingfield, Minority Politics, pp. 111-18 discusses the
youth opposition centered around the periodical
Sozialistische Aktion, and the appeal that Communism held
for young Germans.



142
stronghold of the Communists, with the rest coming from the
industrial areas of northern Bohemia and Moravia. The €SDS
gained about 5,000 new members from this unification-51

Leaders of the party welcomed the faction as a sort of
return of prodigal sons, for these were former Social
Democrats who had split away with the Radical Left to form
the KSC in 1920. 1In a grand ceremony in Trade Union Hall in
Prague, Antonin Hampl and other party leaders hailed this
decision to support "constructive" work, calling it "the
victory of the politics of reality among the working
class."52

While these leaders undoubtedly wanted to see the trend
in politics head in this direction, they still faced the
problem of controlling the left-oriented proclivity of their
new/o0ld members, which included names long prominent within
the KSC. Among them were Alois Muna, who Lenin himself in
1918 had sent to Czechoslovakia to spread the glory of the
Bolshevik Revolution, and Josef Hais, former leader of the
Communist Red Unions. Such individuals were likely to cause
ferment within the party, bolstering those forces opposed to
coalition politics. Already at the unification ceremony the
new members revealed that one reason for their dismay with
the KSC had been its refusal to sanction cooperation with

Social Democrats in the matter of electing representatives

51 State Department Records, file 860f.00b/93, reel 16.
52 prdvo lidu, 18.10.1932.
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to municipal bodies.3? This indicated a belief in the
wisdom of united-front tactics against the class enemy.

Besides the dissent caused by the fundamental
ideological clash of revolution and reform, the social
composition of the movement also constituted a source of
opposition to the party elites. The Social Democratic
parties were not comprised strictly of workers. The ESDs;
for example, found almost forty per cent of its members
outside of the working class.®! Bureaucratic positions in
the parties were usually staffed by better-educated
individuals, which sometimes resulted in class-based
antagonism. Many workers believed that these
"intellectuals" had no real enthusiasm for the principles of
the movement, and made claims that their interest was in the
salary they received, allocated from the dues the workers
contributed from their hard-earned wages.

Police reports of party meetings show that this was a
chronic problem within the movement. At a Csps gathering in
Znojmo (south Moravia), for instance, railroad employee
Franti%ek Vitkovsky complained that organizational activity.

in the area was dropping, and blamed the general secretary

53 Ibid.

54 Horak, "The Czechoslovak Social Democratic Party," p.

70. Thomas Weiser studied representatives of the "better’
professions (such as teachers) among ¢sps middle- and lower-
level officials during the interwar period. See his article
"Beruf und Karriergestaltung der tschechoslowakischen
sozialdemokratischen Funktiondrskader der mittleren und
niederen Ebene," in Bohemia 33/2 (1992): 299-321.
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and the town's mayor, both paid officials of the party. The
mayor allegedly was concentrating on his own affairs and
neglecting party matters, and of the secretary: "his
interest is limited to getting his hands on the most money."
Even more offensive to the spirit of the movement was the
charge that the secretary's female assistant had lately been
seen walking around town dressed "in elegant style," and no
one could imagine how she had paid for such splendid
clothes. Vitovsky declared that she was "too intimate" with
the secretary, who had misappropriated party funds for his
mistress. "Intellectuals join the party, but only in order
to get something," claimed the disgruntled worker. "As soon
as they get what they're after, they slack off."55

The behavior of party officials in the "intellectual"
category seems to have been under close scrutiny in many
areas with a substantial Social Democratic population, due
to the numerous complaints on record. Class-conscious
workers noted when these officials sent their children to
Sokol, the gymnastic organization identified with bourgeois
and national interests, instead of having them attend the
Social Democratic athletic group, the DTJ. Officials also
drew criticism when they did not enlist their wives in the
party. Workers could sometimes point to examples of a
husband actively discouraging his spouse from party

activities, and they labeled this a sure sign of the

55 gsuUA MVP X23 1-1, 225-868-3, p. 10, 29.10.1932.
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official’s lack of integrity and commitment to socialist
principles.5¢ Workers proposed that their local
organizations should not permit such officials to become
candidates in municipal elections, and in fact regularly
crusaded to "remove this deadwood from the party."57

The rank and file of the DSAP at times lamented that
the party was beset by an excessively bureaucratized, aged,
and conservative lineup of officials. There were periodic
attempts by workers to overturn this trend. At the 1932
party congress, for instance, delegates heard proposals for
an age limit of 60 for public and party offices. Additional
proposals suggested that half of the presidium should be
comprised of members who were not employees of the party,
and that on this executive body there should be parity
between intellectuals and workers.>58

Similar campaigns against bourgeoisification were also
taking place within the Social Democratic Party in Austria
(SDO, Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei in Osterreich) and,
until the Nazi takeover, within the SPD in Germany.>°®
Regular contacts between the parties in Czechoslovakia and

those in neighboring states, plus the fact that opposition

56 SUA MVP 225-868-4, p. 72.

57 sUA MVP X23 1-1, 225-868-3, p. 11, 29.10.1932.

58 sgozialdemokrat, 27.10.1932.

59 Rabinbach, The Crisis of Austrian Socialism, chapter 3.
W. L. Guttsman, The German Social Democratic Party, 1875-
1933: From Ghetto to Government (London and Boston: Allen &
Unwin, 1981), pp. 156-60, 227-30, 251-53; and Richard N.
Hunt, German Social Democracy 1918-1933 (New Haven, CT: Yale
UP, 1964), pp. 92-105.
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to bureaucratization received public attention at party
congresses, kept DSAP and &sps leaders aware of workers'
sentiments regarding this subject. However, it is likely
that they were well aware of the course of domestic events,
without the need for outside news to alert them to it.

Their roots being in the Austrian labor movement, both
German and Czech party leaders in the CSR more than likely
paid close attention to developments within the SDO. The
turmoil within the latter party during 1932-33 must have
affected Social Democrats across the border. 1In a state
threatened by the takeover of authoritarian forces, tensions
among socialists resulted in an unprecedented breakdown of
discipline, unity, and loyalty to the party leadership.

The SDO congress in November 1932 was a rancorous
display of such opposition. Proposals from some district
organizations demanded effective action and hardly expressed
any faith in parliamentary pfocedures. An expectation of an
armed struggle was apparent among the proletariat. Youth
groups and some leaders of the party's women's
organizations, such as the dynamic Kdthe Leichter, argued
for the plausibility of resorting to revolutionary means to
defend democracy. Some districts went as far as to break
the strictest party taboo by calling for an alliance between
the Socialist International and the Comintern.®? By the

time of the next party congress in October 1933 the left

60 Rabinbach, The Crisis of Austrian Socialism, pp. 82-84.
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opposition had increased its influence, not only in Vienna
but in the provincial organizations as well. The left
mounted a vigorous challenge to party leaders, supporting a
radical agenda that included mass strikes, an unconditional
united front with the Comintern, and the establishment of a
dictatorship of the proletariat.6t From this congress
until the collapse of the Austrian socialists in the civil
war of February 1934, the left opposition increased its
contacts with Commﬁnists in order to negotiate a united
front from below.

As party leaders in Czechoslovakia observed this threat
to the established order in the SDO, their resolve to
counteract a climate of growing dissidence and
radicalization and stifle their own opposition increased to
meet the challenge. The DSAP leadership enforced discipline
at its November 1932 state-wide conference in Prague to
prevent many antagonistic voices from coalescing into a
movement that might have changed the party's direction.
When a majority of conference delegates spoke against
participation in the government, reproaching the position of
the leadership, the executive body succeeded in closing the

debate on the topic. The delegates then were not able to

61 Ibid., chapter 5.
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put forth a separate motion requiring a vote for remaining
in the coalition, or leaving it.®%2

At this conference Ludwig Czech used the benchmark of
the movement, cooperation between the nationalities, as an
argument to weaken his opponents.

What would follow, if we dropped out and our Czech

comrades stayed in the coalition? Could there be a
greater tragedy for the working class in this state?
And what a blow this would be to the entire
International!...we may not permit any pessimism...
the most important thing for us is unity!63

The program of cooperation once again fit neatly into the
chairman's plans to thwart a threat from the left.

Leaders of the Czechoslovak party met voices of
opposition with arguments that the united participation of
Social Democrats in government was a "thorn in the flesh of
the bourgeoisie." They posited the question, what would
happen if the bourgeois parties controlled the government?
They invited workers to reflect back to the panskd koalice
of 1926-29 for their answer. After Hitler took command in
1933, the leadership began to use the example of the German
SPD to back up its case. It called that party's decision to
withdraw from the government in 1930 a crucial mistake, for
the SPD then was not able to withstand bourgeois and fascist

attacks, finally yielding to "Hitlerism".?5¢

62 Bachstein, Wenzel Jaksch und die sudetendeutsche
Sozialdemokratie, pp. 54-58; César and Cerny, Politika
némeckych burZoaznich stran, vol. 2, pp. 107-10.

63 Sozialdemokrat, 1.11.1932.

64 gA MVP X23 1-1, 225-868-3, pp. 2-4, 31.8.1933.
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&SDS leaders made a bid to reinforce discipline by
stressing, to local party trustees (divérniky) and officers
of local political organizations, their determination to
follow a set course. Secretary Alois Langer, for instance,
traveled to meetings of these officials and exhorted them to
"be on guard," follow political activities in the party
newspapers, read and understand the directives (pokyny) from
party headquarters in Prague, and in each organization work
for order and the strengthening of discipline. He
emphasized that they must "confront seditious elements"
(rozvratniky) that would harm the movement. The leadership
began to conflate opposition with treason to the working
class. In a similar vein, workers' complaints against
sinecures for party officials were called "an old, worn-out
tune sung by enemies of Social Democracy." Instead of
dealing with the problem, the party repressed dialogue about
it, expressing surprise that, when times were so serious,

workers would mention it at all.®65

Hitler's triumph and the fascist danger to Austria were
indeed grounds for unease among socialists in Czechoslovakia
during 1933. At that time, however, Social Democratic
leaders felt that the republic's alliance with France

secured the state against invasion,®® so there was no

65 r1bid., pp. 5-6.
66 Tudwig Czech expressed his assurance that the alliance
protected the &SR to the Austrian Social Democratic
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compulsion to concentrate on a threat from abroad. In the
eyes of the party leadership this diplomatic situation
removed any pressing need for cooperation with the
Communists against fascism. The feeling that the borders
were secure in fact sustained the idea that the threat posed
by the left opposition was the greatest danger.

Throughout 1933 leaders of both parties uniformly
disparaged Communist efforts toward creating a united front.
In March the leadership of the KSC sent letters suggesting
cooperation to the socialist parties, and then published a
manifesto for unity in the party newspaper, Rudé prdvo.
Social Democrats quickly attacked this maneuver as a mere
cover for the Communists' actual, nefarious intentions. The
executive committee of the DSAP avowed that their

revolutionary adversaries could never be trusted:

Their only interest lies in a pretext of unity, while
increasing their struggle for the annihilation of
Social Democracy, under the conscious protection of the
capitalist parties. This process, together with their
self-avowed threat to democracy, causes an atmosphere
favorable to the current ascent of fascism, and useful
to the political ends of the fascist parties.f¢’

The spate of antifascist activities involving German
organizations during the year featured a common declaration:

it was possible to cooperate to defeat fascism only with

journalist Julius Braunthal, who traveled to Prague seeking
help with the delivery of arms to his movement's
paramilitary wing. See Rabinbach, The Crisis of Austrian
Socialism, p. 167.

67 Sozialdemokrat, 30.3.1933.
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Social Democrats of other nations, and never with
Communists. 68

The Czechoslovak party held its October congress in
Prague. With German party leaders looking on as honored
guests, congress delegates concerned themselves with the
familiar themes of celebrating the unity of all Social
Democrats while reiterating the danger to the working class
from its enemies on the left and right. The conference
proceedings also attended to the matter of expressing
support for the party leadership.

Chairman Antonin Hampl opened the congress with a
speech extolling cooperation and the wise policy of refusing
the united front "propaganda slogans" and “"unfaithful
offers" of the Communists. Hampl assured his audience that
by working together the nations would beat their ideological
enemies, and drafted a letter of solidarity to be sent to
the Austrian socialists, beset with the fascist danger. 89

The party's general secretary Vojtéch Dundr spoke of
adherence to the policy of cooperation as one of the party's
main achievements since the last congress in 1930. Dundr

emphasized that cooperation manifested itself in both

68 Sozialdemokrat, 26.9.1933, reporting on a youth
conference held in Prague. For more of the anti-Communist
campaign see César and Cerny, Politika némeckych burZoaznich
stran, vol. 2, pp. 161-65.

69 protokol sedmndctého Fddného a jubilejniho sjezdu ¢s.
socidlné demokratické strany délnické (Protocol of the 17th
regular and jubilee-year congress of the &sps) (Prague:
Nakladem Ust¥edniho vykonného v¥boru CSDS v Praze, 1933),
pp. 10, 13.
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parties' government participation. Here he used the theme
of unity as a crutch in the leadership's bid to retain
control of the party's politics. When the parties held up
German-~Czech unity as an ideal, a corollary was that they
must stay in the government together.

Dundr spoke not only of unification in coalition
politics and in parliament, but also of both nations coming
together in activities at the grass roots level. Czech and
German solidarity, said Dundr, is expressed "in the reality

of our lives."

It is revealed in the joint celebrations of 1 May,
in the unification of candidate lists, in the fight
against fascism, nazism, and also communism. It is
displayed most strikingly with the participation of
German Social Democrats in the celebration of our
28 October state holiday!70

The delegates greeted this statement with a burst of "noisy,
long-lasting applause," for it seemed to demonstrate that
Social Democratic relations were now as close as they could
be. Before 1933 the DSAP had not officially celebrated
Czechoslovak Independence Day, although since 1928 many
local German organizations had joined their Czech
counterparts to commemorate the occasion.

The decision of German leaders to sanction 28 October
certainly was gratifying to the Czech side. Prior to this
the Germans had denigrated it as a "bourgeois holiday." The

DSAP leaders now had more motivation to join the Czechs in

70 rbid., p. 37.
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embracing the anniversary. As a partner in the government,
the German leaders did best for their own cause by advancing
the image of the Czechoslovak Republic as a good thing for
German workers. This was especially valid after Hitler's
seizure of power and the Nazi's subsequent authoritarian
control of the labor movement in Germany. Additionally, the
German Social Democrats had to affirm that their Czech
comrades were carrying through on their pledge to secure
equality for German cultural interests, a program which for
Germans meant that culturally, life in Czechoslovakia was as
good as in any other state. To have shunned Independence
Day once again would have put that program in question,
possibly leading to suspicions of the Czech comrades, and
perhaps even to doubts about the entire program of
cooperation. This of course would have undercut the party's
coalition politics.

At the &SDS conference the leadership secured passage
of a resolution which affirmed the basic political direction
taken by the party; it stated that the membership expressed
"full confidence" in the executive committee and the party's
representatives in the coalition.?! Yet although there
were no blatant challenges to the party leaders, the
protocol reveals more subtle indications that a mood of

opposition did exist.

71 Ibid., p. 139. Rudolf Bechyné& (Railways), Dr. Ivan
Dérer (Education), and Dr. Alfred Meissner (Justice) were
the €SDS ministers at the time.
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In several cases where a delegate voiced support for
coalition politics, he took pains to justify the need to
make compromises with the dther government parties. This
obviously addressed the concerns of the left wing that the
party had become too conservative. Deputy Antonin Srba, for
instance, said that Social Democrats could not be held
responsible for the trade-offs that were a necessary
component of parliamentary democracy. He answered leftist
critics by pointing to the Soviet Union's need to coexist
with states that were its ideological foes:

Russia, threatened by only one enemy, Japan, makes

compromises and friendly agreements with all bourgeois
states, and today fights only with the working class
organized within Social Democracy. We have the right
to ask workers to think over this situation.72

It is possible to surmise some of the tensions within
the party and throughout the movement itself from an address
delivered by a minor party official from PlzeX, one Antonin
Korelus. He was convinced that the congress would support
the party's coalition politics, and acknowledged that often
"we must consent to things that are painful.* Korelus
advised, however, that party leaders were not tending to
their flock wisely, and that they were seriously out of
touch with the masses.

He pointed out that the leadership did nothing to help
cushion the shock when the working class had to swallow

bitter medicine in compromising with the other parties.

72 r1bid., p. 91.
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Instead, party officials and workers were presented with a
fait accompli.

It's necessary to inform the masses, in an objective

and timely manner, of all actions being prepared in
government, especially when these measures injure
our members. The object is to intensify relations
and fortify the contact of the leadership with the
organized membership...in the interest of increasing
its confidence in the party.

This policy was important, Korelus stressed, because it
strengthened individuals in the fight against "subversive
elements" within the party, clearly a reference to the left
opposition that challenged the politics of compromise.?’3

Korelus made some pertinent observations about the
segment of the membership that the leadership seemed to be
treating too lightly:

The psychology of the workers is such that it compels

them to direct action, so that they can fight life's
problems. To them, each word with a defensive nature
seems negative. The working class wants to fight,
especially young people. They want to fight alongside
of the party and either win, or die.

The message to the conference delegates was understated, but
clear: some workers were unhappy with certain aspects of
coalition politics, particularly young ones. The leadership
should not be so aloof and authoritarian; leaders should
more often accept input from below. This speech also
indicated that party headquarters did not ordinarily give
lower-ranking officials advance warning of the bitter pills

that the working class would have to swallow. These

73 1pid., p. 101.



156

functionaries then were not prepared for any abuse that fell
upon them due to the reaction of workers; they must have
resented this lack of help in preparing ways to placate
angry and disappointed workers. The directives (pokyny)
that Prague did send to local officials apparently did not
contain such advice, thus were of no help in this matter.
Despite the overt support for the leadership's politics
there were fissures within the party.

Social Democratic leaders recognized that opposition
existed. Their style of managing it was authoritarian.
Sometimes they chose to maintain an aloof position that
banked on their traditional prestige and party discipline,
or they relied on discipline to repress voices of dissent.
When they chose to confront opposition, the ideal of
cooperation among Czech and German Social Democrats was
useful in their effort to sanction their desire to remain in
the government. Party leaders turned the exalted word
cooperation into a shibboleth which they used to distinguish
"good" members from "subversives." The working class
received the message that national unity was good, thus both
parties had to stay in the coalition.

The desire to maintain solidarity promoted temperate
responses to events related to national matters, even those
as significant as the 1931 proposal for an Austro-German
customs union. Although the Czech leaders resisted any form

of this plan that could have resulted in political
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integration, they did sanction its economic aspect. In the
past, the Czechs would have been expected to thoroughly
condemn the very idea of such a measure. Neither did the
Czechs excoriate their German comrades after the latter
abstained from voting against nationalist German deputies in
the Volkssport affair. This type of behavior manifested the
Czech leaders’ ongoing realization that solidarity was an
important process that had to be nurtured, even if they had
to make compromises in ways that appeared to subjugate the
interests of the Czech nation. The German leaders, for
their part, found that conditions were favorable for them to
finally give the party’s official blessing to celebrations

of Czechoslovak Independence day in 1933.



Chapter IV: Opposition within the Parties

The years 1933-36 spanned the middle of a decade of
economic and political crises in Europe, and this turmoil
caused great tensions among political organizations in
Czechoslovakia. As the economy continued to founder, the
parties on the left and the right of the spectrum had to
compete harder for any available state resources for their
constituencies, and for dominance in establishing the
government's program for economic recovery. Class interests
played a greater role in politics, and it is noticeable that
national differences did not seem to be as much of a
consideration for right-wing parties as they had been in the
past. Therefore some members of the Czechoslovak Agrarians
supported the efforts of the Sudetendeutsche Heimatfront, a
new pan-German nationalist organization led by Konrad
Henlein, in order to groom it as an ally against the
socialist parties. Nationalism affected relations between
the &SDS and the Czechoslovak National Socialists, for many
members of the latter party had no desire to cooperate with
Social Democratic Germans.

The leadership of the Social Democratic parties did not
alter the program for cooperation in parliament and outside
of it, i.e., within the Social Democratic milieu. The
progress of joint activities indicates that bonds had begun
to form among some Germans and Czechs. Cooperation seemed
to be safely entrenched within the movement, even though

miserably high unemployment threatened discord. The
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desperate living conditions that especially afflicted German
areas caused a susceptibility to demagoguery and resulted in
the DSAP losing much of its backing in the 1935 general
election to the Henlein movement. However, this defeat did
not bring about a decision to change or modify tactics.
Leaders of the parties remained determined to work together.

The question of what tactics were appropriate to follow
preoccupied discussions at all levels of the movement.
Party leaders declared that incorrect tactics, such as the
German SPD’'s (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands)
decision to drop out of the coalition in 1930, had led to
the defeat of Social Democracy in neighboring Germany and
Austria. This contention by leaders in Czechoslovakia
bolstered their desire to keep the parties in the
government. Furthermore, these leaders had used their
control of certain government ministries to benefit workers.
They had alleviated some of the distress brought on by
joblessness, and they justifiably pointed out that they
should not relinquish control of these ministries to non-
socialist parties. The successful program for cooperation,
they argued, demonstrated that both parties could and should
remain in the coalition, because their combined strength
achieved practical results for the working class.

Their detractors, unimpressed with these
accomplishments, clamored for a policy that would have taken

the parties into opposition. The impetus for an anti-
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fascist united front of working-class parties, including the
Communists, drove this contingent; and the united front in
France was an example that inspired these Social Democrats.
The Czechoslovak Communists adamantly refused to compromise
with bourgeois parties, so coalition politics could not
enter the realm of possibilities for these forces.

Besides this brand of opposition, jealousies and
rivalries within each party influenced the course of
politics. Personal power struggles within the organization
forced some members of the presidium to oppose policies and
programs that would have increased the prestige of their
rivals. The phenomenon of personal antagonism among party
officials sometimes inspired a more extreme reaction to a
given proposal than would have occurred, had such conditions
beer: absent. This being the case, however, the inertia of
the organization’s bureaucratic and authoritarian structure
favored preservation of the conservative status quo when
conflicts arose in the realm of party policies. It simply
was too difficult for the proponents of new policies to
override those forces that held them in check.

To summarize Social Democracy’'s state of affairs: Party
leaders genuinely thought that they were performing their
mission, but they encountered a left opposition that
clamored for change. Quarrels within the top echelon of the
parties induced leaders to appear firm, and maintain their

position. The Communists showed no signs of stopping their
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attacks against Social Democratic leaders. These factors
inhibited changes in policy that would have led to an
alliance with the Communists. Even after the dramatic
performance of Henlein's party in the 1935 election, the
Social Democratic leadership continued to blame the kst for
damaging the interests of the working class, and forbade
relations with Communists.

Joint activities organized by Czechs and Germans in
Social Democratic groups continued to be a characteristic
feature of the labor movement in the middle years of the
1930s. Social tensions resulting from the severity of the
economic depression and the growth of fascism within the
general population of Germans and Czechs did not invade the
Social Democratic camp. The establishment of a genuine
concern for solidarity among the nationalities should be
considered one of the greatest achievements of the program
of cooperation.

Thus Germans and Czechs marched together on special
occasions such as the First of May, and Czechoslovak
Independence Day celebrations in October 1933. There were
joint protest meetings after the socialists in Austria were
annihilated in February 1934; at these assemblies members of
both nationalities denounced the atrocities perpetrated by
the Dollfuss government against the working class, including
“defenseless women and children." They exalted "liberty,

fraternity, and equality" and together sang the
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"Marseilles." Speakers in both languages peppered their
addresses with phrases such as "all rights flow from the
people, " and "the sun will never set on Social Democracy,
even if clouds sometimes cover it up." The participants
passed resolutions expressing solidarity with the Austrian
working class, while declaring faith in and loyalty to
democracy and the republic. The assembled workers also
endured the harassment of German fascists and Communists,
who shouted denunciations of Social Democratic programs and
leaders.1

The Social Democratic parties organized joint meetings
and demonstrations in the days following the 30 June 1934
"Night of the Long Knives" in Germany. These activities
were intended to be neither a protest nor a celebration of
Hitler's decision to liquidate the troublesome Ernst R&hm
and the Sturmabteilung (SA), for the true nature of this
operation was not yet known. The Social Democrats thought
that dissidents had attempted a revolution against Hitler.
Thus Czechs and Germans marched together under numerous red
socialist flags, displaying their support for the tide of
opposition that they hoped would bring down the Nazi

regime. 2

1 sOUA PzU 207-8-1,68,29, carton 760.

2 Fiinf Jahre Kampf und Arbeit! Bericht an den in der Zeit
1938 Parteitag (Prague: Verlag des Parteivorstandes der
DSAP, 1938), p. 92.
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Cooperation on a large scale took place between the
workers' gymnastic organizations. On the German side,
Social Democratic men and women joined the Arbeiter Turn-
und Sportbund (ATUS), while Czechs exercised within the DTJ.
These groups jointly participated in the Workers' Olympiads,
periodic athletic competitions and exhibitions of mass
calisthenics conducted under the aegis of the International.
The colossal Strahov stadium in Prague, capable of holding
over 120,000 spectators, was the site for this event during
the week of 5-10 July 1934.

The Olympiad was an epic production of Social
Democracy's values and a showcase of working-class
solidarity. Participants from many European countries and
from the United States attended, and were féted by prominent
men and women of the socialist world. The opening days of
the festival belonged to working-class children, some as
young as six years, who marched onto the vast field to
perform calisthenics while holding fresh flowers. In the
evening a torchlight procession of over 30,000 Olympiad
participants lit the streets of Prague. The stadium was
filled for the concluding, and crowning day of the
exhibition. More than 40,000 DTJ members took the field,
along with over 5,000 Germans from the ATUS. In order to
show their loyalty to the republic the German contingent

carried banners proclaiming "Long Live T. G. Masaryk!"
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The festival was a virtually non-stop display of
working-class symbolism, from the children representing the
future, to the thousands of athletes epitomizing the
socialist collective, to the thematic tableaux that capped
each day's activities. On the closing day, with the theme
"The Liberation of Labor," the spectators saw a huge
dramatization of the economic dilemma of industrial
rationalization and unemployment. For the first act,
performers staged a model of a small, secure pre-War
industrial enterprise which suddenly was broken up and
devastated by the arrival of the War. Then, the scene
shifted to the rise of new production methods that caused a
devastating loss of jobs. The troupe acted out the message
that rationalization had one-sided benefits and did not
serve the interests of society.

The Olympiads also were great festivals for Social
Democratic groups involved in activities other than physical
fitness. During their course many other events took place
in Prague, such as chess tournaments, and competitions among
amateur photographers and even puppeteers.3

For vast numbers of unemployed workers, participation
in these associational groups provided some solace in the

midst of grim living conditions. The economic depression

3 central European Observer, 13.7.1934; adolf Mokry,
Osmdesdt let &eskoslovenské socidlni demokracie, p. 207;
Zprdva o &innosti &SDS 1933-36 (Report on the party's
activities 1933-36) (Prague: CSDS, 1937), p. 342.
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reached its lowest point in 1933, and then only very
gradually receded. Through the end of 1936 the economy
still had not returned to normal. During this time the
leadership of both Social Democratic parties worked together
to formulate suggestions and demands for measures that were
intended to stimulate commercial activity and relieve the
terrible problem of high unemployment. In February 1933 the
labor exchange reports listed 920,000 unemployed, although
the actual number may have been as high as 1.3 million
throughout the country;4 the state population at this time
was about 14 million.

Joblessness was endemic to German areas. The industry
situated there depended upon exported products, and all such
enterprises suffered as an effect of the collapse of
international trade, and the ensuing drive toward autarky
that was a common response of states. Unemployment among
the German population during this time typically ranged from
twenty-five to thirty-five percent.> In order to stimulate
exports the Czech and German Social Democrats advocated a
devaluation of the currency, so that products would be
cheaper abroad. Party leaders lobbied for an exports
bureau, which came into being in 1934. They also jointly

demanded state funding so that the ceramics, glass, and

4 Zora P. Pryor, "Czechoslovak Economic Development in the
Interwar Period," in Mamatey and LuZa, A History of the
Czechoslovak Republic, pp. 205-08.

S Twenty Years of Social Welfare in the Czechoslovak
Republic (Prague: Ministry of Social Welfare, 1938), p. 32.
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textile industries could develop new markets, to compensate
for those outlets lost due to the dislocating effects of the
depression. In order to underwrite the cost of these plans,
Social Democratic leaders proﬁosed that the government
should place controls on the profits of cartels, an idea
which the Swedish Social Democrats had already put into
effect.®

Social Democrats announced that they would demand state
support for activity in the building trades. They declared
that cheaper real estate, building materials, and credit
would serve this desired purpose. As a means to achieve
these savings, Social Democrats suggested controlling the
earnings of "cartels and speculators' that did business in
these areas.

A shortening of the work week to 40 hours was perhaps
the most publicized measure. Party leaders stated that if
the process of rationalization in industry continued to
eliminate jobs, there should be a further reduction of the
work period to 30 hours.

Because the mining industry was in a slump, the parties
attempted passage of a law which called for the reclamation
of lands damaged by coal mining. This stricture would have
created many jobs in these areas, but the proposal was

defeated in parliament. The Social Democrats then demanded

6 SUA PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, carton 1166, pp. 43-45.



167
the nationalization of mines and their attendant facilities,
but this also was unsuccessful.

Leaders of both parties had no trouble finding
agreement on measures that, if enacted, would have enabled
the state to squeeze more revenue from the upper class.
Social Democrats declared that tax reform was necessary so
that large-scale tax dodgers could be brought to heel. They
also said that interest rates on large commercial loans
should come down, because in order to pay off the high rates
enterprises lowered wages. Another joint demand was for
discounting the returns paid on government bonds, allowing
the savings in state expenditures to flow into work
programs. These two measures of course would have troubled
banks, and individuals who wished to earn more from their
investments.’

Besides these economic provisions, Czech and German
Social Democratic leaders were united in supporting a law
that expanded the provisions of the Law for the Protection
of the Republic, which had been in force since 1923. Both
sides agreed that they would benefit from the use of the Law
against extremists on the left or the right. In October
1933 the parliament passed a measure legalizing the

suppression of subversive political parties. The Social

7 see Antonin Hampl and Josef Belina, Z krise ven (Getting
out of the crisis) (Prague: Nakladem Svazu Kovod&lniki v
Esr, 1935) pp. 15-32; Aufarbeit im Krisensturm. Ein
sozialdemokratischer Rechenschaftsbericht (Teplice,
Czechoslovakia: Verlag DSAP, 1935), pp. 103-17.
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Democratic leaders favored disbanding the German National
Socialist Party for its extreme anti—republic attitude and
behavior. However, in the case of the German Nationalists,
they wished only for close supervision of its activities.
Most Social Democrats wanted the government to banish the
KsC, but some party members thought this action was
unnecessary. Their belief was that the radicalism of the
Communists would grow more extreme, causing them to “"devour
themselves. "8

Leaders of the CSDS and the DSAP cooperated to achieve
a joint position on many legislative proposals. However,
there initially was strong disagreement over the adoption of
the most comprehensive measure of all, the Enabling Act of
June 1933, which allowed the government to enact laws on its
own, without parliament. The Czech side had to cajole, and
even issue a veiled threat to its German comrades, in order
to convince them to sign on with their support. The fact
that this transpired and did not result in a breach in
Social Democratic cooperation indicates that both sides
realized that the Germans depended upon the Czechs for their
prominence in political affairs.® The Czech leaders also

had to control and override recalcitrant members of their

8 Archiv OTGM, report of 6.11.1933.

9 This situation was common knowledge in political circles.
German ambassador Koch called Ludwig Czech and his party an
"appendage" of the &SDS. Deutsche Gesandtschaftsberichte,

IV, p. 140.
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own party, who opposed the authoritarian nature of this
special legislation.l0

The president and coalition ministers thought such
power was necessary during this period of great economic and
social tension. After six months the act was to have
expired, after which it could be renewed (it was, several
times). The rationale behind the idea was that the ability
to establish laws quickly, circumventing the usual lengthy
process, would give the government more leeway in its
efforts to stimulate the economy.

&SDS chairman Antonin Hampl favored the extraordinary
act because of this economic aspect. He was confident that
the working class would benefit from the measure, and that
the Czechoslovak Agrarians would not be able to abuse the
Act's powers to assume dictatorial control over the
government, as many Social Democrats feared would happen.
During the spring months of 1933 ideas for widening the
coalition's authority circulated freely in newspapers.
Because there were great concerns about the dangers of the
Enabling Act, special issues of papers dealing specifically

with the Act went to press.!l Several articles in Prdvo

10 For a Communist interpretation of the legislation and
its effects see Zden®k Hradildk, "Ceskoslovenskd socidlni
demokracie a zmochiovaci zdkon v roce 1933" (Czechoslovak
Social Democracy and the Enabling Act of 1933), in Pfgspevky
k d&jiném KSC (Contributions to the history of the KSC)
(1/1967): 29-51.

11 For instance Novéd svoboda 1.6.1933 said the law would
lead to "instant" (suchy) fascism, "all one has to do is add
water. "
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lidu attacked the proposals by calling such plans a
"deformation of democracy," demonstrating that within the
movement there was widespread concern that the legislation
was a big step toward establishing fascism in the state.

The German Social Democratic leaders opposed the plan
because they figured the Agrarians would use it to dismantle
whatever autonomy German areas had. One of the important
reasons why the Czechoslovak parties wanted an enabling act
indeed was to be able to exert greater control over the
border regions. The Nazi seizure of power in Germany made
such safeguards appear to be vital for the republic's
security.

Thus Czechoslovak politicians deemed it necessary to
nationalize the police in the frontier districts, replacing
Germans with Czechs. German Social Democrats protested this
measure, but they blamed it on the bourgeois parties.12
For the sake of appearances the Social Democrats had to
condemn such actions by the Czechs, even though they
probably knew that they were better off when Czech officers
had authority in their cities and villages. Most German
police came from the lower middle-class strata for which
nationalist demagoguery had great appeal. These officials
would be likely to play down transgressions perpetrated by

nationalists and enforce state laws mainly against Social

12 wingfield, Minority Politics, p. 135.
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Democrats, or Communists, and also to bend the rules to
harass them.13

As the spring 1933 session of the parliament drew near
to closing for the summer recess, the matter of the Enabling
Act suddenly appeared before the government. The German
Social Democrats raised strong objections to the Act.
Antonin Hampl does not seem to have been able to mollify
them, so he joined other leading Czech politicians in
pressuring the Germans by warning them that a new coalition
would be made necessary, and that the Social Democratic
parties would have to exit.l4 Since Ludwig Czech and his
colleagues had no desire to take the party out of the
cabinet, they came around to supporting the Act.

Hampl also had a great deal of trouble persuading many
of his Czech colleagues to join him in supporting the Act.
In meetings of the party's parliamentary club, several of
the most prominent members objected vehemently to the
proposal, certain that it would lead to Agrarian control of
the government.l5> Hampl pointed out that the Act would
require the president as well as the prime minister to sign
bills. Hampl expected his colleagues to consider this
feature to be an adequate safeguard, due to President
Masaryk's enormous prestige among Social Democrats.

However, the opponents of the Act were not reassured,

13 Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans, p. 200.
14 peutsche Gesandtschaftsberichte, IV, pp. 46-7.
15 Archiv OTGM, report of 1.6.1933.
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because Masaryk was 83 years.old and no one could foretell
who would follow him in office.

The party chairman, however, fought for the Enabling
Act "like a lion." Employing a mixture of rational
arguments, emotional pleading, and reliance on his personal
authority, Hampl "with tears in his eyes, went all out
(obout se) to state his case," and according to an
eyewitness' report, "we all felt much empathy for him."16
He told the dissenters that "they can't see past their
noses, " and exclaimed that he would never agree with a
situation in which the party lost control of its destiny to
the Agrarians. Furthermore, he issued the stern warning
that it was precisely the future of the party that was on
the line, declaring that if the Social Democrats did not
agree to the Enabling Act, "the fate of the SPD awaits us."
By this Hampl presumably meant that the government would
fall and the Agrarians would manage to exclude the Social
Democratic parties from the new coalition. Then the
government would inexorably continue moving to the right.
Whether the members of the party presidium were impressed by
the chairman's arguments or perhaps guided by their faith in
his judgment, Hampl's will prevailed "after a great
struggle" and the leadership offered its support for the

Enabling Act. When a presidential advisor asked Hampl how

16 r1bid.
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he had come to adopt a position on the enabling powers that

apparently was so favorable to the Agrarians, he said only:

I have never left anyone with any doubts as to the
following: I am a Czech first, and a socialist second.
I will not wreck or ban a situation, if the state would
suffer because of it.17

The dispute among &sSDs leaders over the Enabling Act
had more than one basis. Besides apprehensions over a
possible Agrarian dictatorship, personal animosities between
rival members of the party's top level also played a part.
This resulted in collusion among members who wished to erode
the power and influence of their rivals. The private
agenda of individuals affected the formulation of opinion on
measures such as the Act, which established the level of
power for cabinet ministers.

No one challenged Hampl's leading role during his long
(1924-38) reign as chairman. As a forceful orator and
talented organizer, Hampl possessed skills that served him
well as an official. Perhaps most importantly for his
career, he had a true working-class background, a very
significant qualification for the leader of a party
concerned about the large number of lawyers and other

middle-class individuals in its top echelon.18

17 1bid.

18 No biography of Hampl exists. He apprenticed as a
locksmith and also worked as a draftsman during his youth.
His family and colleagues published a small eulogy, Na pamét
soudruha Antonina Hampla (To the memory of comrade Antonin
Hampl) (Jarome¥, Czechoslovakia: &SDS, 1946). Hampl
succumbed to illness as a prisoner of the Nazis in 1942.
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Rudolf Bechyné& enjoyed Hampl's support, but also had a
number of adversaries within the party leadership. In 1933
Bechyné was Social Democratic Minister of Railways, after
previously having served in other posts. He was also deputy
prime minister, and the Enabling Act served to increase the
responsibility and power of this position. Those Social
Democrats who were antagonistic toward him therefore had an
additional reason to oppose the Act.

Bechyné's self-declared "implacable, bitter enemies"
were deputies Josef Macek, Antonin Reme$, and Antonin Srba.
They wanted him to lose his minister's chair and among
themselves agreed that if possible, "we'd like for him to
disappear” altogether.l® A difference in political
philosophy was the basic reason for their antipathy toward
Bechyné&. The dispute ran along the fault line separating
those Social Democrats who, like Bechyné&, promoted closer
ties with the Czechoslovak National Socialist party (CNS),
and those who, for a number of reasons, were averse to such
efforts. This matter serves to illustrate the poor
relations between the two Czechoslovak parties during this
time.

Tensions between members of the €SDS and the CNS were
strained at the local level and at the center of power in
Prague. Part of the problem was the attitude toward ethnic

relations, for many National Socialists had scarcely any

19 Archiv UTGM, 10.5.1933.
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interest in the state's German minority and disapproved of
the Social Democrats' support of a German minister (Ludwig
Czech) in the government. In turn, Social Democrats who
were dedicated to international socialism scorned the &NS
because it was a non-Marxist party. Besides this
consideration, political power entered into the picture as
well.

Members of each party fought for control of local
political posts, and in many cases the struggle was
protracted and bitter. 1In Znojmo (south Moravia), for
instance, National Socialists had plagued the Social
Democratic mayor for fifteen years by attacking his
character and his conduct in office. A July 1934 speech by
the mayor to his supporters offers a glimpse of the
increasing level of animosity between the parties, as he
swore that his detractors would lose the next election,
adding excitedly, "and then we'll kick their asses!"20 At
the top level of the parties the same story of rivalries and
power struggles existed. Several CNS members of parliament
said openly that better relations with the Social Democrats
was not in the interest of the party, but was only good for
one element of the leadership, namely Edward Bene$.Z21

At the turn of the century, as a very young man, Rudolf

Bechyn& had joined the National Socialist party, and even

20 gUA MVP X-P 225-868-1, carton 868, 30.7.1934.
21 archiv UTGM, 9.5.1933.
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thirty years later some Social Democrats held this fact
against him.22 Another likely source of trouble was
Bechyné&'s vanity and egotism, which prompted him to make
some grand statements about reforming his ministry, which he
then failed to accomplish.?? Bechyné sometimes behaved
condescendingly and exaggerated his importance. A rumor
that Macek passed on to the president's adviser illustrates
this characteristic: During the summer of 1933 Bechyné& paid
a visit to the country estate of the former prime minister
Antonin Svehla, elder statesman of the Czechoslovak
'Agrarians and one of the most able and respected figures of
the day. Due to illness Svehla had had to retire from his
duties, but there had been speculation that he had
recovered. Bechyné supposedly told Svehla that if he wanted
to return to an active role in politics, he would best
succeed with Bechyné's help. President Masaryk and most
other leaders valued Svehla's great political skill, and the
idea that he would need such help at all was ridiculous. It
was only a rumor, but according to Macek "it is precisely
such a story that reveals the truth about Bechyn&. "24
Bechyné& was a jourﬁalist and had important connections

in this field, such as with Ferdinand Peroutka, publisher of

22 AKPR 994/21, report of 16.11.1928.

23 The newspapers of rival parties reported the instances
of friction between Social Democrats. In this case, Lidové
listy, the paper of Sramek's Czechoslovak People's Party,
1.3.1931. ,

24 Archiv UTGM, 30.8.1933.
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the state's leading liberal periodical, PrXitomnost. Bechyné&
regularly contributed to Peroutka's journal, securing
favorable publicity for the party; he was also a mainstay of
the Social Democratic press. He wrote proposals for
resolutions and additions to the platform that were adopted
at important party congresses. To many observers, however,
he gave the impression of being unable to manage his
ministerial responsibilities. Bechyné held several
portfolios during the First Republic, and doubts about his
competence made their way back to Hampl from different
quarters. In fact at one time Masaryk insisted that Bechyneé
resign from the Railways post,2?3> probably because of the
massive annual deficit of that ministry.

Hampl, however, supported Bechyné against his
detractors. The chairman obviously valued Bechyné's writing
talent and wanted to keep him in the Social Democratic fold.
There was a chance that he would switch to another party,
probably the National Socialists. Bechyné& could not manage
his personal finances and chronically was near bankruptcy:
had he lost the income from his minister's position his
circumstances may have forced him to offer his services to a
party that could relieve him of his distress.26

In 1933 Bechyné's wife compounded his difficulties by

seeking a divorce. He also suffered a debilitating illness

25 Archiv UTGM, 5.5.1933.
26 r1bid.



178
which prevented him from addressing the delegates at the
party's general congress in October. As if this were not
enough, not long before the congress Bechyné's enemies
uncovered his involvement in a scandal.

A secret bank account apparently had existed for
several years. Allegedly the noted economist Karel Engli$
had placed money in the account for Bechyn&'s use, although
it is not clear why. In several different governments
Englis had been Minister of Finance, and he was quite
distinguished in his field. Despite serving in parliament
as a Czechoslovak National Democratic deputy, he was not a
professional politician.2?? Therefore it is unlikely he was
trying to set up Bechyn& for blackmail or corrupt him for
the benefit of another party.

Regardless of the reason why the_money ended up in the
account, Bechyn&'s Social Democratic enemies saw no reason
to refrain from using the story against him. They forced
the attention of the party leadership onto this affair, in
an attempt to compel him to resign his office. Josef Macek
in particular pursued this case with determination.?28
However, Hampl again deflected their attacks, and in the
interest of maintaining discipline and the appearance of
unity before the congress the matter settled down. Bechyné&

later reported that he was "satisfied" with the congress.

27 Mamatey, "The Development of Czechoslovak Democracy, " p.
100n5. ,
28 Archiv UTGM, 30.8.1933.
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Although on his doctor's orders he could not speak to the
assembly, the delegates all "applauded for me."2%® They
also accepted a resolution which he wrote. "Probably none
of the plotters [againsé me] expected this," he mused.

Thus the party's strong tradition of discipline served
to dampen internal friction for the important period of the
congress. Later, however, a campaign began anew to
discredit Bechyné& for his ministry's handling of wage
disputes and other matters. Yet Hampl's control of the
party enabled him to block any drastic action that went
contrary to his ideas. Speaking of the "plotters," Hampl
made the following observations about the course of a

certain meeting:

Macek and company were completely silent today.
Believe me, the operations against Bechyn& are
nothing more than the whim of some men whom I know
well, and I will take them down a peg or two.30

Hampl followed through on his pledge. Although he was
master of the party, he fell victim to the turmoil and
tension present in international, domestic, and party
politics. Soon after the party congress a severe attack of
stomach ulcers confined him to his bed.3! This condition
understandably impaired his ability to direct party affairs.
Reports indicated that some leading party members were

perturbed that Hampl was not devoting enough energy to some

29 archiv UTGM, 6.11.1933.
30 Archiv UTGM, 2.6.1933.
31 Archiv UTGM, 29.11.1933.
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important developments. For example, some complaints arose
over the growth of "yellow" trade unions, affiliated with
right-wing parties, in the Ostrava area. Hampl surely would
have been concerned over this situation, especially since he
was head of the large, important metalworkers' union. Some
of his colleagues privately wondered why he did not "take
care of" the problem. 32

Some of top party executives thought Hampl should have
put an end to the campaign against Bechyn&. However, these
individuals may not have been so much Bechyn&'s allieé as
they were opponents of the "plotters." Some party leaders
disliked troublemakers such as the feisty Josef Macek, and
wished for the chairman to humble him.

Macek (born 1887) was an influential economist and a
prolific writer, as well as a member of the Chamber of
Deputies from 1928-39. He was a professor at the College of
Commerce (Vysokd skola obchodni) in Prague, and conducted
lecture series and other activities for Délnickd akademie.
Macek also was chief editor of the prestigious review NaSe
doba (Our era), following in the footsteps of Thomas
Masaryk. 33

At a meeting of the $SDS parliamentary club early in

1934, the members heard a report on the extensive and costly

32 archiv OTGM, 11.1.1934.

33 Macek contributed numerous essays and articles to
Dé&lnickd vychova (Worker education), a series published by
Délnickd akademie. Macek emigrated to the U.S. in 1949 and
subsequently taught at the University of Pittsburgh.
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proposals put forth by the Czechoslovak Agrarians. This
spurred Macek into action. He rose to his feet and
aggressively asked how the party would counter with its own
demands. According to a deputy who was present, the
question met with "the silence of the grave." Expressing
astonishment and disappointment, Macek then requested that
it should be recorded in the minutes of the meeting that
"the party has no workers' demands."3¢ Regardless of
whether or not this statement was true, none of the other
members could have appreciated such a confrontational tone.

Yet Macek had not fully considered why his question had
met with such a response, because he was a "hothead"
(bourlivédk), as Hampl once had characterized him.35 The
reason for the deathly silence may not have been due to an
absence of new ideas. Perhaps the other members present
were willing to look at the Agrarian demands in the spirit
of compromise. Macek's belligerent attitude and behavior
ensured the presence of enemies among his party. So did his
impolitic writings, which questioned the Social Democratic
leadership's competence and worthiness to represent the
interests of the working class.

In 1933 the readers of Ferdinand Peroutka's P¥itomnost
had the opportunity to learn Macek's opinion of the top

level of the labor movement. Peroutka asked Macek to

34 aArchiv OTGM, 11.1.1934.
35 AKPR 994/21, 16.11.1928.
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. discuss why the Social Democratic parties had not succeeded
in implementing their proposals for easing the economic
crisis. Since the socialists had been powerless to assert
their will in the coalition, Peroutka queried, would it not
be more advantageous for them to leave the government?
Macek responded with a series of articles which
expressed his doubt that the movement's leadership, both
German and Czech, was of a high enough caliber to attain a
dominating influence in the political sphere. He said that
the leaders had neither a solid, positive program of "what
to do today" nor enough people with the talent to carry out
such a program.3é Moreover, according to his point of view
no other socialist party had a valid program to combat the
crisis, so that he also lambasted the Socialist
International for its failure to recommend a clear program
that could help unite the movement. He said that the lone
demand which socialists did share, the shortening of the
work period, was simply too narrow to fulfill the objective.
Macek had no intention of boosting the Communists
through his polemic. In fact he called them "a dagger in
the body of the socialist parties," and lamented that KSC
propagandists were able to turn some workers away from
supporting Social Democracy because of numerous unpopular
tax, tariff, and other government policies that the parties

were obliged to support. In Macek's opinion this was a

36 p¥itomnost (1933) no. 4, p. 52.
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"superb weapon" for the Communists, and he recommended that
the Social Democratic parties would increase their vitality
and their election totals by going into opposition.37

Macek thought that the Social Democrats' current
policies would gain little for the labor movement. His hope
for the future embraced a vision of achieving the end of
capitalism by working toward the moral regeneration of
society. He felt that if the parties went into opposition
they could take the moral high ground and lead the way to a
social revolution, resulting in state control of production
and consumption.38

Although Macek generally was critical of Social
Democratic leaders he did point approvingly to DSAP chairman
Ludwig Czech's speeches in parliament. As Minister of
Social Welfare, Czech crafted his message to shake the
consciences of deputies, hoping that they would then take
action to deal with the terrible plight of the vast numbers
of unemployed Germans. Macek pictured Social Democrats
carrying out this type of appeal to society on a grand
scale. His stance was idealistic in comparison to the more
pragmatic orientation of other &sps politicians. As he
disparaged the wide range of concessions that these
politicians made to the other coalition parties, Macek

exclaimed virtuously, "I say to the Social Democratic

37 pritomnost (1933) no. 5, p. 72.
38 pritomnost (1933) no. 4, p. 53.
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parties: stay in government only so long as this is
compatible with your honor and credibility!"39

Peroutka then printed é follow-up to Macek's articles,
in the form of a letter he had received from a Social
Democratic worker. The journal did not identify the worker,
who feared repercussions because he wholeheartedly agreed
with Macek's assessment of the political leadership. A
typesetter and minor party official, the author of the
letter said that he did not have the "clout" to offer such
criticism publicly, as could a "bigwig" like Prof. Macek.
The letter to Peroutka stated, "You yourself certainly know
the way it is in the party: similar expressions [as Macek's]
could cause attempts to completely silence me, in order to
protect against further criticism." Presumably by this he
meant expulsion from the party, not homicide.

The anonymous writer was glad that Macek had finally
spoken out about the leadership and party politics, and said
that many other workers shared this attitude. He reported
that at a meeting of the &sps regional committee (okresni
vybor) in his area a party member had stated: "Macek is
speaking to our [socialist] spirit. He is expressing what
we have long felt. If only he is not deterred from
continuing." Apparently some members thought that the
party's tradition of loyalty and discipline would catch up

with Macek.

39 p¥itomnost (1933) no. 5, p. 71.
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This letter related that many party members wistfully
recalled the period when the party was-in opposition.

"Then, the party went to the streets to lead demonstrations"
against the bourgeois government's seemingly anti-socialist
program, wrote the unhappy worker. Now, he lamented, the
party was a member of the coalition that was installing new
taxes, tariffs, and price hikes, "precisely the bitter
medicine that afflicts workers first of all." Younger
Social Democrats, stated the author, were dismayed that the
party was in the hands of "very old comrades, who don't have
a keen enough understanding of today's most acute and
burning questions.”

This writer declared that Macek was "quite right" to
stress the need for the party to have a "clear plan." He
wanted it to be known that calls for such a plan and for
"clear direction" had become "widespread" in the party. The
author perceived that too often the leadership simply fell
back on Marxist theory to assure workers of their inevitable
victory.

In place of a clear program some politicians are

satisfied to refer to a very far-off and rosy

brightening of the economic picture, and the gradual
evolvement of a better life for the working class.

They are completely silent about the objections that

each economic boom largely means a new strengthening

of capitalism, not trouble for it. When will it be
possible to expect a new future for socialism?40

40 p¥itomnost (1933) no. 7, p. 1l11.
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Interestingly, Social Democratic leaders received
criticism both for allegedly relying on theory, as in the
case of this letter in Pritomnost, and for apparently having
abandoned it to effect compromises with the bourgeois
parties. Such widespread complaints indicate that the
leadership was not communicating effectively with a certain
segment of the movement. Possibly the leaders expected the
rank and file to possess greater faith in their ability to
advance the interests of the working class. Whether or not
criticism of party leaders and opposition to their tactics
were reasonable or justified, they existed and posed some
danger to the Social Democratic leadership's control of
party affairs and policies.

During 1934 international events compelled Social
Democratic leaders in Czechoslovakia to deal with the
pronounced trend toward the creation of united anti-fascist
fronts. The most prominent development for the European
Left was the new era of cooperation between the socialist
and Communist parties in France; for the labor movement in
Czechoslovakia, the most chilling example of fascism's
danger in that year was the decimation of the socialists in
neighboring Austria.

Czech and German party leaders staggered from the
confluence of alarming news on 12 February 1934. On that
day, by force of arms, the Dollfuss government smashed the

paramilitary wing of the Austrian Social Democrats; and
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Communists and socialists in France decided to participate
in a joint strike to protest what they perceived was a
burgeoning fascist threat against the French republic.
Several other events reflected the notion circulating within
the European labor movement that it would be prudent and
indeed necessary for working-class parties to unite in order
to offset fascism.

International attention focused on the issue of the
Saar territory in 1934. An area valued for its huge coal
deposits, it had been under the administration of the League
of Nations since the Versailles peace treaty. The
arrangement specified that a plebiscite would be held in
January 1935. The population of the territory would then
choose among annexation by France, restoration to Germany,
or the maintenance of the status quo. The Saar Communists
and Social Democrats obviously could not abide entry into
the Nazi Reich, and they agreed to cooperate in a joint
campaign to continue the administration of the League.4l

The issue of united front work also was topical in
neighboring Poland, where some rank and file workers showed
themselves to be much more favorable toward unity than were
leaders of the Socialist and the Communist parties. Groups
that supported a united front withdrew from their respective
parties to found a new Workers' Socialist Party. Their

action responded to the authoritarian threat they saw

41 International Press Correspondence, July 1934.



188

advanced by the signing of the non-aggression pact between
Poland and Germany in January 1934.42 Representatives of
the underground Socialist and Communist movements in Italy
signed a united front pact in August 1934.43 In Spain,
solidarity also became a reality among Socialist and
Communist workers.%4

The establishment of the French united front made a
vivid impression on many European socialists. The downfall
of Social Democracy in Germany and Austria had already
created great anxiety and the desire for an effective remedy
against the threat from the right. A major revamping of
Moscow's foreign policy, in favor of building collective
security with democratic states against Germany, also
prompted calls for unity.

The Soviet Union joined the League of Nations in
September 1934, and within six months had concluded mutual
assistance pacts with France and Czechoslovakia. This
compelled Moscow to change directions regarding the
character of its long-standing initiatives against socialist
leaders, whom it for years had denounced as "social

fascists" and the primary enemies of the working class. The

42 g, H. Carr, Twilight of the Comintern, 1930-1935 (New
York: Pantheon, 1982), pp. 268-71.

43 gee Julius Braunthal, History of the International,
1914-1943 (London: Thomas Nelson, 1967), vol. 2, p. 476.

44 gee Martin Blinkhorn’s chapter on Spain, in Stephen
Salter and John Stevenson, eds., The Working Class and
Politics in Europe and North America, 1929-1945 (London and
New York: Longman, 1990).
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new policy line, emanating from Josef Stalin himself, became
a drive to effect a united front from above, with the
socialist leaders and not against them.

European socialists began to consider the possibilities
that could result from this new Communist policy. They were
certainly conscious of the vast ideological and tactical .
differences between the two divisions of the labor movement
that would have to narrow before they could achieve unity.
Socialists also had serious concerns about whether to trust
an alliance with Communists, who previously had pledged to
infiltrate and destroy the socialist camp.

Before the French Socialist party entered into the
agreement which the French Communists had proposed, the
Socialist leader Léon Blum published a series of articles
that discussed the dangers that might ensue after linking up

with the Communists. He put forth some anxious questions:

Are we not taking the party into a dangerous adventure?
Are we not running the risk, if not of destroying its
unity, at least of upsetting it - the unity upon which
the whole working class depends? What are the real
motives of this sudden move by the Communists? What is
hidden behind this painted face?45

Such fears typified the dilemma of socialists who were
contemplating joint anti-fascist action. The fact that the
united front in France did occur despite such qualms

exhibits the conviction of socialists there that

45 Blum's articles from the paper Le Populaire are
reprinted in L'Oeuvre de Léon Blum, 1934-1937 (Paris: A.
Michel, 1964), vol. 3.
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circumstances would force Communists to act as honorable and
reliable partners.

It was furthermore easier for some socialists to trust
Moscow upon consideration of the behavior of some "Western
capitalists, " who had displayed apparent sympathies for the
fascist regimes in Germany and Italy. This factor helped
many notable European socialists, such as the Austrian, Otto
Bauer,4® to conclude thaﬁ the only great power which the
international working class could rely upon to champion its
interests was the Soviet Union. The corollary of this
belief was that working-class unity was an imperative,
necessary both for defense of the Soviet Union and against
fascist aggression on the home front.

This issue caused great turmoil within the Socialist
International; the crisis atmosphere that the matter of a
united front generated was duplicated in most of the
International's member parties. The International had
launched a debate on the merits of negotiating an alliance
with Communists at its meeting in Paris in August 1933.
Most of the 142 delegates to this conference decided that
the question was pointless, since at the time the Communist
International, under orders from Stalin, adamantly rejected

any offers from the socialists.

46 See Bauer's Zwischen zwei Weltkriegen? Die Krise der
Weltwirtschaft, der Demokratie und des Sozialismus
(Bratislava: Eugen Prager, 1936), pp. 310-35.
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The Social Democrats from Czechoslovakia, as well as
the socialist parties from Britain, Sweden, Denmark, and
Holland, argued that a united front would not strengthen the
working class, but instead would weaken its power. They
claimed that ties to the Communists would put socialist
parties under the disagreeable burden of association with
the Soviet Union's terrorist dictatorship, under which all
resistance to Stalin was crushed brutally and an organized
famine had killed millions of peasants, thereby causing
estrangement among sympathizers.47

However, the conference did acknowledge that in states
where the Communist movement had a considerable base of
support, such as in Czechoslovakia, the situation caused by
the growth of fascism certainly required working-class
unity. Proposals for encouraging talks with the Comintern
did not receive a majority of votes, but the conference
passed a resolution affirming the desire of the
International “to do all in its power to reunite the divided
forces of the workers. "48

The executive council of the International met in
November 1934 and heard appeals from united front proponents
who urged direct negotiations with the Comintern for joint
action. In countries where socialists considered themselves

to be under siege, such as France and Spain, the impetus for

47 Braunthal, History of the International, pp. 398-402.
48  71bid.
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unity was very strong. Similar feelings existed among
representatives from Germany, Italy, and Austria, where
fascism had already plowed under socialism. The same
members who had condemned negotiations a year earlier
continued to voice strong opposition; among them were
FrantiSek Soukup of the CSDS and Anton Schiéfer of the
DSAP.49 Since it was unable to reach consensus on the
matter, the executive passed a resolution which gave the
leadership of individual parties the right to cooperate with
the Communist party in its own country.

This outcome effectively killed any attempts at direct
negotiations in Czechoslovakia, since Social Democratic
leaders there wanted no part of a united front. However,
this ban on joint action did little to erode the strong
sentiments for unity that were common among Czechs and
Germans in the Social Democratic movement. An intense
debate on the creation of an anti-fascist front took place
in certain arenas.

Since the official newspapers of the Social Democratic
parties staunchly upheld the policies of party executives,
these organs did not feature discussions and analyses of
tactics. On the Czechoslovak side, the main forum for the

united front debate was D&lnickd osvéta (Workers' culture),

49 71hid., p. 482; Lewis J. Edinger, German Exile Politics.
The Social Democratic Executive Committee in the Nazi Era
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press,
1956), p. 147.
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the periodical of the Délnickd akademie, the "workers'
academy" for socialist cultural and educational pursuits
affiliated with and sustained by the €SDS.

Dedicated to the mental and moral "improvement" of the
working class, the D&lnickd akademie had been founded at the
turn of the century by a group of workers in collaboration
with Thomas Masaryk, who was then a professor at the Czech
University in Prague.5% Since 1927 the Délnickd akademie
had been the party's designated center for fulfilling the
socialist mission of creating the "new man" by means of
education.®l Yet this organization was more left-oriented
than was the relatively conservative leadership of the
party. This was inevitable within an institution whose
staff consisted mostly of educators who were imbued with
socialist spirit, for whom theory took precedence over the
concerns and necessities of pragmatic politics.

At times Social Democrats complained about the radical
tendencies of the academy and the leftist orientation of its
leader, VAaclav Patzak. He was accused of being a disciple
of Zden&k Nejedly, a prominent historian and cultural critic
who promoted the bolshevik political line and after the
Communist takeover of Czechoslovakia in 1948 became Minister

of Education. According to reports submitted to President

50 For a short history of the D&lnickd akademie see
FrantiSek Soukup, Revoluce prdce, part 2, pp. 1614-17.

51 Helmut Gruber's Red Vienna details similar efforts to
build the "neue Mensch" by the Austrian Social Democrats.
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Masaryk that were based on conversations with prominent
Social Democrats, Patzak's wife was even more radical than
her husband, and he was completely under her sway.>2

Patzak upset some Social Democrats by inviting speakers
such as Nejedly to Délnickd akademie lectures. As an
example of the destructive tendencies inherent in Patzak's
endeavors, these party members with revulsion pointed to the
poetry found in a pamphlet distributed at a lecture where

Nejedly spoke, which contained such lines as:

I spit at life,

I spit at mankind,

I spit at the world.

And if only I could plunder it!

Despite such complaints the party leaders did not revamp the
operation of the Délnickd akademie, probably because it
successfully conducted a large number of educational
activities in all of the major industrial areas. Party
leaders knew this was to the benefit of the movement, for as
workers became more educated they also tended to develop
greater technical skills, and skilled workers most often
elected to shun Communism and gravitate toward Social
Democracy.

It is apparent that the editors of Délnickd osvéta did
not shrink from publishing articles critical of party
policies. Therefore, the discussion devoted to the Social

Democratic stance and working-class unity that the journal

52 AKPR, carton 4, Politické strany, 16.9.1930.
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initiated in 1934 was by no means one-sided. The editors
even invited Communists to take part.

Stanislav Budin, chief editor of the KSC newspaper Rudé
pravo, accepted the invitation and heralded his party's
desire for a united front. The Czechoslovak Communists had
proposed a move toward unity earlier in the year, with the
unchanged slogan of "going over the social-fascist leaders'
heads, " after the success of the alliance in France.
"Communists are proud that we are the initiators of the
drive to bring both camps together," he wrote. Budin
concluded that "the example of France is a great one for the
workers of Czechoslovakia." He used the situation in France
and the Saar in an attempt to prove that the Communist
initiative was not merely a ploy, as some Social Democrats
objected. 53

Budin also stated that it was necessary to unify
working-class organizations, especially unions, but the
Communists insisted on maintaining their opinions because
they were sure that their theory was correct: “We live on
the brink of a new era and we are near a revolutionary
situation, and we won't gain victory without a
revolutionary, bolshevist, Leninist party.” Furthermore,
the Communists were convinced that the coalition politics of
the Social Democratic parties offered no protection against

fascism, because as they saw it a considerable portion of

53 pé&lnickd osvéta (1934), pp. 308-10.
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the bourgeois parties in the government had to be designated
as fascist.54

These were completely predictable statements from a
Communist functionary, and they illustrate why'the Social
Democratic leadership could not deviate from its tactical
course. In Czechoslovakia the KSE had instigated the united
front idea, and Social Democrats knew that its realization
would raise the prestige of Communists. The party leaders
did not want unions and associational groups such as
cooperatives to unify, for they figured that there was no
reason to trust the Communists now any more than there had
been in the past.

Many participants in the D&lnickd osvéta discussion
mocked the Communists' assertion that they would be reliable
allies. "The Communists discredited the united front
slogan, " declared the trade union official Jaroslav Straus,
"and socialists have no trust in them." Judge the
Communists by their actions, Straus urged, pointing to their
(as yet) unmitigated belligerence toward Social Democratic
leaders, and their attempts to invade Social Democratic
organizations by means of "cells" of agitators.®>S

Straus and other discussants also stated that an
alliance with an anti-democratic, revolutionary party would

spell danger, for it would generate a "united front of

54 1hid.
55 r1bid., pp. 302-06.



197

bourgeois-fascist" opponents, which would attempt to provoke
class warfare. This coalition would follow Hitler's example
and seize control of the state, nullify the constitution,
and repress the labor movement.

According to the Social Democrats who decidedly were
against the KSC, fascism was a result of communism. To the
extent that political extremism prompts an opposing extreme,
this assessment was correct. These socialists supported

compromise and cooperation with the bourgeois parties:

Evolution, not revolution! Does it go slowly? The
basis of the democratic political process is patience.
We don't want to gather unripe fruit - it's sour! By
evolution, we are preparing revolution.

This cadre of participants in the debate also examined
what they called the “"tactical mistakes" of socialists in
Germany and Austria. The SPD in Germany not only suffered
from the "“senseless" politics of the German Communists, but
also its "traditional, radical verbal Marxism" was ill-
suited to the political realities of the Weimar republié.
So the "reputed strong theoretical power of the SPD was old
junk of no use."%® Similarly, the Austrian Social
Democrats "valued programmatic purity more than practical
politics." Theorists led the party to rely on "unfortﬁnate
tactics," such as the creation of its armed formations

(Schutzbund), with disastrous results.

56 I1bid., pp. 260-61.
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The lesson for Social Democrats to learn: an obsession
with theory (no compromise with bourgeois parties) and
radical/insurrectionary action, led either by socialists or
Communists, was dangerous. Articles in Délnickd osvéta also
mentioned that some refugee German and Austrian Social
Democrats were now in Czechoslovakia, and were attempting to
influence the political discourse in the republic. The
authors said that in an effort to advance the overthrow of
the regimes in their homelands these exiles wanted to
denounce the "bankruptcy" of moderate reformism, and turn to
revdlutionary tactics. "We hope that we have shown what
tactics really are bankrupt, * they averred.5’?

Although these Social Democrats were completely in step
with the movement's leadership, and condemned the tactics of
the Communists, most of them nonetheless expressed the idea
that something should be done to effect working-class unity.
They thought that it was not possible to give up the idea of
creating a united front, despite the "almost insurmountable
differences" present in the labor movement. They recognized
that workers "of all political stripes want a united working
class." How this ideal could be realized, they did not
know. Implicit within the writing of these Social Democrats
was the notion that it was up to the leaders to work out the
details, and that there was some room for negotiating. This

is why even the moderate Jaroslav Straus included the

57  1bid.



199
observation that "some [Social Democrats] directly indict
(vinit) the leaders of their organizations for being against
unity due to personal, or party-oriented (stranicky)
reasons. "58

The discussion in Délnickd osvéta revealed that even
stalwart followers of the anti-Communist line of thinking
within Social Democracy pined for class unity. One effect
of this condition on Social Democratic leaders was to induce
them to maintain their tactical status quo, in order to
appear unwavering and firmly in control of the movement.

Other party members who contributed to the journal's
discussion took positions that did not openly challenge the
politics of the leadership, but were obviously based upon a
different interpretation of what tactics were correct to
follow. For example, the trade union leader Arno Hais
wanted all of the various union centers that were affiliated
with the Social Democratic parties, the Czechoslovak
National Socialists, and the KSC respectively to unite into
one organization. "The problems involved in this are
great," Hais wrote, "but the goal is worth it." This plan
was contrary to the ideas of the party leadership.

In the previous decade Hais had been an important
figure in the Communist Red Unions; and his father Josef had
headed the Communist All-Trade Union Organization in

Czechoslovakia (Mezindrodni vSeodborovy svaz - MVS). 1In

58 r1bid., pp. 302.
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1929 the victorious bolshevizing faction within the KSC
expelled Arno Hais from the party. He also lost his
position in the Communist union movement, as both the MVS
and the Profitern, the international Communist union
organization, ejected him from their ranks. Arno Hais
became a member of the Right Communist opposition and later
joined the {SDS. He and his viewpoints were typical of the
ex-Communist element within the SDS that party leaders
sought to contain.

Bohuslav E&er also fit into this category. Born in
1893, he was in the Social Democratic movement before 1914
and departed with the Radical Left in 1920. After 1929 he
was back in the CSDS. E&er was a highly skilled lawyer with
great organizational and public speaking talents. His
connections in Brno, where since 1924 he had been a member
of municipal administrative boards, were valuable to the
party. In 1935 he would become deputy mayor of Brno.

A frequent contributor to Délnickd osvéta, Ecer used
the discussion of the united front as an opportunity to
advance his viewpoint, which did not faithfully support the
party line. He actually did not discuss an alliance with
the Communists. His opinion on the matter had already been
established, for as a guest speaker at a DSAP conference in
Brno he had advocated a pact between the Socialist

International and the Comintern.®?® His article was a

59 sozialdemokrat, 8.11.1933.
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rebuttal of the argument of those comrades who fully backed
the leadership's coalition politics and urged participation
in the government, no matter what compromises had to be
endured. Efer argued that coalition politics could not be a
basic principle of the movement. The party had to employ it
as a tactical maneuver, and as such, the party had to
periodically evaluate and reconsider the effectiveness of
government membership.

ECer reflected back upon the successes of the
international socialist movement, which he noted had grown
because of "decades of celebrated activities in opposition."
He answered those comrades who championed "constructive"
politics by declaring that this could also mean the politics
of opposition. Finally, Ecer disputed the belief that the
working class should not resort to civil war and revolution,
if necessary, to defend socialism.®? The article was not
an open confrontation with the decisions of the party
leadership. Eder did not have enough authority to attack
the policies of the top Social Democrats, but he must have
had some measure of influence within the party, for in 1937
he became a member of its executive committee.

Eler's article, as well as the entire Délnickd . osvéta
debate on working-class unity, raised questions about
tactics. For party leaders the matter of tactics was all-

important at this time. Since theory had receded to the

60 p&lnickd osvéta (1934), pp. 336-43.
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background, tactics naturally became the leading factor in
guiding decisions. Because the left and right wings of the
movement examined the choice of the correct path to take so
closely, and each side claimed that tactical errors had led
to the defeat of Social Democracy in Germany and Austria,
both the left and the right within each party became more
entrenched in its position. For the leadership, the risks
of losing prestige and party discipline were factors which
tended to eliminate innovations in developing strategies and
economic planning.

Intraparty opposition affected political decisions on
the German side of the movement as well as among the Czechs.
Top officials of the DSAP, starting with Ludwig Czech,
insisted that the party's presence in the coalition together
with the €SDS was important for German workers. Czech
pointed out how, as Minister of Social Welfare and later
Minister of Public Works, he was helping to channel state
funds into the distressed German areas. Material published
by the party, especially leaflets and posters for elections,
regularly advertised the sums of money that Czech's offices
had doled out to needy Germans, in an effort to show that
the activism of the DSAP was the correct policy to follow.
Ironically, the party's educational organization received
state support due to Czech's patronage but harbored
opposition to the policies of the party chairman, similarly

to the case of D&lnickd akademie and the CSDS.
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The Zentralstelle flir das Bildungswesen der deutschen
sozialdemokratischen Arbeiterpartei carried out the mission
of developing the "neue Mensch”" for the DSAP. One of the
association's directors was Dr. Emil Franzel, who was also
responsible for editorial supervision of the Zentralstelle
annual, Arbeiter-Jahrbuch. Franzel was one of the chief
opposition figures within the party. During the first half
of the 1930s his orientation was to the left, so that he
favored the united anti-fascist front. Later, he cast his
lot with those party members who advocated a brand of
socialism that was more geared to a nationalist outlook.®!

Up to the parliamentary election in May 1935 the DSAP
leadership reckoned that the main threat to the party, and
by extension to German workers, was the left opposition.
The leaders certainly regarded the burgeoning strength of
German nationalism to be dangerous. However, at the time
they saw it as a threat external to the party, in that
German and Czech fascists could ally in an attempt to cancel
Social Democratic influence in the government, possibly
leading to the same scenario as ‘had happened in Germany.

There was no warning signal that alerted the DSAP to
the disaster it would suffer in 1935. 1In fact, the party
received generally comforting news from the results of the

December 1934 municipal elections. It had not lost many

81 For Franzel’s activities see Wingfield, Minority
Politics, pp. 115-17, 147-48, 165-66.
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votes to Konrad Henlein's recently formed Sudetendeutsche
Heimatfront; as the Social Democrats had anticipated, that
vélkisch grouping cut in to the totals of the German
Agrarian party and secured the votes that had previously
gone to the German National Socialists and German
Nationalists. 62

Therefore the DSAP leaders had no pressing reason for
diverting most of their attention from the very real problem
of dissent within their own ranks. The tendency of top-
ranking Social Democrats to concentrate upon defeating their
leftist opposition received an even greater impetus from a
similar struggle among the socialist exiles who had escaped
arrest in Germany and Austria and had found refuge in
Czechoslovakia. Between 1933 and 1938 several thousand of
these defeated Social Democrats converged in the major
cities of Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia. Many of them did
not remain in the state for very long, using it only as a
transit stop on the way to their final destination in
western Europe. For those who did stay, Prague became the
center of activity for those Germans from the Reich who were
directing resistance efforts against Hitler, while the

Austrian exiles made their headquarters in Brno. 53

62 Central European Observer, 14.12.1934.

63 Edinger, German Exile Politics; Erich Matthias,
Sozialdemokratie und Nation. Ein Beitrag zur Ideengeschichte
der sozialdemokratischen Emigration in der Prager Zeit des
Parteivorstandes 1933-1938 (Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-
"Anstalg, 1952).
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The DSAP (and to a lesser extent the ESDS) concerned

itself with the welfare of the exile groups, providing legal
and financial assistance to its unfortunate comrades. In
turn, these refugees participated in daily affairs of the
party.®  Therefore it was inevitable that the strident
conflict between the exile community's left and right wings
had an effect on political practice within the DSaP.

Reports of intraparty conditions filed by the
Czechoslovak state police indicate that opposition to the
established leadership existed not only in the party itself,
but also in affiliated unions and groups such as
cooperatives. The reports state that the opposition was
"completely under the influence of the Communist party. "85
The police officials who compiled these reports often relied
on party members for information, so it is possible that
this characterization of the opposition was skewed.
Nonetheless, numerous reports from a variety of districts
confirm that German leaders thought of their opponents as
radicals. Many reports name Emil Franzel as a leader of the
left wing of the party, and assert that he stood "very close
to the KSC."66

The despair of young German Social Democrats over the
policies of the older generation that was in control of the

party found an outlet in the periodical Sozialistische

64 wingfield, Minority Politics, pp. 109-10.
65 gs0A, fond Zemsky Ufad Prahy (ZUP), 207-759-12.
66 sua zup, 207-760-4.
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Aktion, which appeared beginning in June 1934.67 Franzel
regularly contributed lead articles to this publication,
which found a wide readership in some parts of Bohemia, such
as the Social Democratic stronghold of Cheb. Some reports
charge that if the group associated with Sozialistische
Aktion had its way, the DSAP would link with the Communists
and form an anti-fascist paramilitary force, on the order of
the Austrian Schutzbund.®® Calls for an armed unit of this
type, with the possible mission of fighting state forces in
a revolutionary action, were contrary to the wishes of both
German and Czech leaders. The DSAP did have a military-
style force, the Rote Wehr, but its purpose was protection
for party members against violent attacks by Communists or
Nazis. Members of this unit did not carry arms in public,
but police were aware that they did have weapons.?5?

The mid-1930s saw the rise to new heights within the
DSAP of the parliamentary deputy Wenzel Jaksch, the man who
would eventually wrest control of the party from Ludwig
Czech. Jaksch (born 1896) benefited from the clamor of
young party members for new blood and fresh ideas among the
leadership. A member of the executive committee since 1921,

he was careful not to mount an outright challenge to the

67 See Bachstein, Wenzel Jaksch und die sudetendeutsche
Sozialdemokratie, pp. 72-75; and Wingfield, Minority
Politics, pp. 111-21, for the intent of the founders of this
publication. The latter citation also provides a broader
discussion of internal DSAP opposition.

68 gUA zZUP, 207-759-12.

69  Ibid.
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"old guard,” and always condemned the Communists as
untrustworthy negativists. However, it was no secret that
from the time of the party's 1932 congress, when the left
opposition had so forcefully attempted to change the course
of the DSAP's politics, Jaksch had been developing closer
contacts with prominent members of that dissident
faction.’9 At the 1935 general congress, after the party's
devastating losses in the parliamentary elections, Jaksch
became deputy chairman.

The picture of conditions within the leadership of the
DSAP during this time is that of tumult, and of the
established leaders' determined resistance to proposals for
change. President Masaryk's political observers submitted
reports indicating that the strain on Ludwig Czech at this
time was such that he could not handle his work as Minister
of Social Welfare. Czech's age (born 1870) was working
against him. Some CSDS leaders thought that another German
Social Democrat, such as general secretary Siegfried Taub,
should relieve him in the minister's post. However, Czech
and Taub reacted decisively to stop speculation about this
move, declaring that it was "a matter of prestige" for the
chairman to remain in the cabinet.’! One reason for this

decision was Czech's realization that he should muster as

0 Bachstein, Wenzel Jaksch, p. 56.
71 AKPR, 5.9.1933; UTGM, 7.9.1933.
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much prestige as possible with his dual roles, in order to
deter challenges to his leadership.

During the campaign for the 1935 parliamentary election
the German Social Democrats emphasized their support for
democracy and the republic, and the practical results which
accrued to working-class Germans from following an activist
course. On the instructions of the party leadership,
speakers concentrated on voters who were not extremists, but
were still "under the influence of Communism. " The party
hoped to convince such citizens that a stronger DSAP
translated into greater influence and better living
conditions for German workers. Campaign rhetoric thus
intended to portray voting for the KSC as folly, even if
one's heart would beat faster at the mention of the world's

lone "workers' state":

...the Communists are actually working contrary to the
needs of the Soviet Union, which for its own protection
must ally itself with [Western] states that must
remain democratic in order to do Russia any good.
Therefore, how foolish is the Communists' constant
abuse (Geschimpfe) against our coalition politics,
which serves to protect democracy!’?2

Thus leftist workers who were committed to the wvictory of
international socialism and who disparaged the German
activist policy of participation in the government received

the message that if they cared about the Soviet Union, they

72 pie wWahlen 1935! Eine Rede-Anleitung fir Referenten
(Prague: Verlag DSAP, 1935), pp. 18-20.
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should do everything possible to preserve democracy in
Czechoslovakia.

The campaign strategies of DSAP leaders did little to
protect the party against the enormous losses it suffered in
the May 1935 election. Compared to the previous election in
1929, almost half of the party's constituency did not choose
its message of activism. Similarly, the percentage of
Germans who deserted the KSC was about half.’3 These
working-class voters had gone over to Konrad Henlein's newly
constituted aggregation of nationalist Germans, the
Sudetendeutsche Partei (SdP), which captured two-thirds of
the total German electorate. A month later, at the DSAP
general congress in Brno, Ludwig Czech continued unabated
the leadership's condemnation of the party's Communist foes.
Citing problems caused by the propaganda that equated
socialists with fascists, as well as the divisiveness
imprinted upon the working class by years of enmity, Czech
blamed the Communists for the Social Democratic weakness
that enabled the SdP to inveigle so many German workers with
nationalist demagoguery.’4

This signaled the German party leadership's
determination to maintain an embargo against applications

for closer relations with the KSC, leading to a possible

73 Ji¥i Slama and Karel Kaplan, Die Parlamentswahlen in der
Tschechoslowakei 1935-1946-1948 (Munich: R. Oldenbourg
Verlag, 1986), pp. 17-25.

74 Sozialdemokrat, 22.6.1935.
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united front. With over ten percent of the total vote in
the election, the KSC still had respectable overall
strength. Because Moscow had jettisoned the "social-
fascist" line, and Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union had
concluded a mutual assistance treaty on 16 May 1935, the
Communists had converted to supporting the existence of the
republic. To some Social Democrats this seemed to remove a
large obstacle from the path toward an alliance against
fascism.

Communists began appearing at some joint meetings of
Czech and German Social Democrats, propagating the united
front message.’> In the Ostrava area, where the sentiment
for unity was strong among the mixed population of German
and Czech workers, some leaders of local Social Democratic
organizations accepted Communist offers of cooperation.
This resulted in their agreement not to attack each other in
regional communal elections in the second half of 1935, and
in a large united public demonstration in October that
protested against changes in the insurance provisions for

miners.’6

75 SUA PMV-X-P, 225-1166-22, carton 1166.

76 Milon Dohnal et al., PFehled dé€jin KS¢ v severomoravském
kraji do roku 1948 - Ostravsko (Outline of the history of
the KSC in the north Moravian area up to 1948, Ostrava
region) (Ostrava: Profil, 1981), p. 79; Karel Jirik and
Blanka Pitronovd, Déjiny Ostravy (History of Ostrava)
(Ostrava: Profil, 1967), p. 498; this source indicates that
18,000 workers joined in the protest.
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At the June 1935 congress of the DSAP party leaders
acknowledged that "many Social Democrats had high hopes of
an end of the fraternal battle" with the Communists. The
congress reviewed proposals of the KSC for negotiations
toward a united front, but since they required the DSAP to
leave the government, party leaders condemned the
arrangement. The German leadership declared that the
Communists were not sincere in their efforts to form a
partnership, and that their offer "has turned out to be
merely another ploy." They added that the Social Democrats'
withdrawal from the coalition was "just what Henlein
wants. "7

The world congress of the Comintern in Moscow during
the summer of 1935 also drew the attention of the working
class to the ideal of unity. On this occasion the Comintern
officially changed its line, and issued a comprehensive
appeal for a united front. Government particibation
alongside bourgeois parties still remained outside the realm
of possibility for anti-fascist partners. An address by
Klement Gottwald, leader of the KSE, to the congress
emphasized the determination of the Czechoslovak Communists
to uphold this tenet. Gottwald also condemned the
Czechoslovak government's "oppression" of the state's German

and Ruthenian minorities.’® The congress prompted an

77 Fiinf Jahre Kampf und Arbeit!, p.81.
78  carr, Twilight of the Comintern, p.409.
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increasing number of Social Democrats to weigh in on the
side that supported negotiations with the Communists.

During the ensuing months Social Democratic leaders
found numerous occasions to advertise their party's decision
to reject the united front. At many public meetings, for
instance, Wenzel Jaksch asserted that the Communists still
practiced "subversive politics."’7? The DSAP leadership
tirelessly declared that participation in the government was
necessary if the party was to protect democracy and the
interests of German workers.® In the €SDS, chairman Hampl
directed the policy which refused to entertain Communist
proposals for joint speeches or other public activities.®8l

From today’s vantage point one may find it puzzling
that ominous circumstances did not force Social Democratic
leaders to relent and to have been more accommodating to the
voices of opposition within their parties. There were also
some sections of democratic society outside of the parties
that favored an understanding between the spokesmen of the
working class: articles in Ndrodni osvobozeni (National
liberation), a newspaper with close ties to the circle
around President Masarvk, and in the National Socialist
paper 5esk? smér (The Czech way) thought that the time had

come for a discussion of the Communists' offers of a united

79 sUA PMR-S, carton 98, report of 12.2.1936.
80 gozialdemokrat, 24.3.1936.
81 Archiv ¢sps, fond 71/19, 1.10.1936.
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front.®  After all, it seems as if the fascist threat,
apparent from events in Germany, Italy, Spain, and
especially from the tremendous electoral success of
Henlein's SdP, would have made the pressure on Social
Democratic leaders much more intense, forcing them to
capitulate. Why did this not happen?

Those leaders who advocated coalition politics and
rejected the united front held their ground because they
were able to argue that fascism would not triumph in
Czechoslovakia. There was some basis for this contention,
so these leaders could have felt justified in continuing to
serve the working class in a way they thought was best.

The most important factor for this argument was the
election of Edwara Beneg to the presidency in December 1935
with broad support across the political spectrum. This
victory appeared to sustain the view that the extreme right
could not take control of the state. Upon Thomas Masarvk's
resignation of his office, for reasons of illness and
infirmity, the right wing of the Czechoslovak Agrarians
enacted a campaign to defeat Bene$§ as Masaryk's designated
successor.83 This effort failed, and Social Democratic
leaders could plausibly argue that an anti-democratic

fascist bloc was not about to dominate the government.

82 Horak, "The Czechoslovak Social Democratic Party," p.
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Rudolf Bechyn&, writing in P¥itomnost under the name
"Amicus, " presented this point of view and urged the
"pessimistic" opposition within the Social Democratic
parties to moderate its demands for a united front
"offensive" against purported reactionary forces.84

There were also some indications that the growth of
Henlein's movement could be halted, and even reversed.
During the spring and summer of 1936 Bene& toured the German
areas of the state in order to discuss economic and social
problems with the citizens there. His speeches in their
language, which favored equality of rights for those who
were loyal to the republic, made a good impression on the
Germans.®  Thus there was hope that the SAP had amassed
what amounted to a large protest vote, and that many Germans
were not solidly committed to that party. Municipal
elections in December 1936 served to fortify these hopes.
Social Democrats pointed to the areas where the DSAP had
improved its position, and used the results to claim that
"the rise of the SAP has stopped."8 gimilar declarations
of success followed elections of stewards to industrial
committees for mines and factories, where Social Democratic

candidates prevailed.?8?

84 p¥itomnost (1936), no. 3, no. 4.

85 Wiskemann, Czechs and Germans, p. 242.

86 Sozialdemokrat, 9.12.1936; Prdvo lidu, 10.12.1936.
87 Zprdva o ¢innosti CSDS 1933-1936, p. 164.
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The results favorable to Social Democracy in these
elections manifested the internal strife that had gripped
the Sdp after its great success in the parliamentary
election.8® The Henlein party had won the support of big
industrialists, middle-class nationalists, and a segment of
handicraft and wage earners. Henlein also had gained
endorsements from aristocratic families such as the
Hohenlohes and the Kinskys. With such a disparate
constituency, it was inevitable that social conflicts would
surface to rend the supposed unity of the German nationalist
movement. When they did, Henlein and his colleagues failed
to gauge the strength of these dissident forces and then
were unable to devise an effective response to them. The
schism in the nationalist camp remained open until 1938.

Henlein's theories for the nationélist movement were
based upon the concepts of the Viennese academician Othmar
Spann. These teachings emphasized elitist ideas of a true
Volksgemeinschaft that would follow the commands of its
"natural" leaders. These spiritually united men, Spann
claimed, could regenerate the nation, after "un-German"

ideologies such as Marxism had weakened the Volk.?®8?

88 For the story of this battle within the Henlein movement
see César and Cerny, Politika némeckych burZoaznich stran,
chapters IV-V; and Smelser, The Sudeten Problem, chapters
IV-IX.

89 Othmar Spann, Der wahre Staat. Vorlesungen uber Abbruch
und Neubau der Gesellschaft (Jena: Verlag von Gustav
Fischer, 1931).
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The SdP assured the working class of its importance to
the project of national re-invigoration. When Henlein spoke
to audiences that included workers he told them, "you are
the backbone of my movement!" The party had some ideas for
helping unemployed Germans. For example, SAdP members who
had jobs were to pay a one percent assessment of their wages
into a fund for the support of workers, without regard for
the recipient's political affiliation. The party belatedly
organized a workers' council, but Henlein and his contingent
kept control of it. Only two of the council's six members
were considered to be representatives from the working
class.?% Dissidents criticized Henlein's ties to German
industrialists, and publicized the gifts taken in by the
party leader, such as the luxurious Horch automobile he
received from a factory owner in the Reich. This type of
agitation kept many workers uncertain as to whether the
Social Democrats or the SAP would better serve their
interests.?!

Dissident nationalist labor leaders cautioned German
workers that their interests would not prevail in the
future. Under “Sudeten German socialism,” as with other
collectivist systems, the controlling authorities would take
over the means of production. Unlike Communism, of course,

the authorities would base all decisions about labor on the

90 césar and Cern{, Politika némeckych burfoaznich stran,
vol.2, pp. 358-59.
91 wiskemann, Czechs and Germans, pp. 265-66.
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advancement of the Volksgemeinschaft, not on the care of the
working proletariat. This meant, for example, that one
could not choose what work he did, and that the community
took precedence over any collective labor agreements. 92
Henlein and his circle of associates thought that their
intellectual qualifications and strength of character set
them above the masses in the working class; this group
accordingly tried to exclude nationalist labor leaders from
participation in the SdP's political decision-making
processes.

A labor-oriented opposition to Henlein's leadership
vigorously directed attention to the SdP's neglect of the
German worker. Heading this contingent were men who had
been important figures in the outlawed DNSAP, such as Rudolf
Haider and Rudolf Kasper. Quarrels and tension within the
SdP magnified to’the extent that Henlein nearly resigned as
leader in December 1935. When the party threatened the
dissident labor leaders with expulsion, disgruntled workers
publicly declared: "when they go out, we do too."93

While many of these former DNSAP adherents were radical

in their nationalist outlook, they also obviously were

92 For the party’s attitude toward labor see Arbeit fir
300.000; Schutz der Arbeitlosen vor drgster Not. Ein
Sofortprogramm der SdP (Karlsbad [Karlovy Varyl: K. H.
Frank, 1935); Der Arbeiter und sein Recht (Karlsbad: K. H.
Frank, 1936). Dr. Karel Englig, governor of the National
Bank of Czechoslovakia in 1938, discussed these concepts in
“Der deutsche Sozialismus” als Programm der sudetendeutschen
Partei (Prague: Orbis, 1938), pp. 75-82.

93 Smelser, The Sudeten Problem, pp. 153-54.
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unwilling to subjugate their class interests to the yoke of
the pan-German ideal. The extent of the frustration with
Henlein is evident in the treachery some of the dissidents
perpetrated against the SdP: in order to promote turbulence
within the party, these Germans went to the government with
information about the pernicious activities of Henlein's
followers.?® With these tensions crimping the
effectiveness of the SdP's message, it is no wonder that its
working-class element was not loyal, so that the DSAP
managed to find some good news in the 1936 elections
mentioned above. Therefore the DSAP leadership kept the
party moving on the same course, emphasizing Social
Democratic cooperation, participation in the coalition, and
a disavowal of the united front.

The Czech leaders, as well as the German, saw no reason
to panic in the period up to 1936, even after the DSAP had
lost so much of its parliamentary strength in the 1935
election. The leaders considered that fascism was a
formidable problem, but one that still was manageable, and
in fact possibly would recede. On the other hand, they knew
that their chronic nemeses on the left were eager to exert a
controlling influence over the Social Democratic movement,
and possibly would have achieved this status if the parties
began to change their policies. It was necessary for the

parties to remain in lockstep. In the succeeding years this

9 Ibid., p. 155.
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perception remained truer than ever, although the nature of
the German leadership’s opposition already was undergoing a

transformation.



Chapter V: A Threat from the Left and the Right

The problematic relations among Czechs and Germans
increasingly captured the attention of Western observers
during the period between 1936 and the Munich Agreement at
the end of September 1938. Hitler's demands to the
Czechoslovak government on behalf of the allegedly oppressed
Sudeten Germans turned the Czech Lands into a potential
combat zone, and created a climate of tension and fear of
war. These sensational developments compelled scores of
journalists from Europe and North America to ensconce
themselves in the state to report on the story.l The
unfolding drama also drew adventuresome and inquisitive
young people from Western countries to the heart of Europe,
to learn for themselves what was taking place and to see the
sites which threatened to become the focal point for a new
European war.?

Hugh Seton-Watson was one of these young observers.
Recently graduated from Oxford, the future historian

traveled to western Bohemia during the summer of 1938 as the

1 As a small sample of the books produced by these writers
see Sydney Morrell, I Saw the Crucifixion (London: Peter
Davies, 1939); and Vincent Sheean, Not Peace but a Sword
(New York: Doubleday, Doran, & Co., Inc., 1939).

2 John F. Kennedy was one of the curious youths who
traveled to Czechoslovakia, although he arrived shortly
after Munich. His father Joseph, the American ambassador to
London, directed Foreign Service officials in Prague to
facilitate Kennedy's trip, including his transit across the
German lines. This incurred the wrath of George F. Kennan,
then a staff member of the American legation in Prague, who
unenthusiastically fulfilled this task. George F. Kennan,
Memoirs 1925-1950 (New York: Pantheon, 1967), pp. 91-2.
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guest of some German Social Democrats. He learned of the
pressures on his hosts and witnessed the harassment and the
threats that their Henleinist enemies inflicted upon them
daily. The young Englishman also noted the unity of anti-
fascist Czechs and Germans. With his German friends, Hugh
Seton-Watson attended some of the joint activities that had
brought the two nationalities together and bolstered their

determination to fight the fascist threat:

[We] marched through the streets of Pilsen (Plzenl) in
July 1938 to a meeting with Czech Social Democrats to
pledge their loyalty to the Czechoslovak republic.
Crowds of Czechs lined the streets, many ranks deep,
calling out, "Long live our German friends!"3

Events and activities of this type, promoted by both
Social Democratic parties, succeeded in establishing
fraternal bonds between German and Czech workers. This is
evident from Social Democratic publications and memoirs.
Whereas in earlier years, "it would have been inconceivable
for [Germans] to mix socially with Czechs" in cities such as
Plzeh, many more members of each group now sought out each
others' company.4

The DSAP obviously had lost thousands of voters to
Henlein's party, but the Social Democrats still retained a
substantial core of dedicated adherents who were committed

to living and working with Czechs. To some observers the

3 Hugh Seton-Watson, The "Sick Heart" of Modern Europe
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1975), p. 49.

4 Max Adler, A Socialist Remembers (London: Duckworth,
1988), p. 159. This author was a journalist from Plzefi, not
the noted Viennese sociologist Professor Max Adler.
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party's cause seemed lost, yet the number of party members
actually grew between 1931 and 1938.° This growth
indicates that among the rank and file the pervasive
nationalism of past generations was receding, and a true
interest in national cooperation existed.

Workers caught up in the spirit of solidarity even
vowed to learn the language of their comrades. So pledged
one Jiri Devaty, who took part in the big July 1938 parade
in Plzeh, formed a friendship at that time with a German
worker from Cheb who was attending the gathering, and felt
moved to write a letter about this experience to his union
newspaper. This letter expressed the admiration and praise
of Czechs who appreciated that Social Democratic Germans

remained loyal to the republic:

You live, work, and heroically uphold your democratic
feeling, although your area is the worst hell of Nazi
propaganda....You paraded up to the town's statue of
Masaryk, and placed laurel wreaths of faith and love
on it to honor his memory. We won't forget this!...
You and I are at home in this land, like the trees of
our forest lakes....We became brothers that night,
even though words were difficult to find.®

Such displays of solidarity against threatening forces were

common during that year of tension.

5 Funf Jahre Kampf und Arbeit! Bericht an den in der Zeit
vom 18. bis 21. Marz 1938 stattfindenden Parteitag in
Reichenberg (Prague: Verlag des Parteivorstandes der DSAP,
1938), p. 233. The number of local party organizations had
climbed slightly, to 1,397; the membership total had
increased by a few thousand to 82,425.

6 z4djmy kovodélnikl (Metalworkers' interests) 10.8.1938,
"Dopis Ceského délnika némeckému soudruhu" (A Czech worker's
letter to a German comrade) .
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Given such apparent harmony within the ranks of the
movement, plus the penchant of party leaders for effecting
tactical maneuvers, leads one to ask a question pregnant
with possibility: why did the parties not undergo a merger?
Such a husbanding of strength could have established a party
larger even than the Czechoslovak Agrarians, boosting the
prestige of the Social Democrats both within the republic
and on the international level. Their status could well
have led to a significant increase in political power.

The idea of a merger in fact did surface in March 1938.
The Czech side tendered it after a leadership change had
occurred in the German party, as the aging, embattled
chairman Ludwig Czech was unable to prevent his younger
rival, Wenzel Jaksch, from taking command of the DSAP.
However, instead of propelling the movement forward, the
proposal for one large party created friction. Jaksch and
his supporters bitterly resented the suggestion that the
party should cease to exist as an independent entity. This
episode manifested the residual national differences within
the leadership of the movement.

The German side imagined that the Czechs had put forth
the proposal not for the mutual benefit of both national
groups, but in order to dominate and control the affairs of
those Germans who still were opposed to Henlein. The new

German leaders were susceptible to the fear that their
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organization would become subsumed within a much larger
grouping.

The Czech leaders who backed this plan claimed that it
was sensible in light of the recent Anschluf and subsequent
defection of the German Agrarians and German Christian
Socials from the ranks of the activist parties, i.e. those
loyal to the government, to the SdP. Yet these CSDS leaders
had not put forth their proposal when Ludwig Czech was still
chairman of the DSAP. It appeared that the idea was a
reaction to Jaksch's leadership and his plans to steer his
party's politics in a more nationalist direction, in order
to help offset the radical pan-German rhetoric of the
Henleinist camp.

In 1938 Czech leaders mistrusted Jaksch's commitment to
the program of cooperation, as they considered that he would
move away from a Marxist, internationalist conception of
socialist principles for the DSAP. The Czech leaders
anticipated two disasters arising from this threat: Jaksch
would eventually forsake participation in the government,
ruining the Social Democratic solidarity that supported the
authority of the party leaders; and the German working
class, once they became accustomed to a more nationalist
message from their Social Democratic politicians, would
invariably abandon the DSAP in favor of the most volkisch

exponent, Konrad Henlein.
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Thus the Czech and the German leadership spent the
fateful year 1938 wary of each other. This problem diverted
their attention from the challenges posed by their
adversaries on the left and right. The-residual nationalism
of the party leaders forestalled a dramatic anti-fascist
maneuver such as the creation of a Czech-German party.
Although the program of cooperation remained in force until
the end of the First Republic, and many of the rank and file
forged personal, fraternal bonds in recognition of a common
enemy, the interests of the top leaders in each party
diverged.

During the period from 1936 up to the end of the First
Republic, both Social Democratic parties continued a
vigorous, prolific campaign of joint activities as an
expression of their policy of solidarity. In all mixed-
nationalities areas of the state the parties' local
organizations coordinated rallies and demonstrations to
proclaim Social Democracy's commitment to defend democracy
and the republic. &sps organizations actively supported
German efforts to portray the DSAP as a viable political
entity, at least while Ludwig Czech was chairman, despite
the overwhelming numbers that the SdP had scored in the last
parliamentary election in 1935.

The parties in particular called upon their gymnastic
organizations to take part in joint parades and exhibitions.

This display of national harmony also projected the message
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of discipline and youthful vigor, useful for countering the
Henleinist propaganda that featured the same themes.

In June 1936 in Tachov (western Bohemia), for example,
Czech gymnasts from this town and from Plzen joined their
German counterparts to participate in a "Kreistag der
Arbeit, " organized by the DSAP. Their parade of nearly
5,000 led to a rally at the town's main square, at which
Ludwig Czech spoke. He assured his listeners that Social
Democracy remained steadfast as a safeguard against war and
fascism, and pointed out that in Tachov the strength of the
party had grown since the election of the previous year. He
attributed this to the corrosive schism within the Sdp.7 A
spokesman for the Czechoslovak party then followed Ludwig
Czech, reinforcing the latter's message, to the boisterous
approval of the crowd.

According to the police reports of these joint
activities, the audiences greeted all references to national
cooperation with great enthusiasm. Jaksch spoke at an open-
air assembly in Nyrsko (southwest Bohemia) in September
1936, after a parade of German and Czech gymnasts.
Emphasizing cooperation and equality, Jaksch stated that
German Social Democrats were fighting to overcome national
differences and build a more developed society, whose motto

was "live and let live." When he added that *"we carry out

7 sUA PMV-X 225-1015, carton 1015, 8.6.1936. For details
of the friction within the SdP see chapter 4 of the
dissertation.
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this struggle together with our Czech comrades," the crowd
cheered "Bravo!" lustily. Jaksch then addressed the Czechs
in the audience in their language. Thanking them for their
participation, Jaksch stressed that not all Germans were in
the fascist camp, and that "the German worker is willing to
shed blood for the republic." He ended his speech with a
bilingual cry saluting freedom, "Freiheit-Nazdar!" The
report indicates that "thunderous applause" followed.®
Social Democratic union members of both nationalities
upheld the practice of cooperation by conducting joint
conferences. One of the largest such gatherings took place
in Liberec in May 1938, starting the day after huge local
May lst Labor Day functions had drawn thousands of German
and Czech Social Democrats together to demonstrate their
solidarity. Over 120 unions participated in the
conference.? The consumer cooperatives affiliated with the
parties also displayed their support for Social Democratic
unity. For example, in April 1938 representatives from the
administrative center for the German cooperatives in Prague,
the Verband deutscher Wirtschaftsgenossen, met with their
Czech counterparts in the Ustrfedni svaz &eskoslovenskych
dru¥stev, to honor the latter organization's thirtieth

anniversary. The celebrants praised the positive efforts of

8 sOA PMV-X 225-1015, carton 1015, 27.9. 1936.
9 prdvo lidu, 3.5.1938.
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the cooperatives toward establishing contacts and working
together over the years.l0

Most of these common activities featured praise by
Czech speakers for the Germans' resistance against the
onslaught of terrorism from SdP backers that they faced in
their communities. The fascist adversaries of the German
Social Democrats plagued them by means of physical assault
and various forms of psychological harassment. The DSAP's
attempts to schedule political meetings often were futile
because Henleinists effectively disrupted the gatherings.
Police reports demonstrate that in some cities, such as
Rumburk (north Bohemia), twice as many fascists as Social
Democrats showed up for meetings. Fighting between the
groups inevitably broke out, and subsequently the police
cancelled the meeting.l!

Henleinists repeatedly avowed that anti-fascists would
suffer after the inevitable passage of the German areas to
the control of the SdP. “The day is coming!” (Es kommt der
Tag) was the catch-phrase of the fascists. The Social
Democrats heard it constantly, either shouted at them in a
political harangue or whispered menacingly behind their
backs. The Social Democrats furthermore faced constant
reminders of the presence of a hugely powerful adversary

located nearby in the Reich, an enemy whose hatred of them

10 Pgévo lidu, 5.4.1938.
11 gUA PMV-X-P 225-1165-4, 21.3.1937.
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was constant and who could possibly attack and conquer the
border areas within a matter of days. The media kept this
disturbing fact directly in the mind of the anti-fascist
German. Along the border he actually could see the menace.

One might consider some of the minor incidents of
harassment that took place between the rival camps to be
funny, were the consequences not ultimately so tragic. For
example, a confrontation occurred in late July 1938 between
German Social Democrats and Reich Nazis at the border town
of Naletin (northwest Bohemia). The DSAP had organized a
rally in the town, and this political function was
distinguished by the presence of foreign guests: an American
woman journalist named Leclaire, and a Finnish parliamentary
deputy. When Social Democrats from another town arrived by
bus to éake part, a group of twenty Nazis standing just on
the other side of the border saw them and then attempted to
provoke a confrontation. They did this not with mere words,
but with the most outrageous insult imaginable. The Nazis
all turned their backs and slapped themselves on the
buttocks, a vilifying gesture conveying the command "Lick my
ass!" The police report indicates that the Social Democrats
did not erupt, but chose to ignore the provocation.l?
Although the event was innocuous, it helped diminish the

resolve of anti-Henlein Germans to maintain their beliefs.

12 ga PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, 1.8.1938.
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The demoralizing effect of relentless psychological pressure
was a chilling climate of tension that strained nerves to
the utmost.

Besides publicizing specific incidents of violence and
taking their general anti-fascist message to members of the
working class, the Social Democrats carried out the battle
against the Henleinists within the halls of political power.
For example, at public meetings in Brno, German and Czech
Social Democrats touted their cooperation on municipal
boards as a positive force against fascism.l3

Czech Social Democrats tried to use political influence
to help their German comrades withstand the SdP's campaign
of threats and intimidation. For example, Czech party
officials used their contacts within the president's office
in an attempt to support the beleaguered Social Democratic
deputy mayor (mistostarosta) of Karlovy Vary, Franz Hollick,
by securing an audience for him with President Benes.
Reporting that the SdP had made Hollick a scapegoat for the
woes of unemployed Germans, the Czech supplication revealed
that under Henleinist terror Hollick was losing his nerve,
but "an audience would restore his confidence and firm
resolve, which in turn would boost the morale of others in
his coterie." This appeal to the president went on to state
that many German activists were quitting politics because of

the terror, and that the situation was compounded by their

13 g¥a PMV-X 225-1165-4, 26.11.1936.
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feeling that not enough support and understanding for their
plight was coming from Prague. This Social Democratic
effort on the behalf of Hollick met with failure.l4 Such
refusals were not only a symptom of Social Democratic
weakness against a powerful fascist organization, but also
an indication of the government's unwillingness to monitor
the strife in the borde; areas and guarantee the safety and
civil liberties of all citizens.

Deputies from both parties continued to stand together
on legislative proposals. In order to stimulate the
economy, for instance, the Social Democrats favored a policy
of devaluating the Czechoslovak currency.l5 This action
would have led to a greater volume of exports and higher
employment in predominantly German areas. Both parties also
sought to improve living conditions for the working class by
demanding improvements in collective bargaining agreements,
and tighter restrictions on cartels, such as on the
livestock cartel.l6

The Social Democrats intended that the costs of their
economic proposals largely would fall upon Agrarian
interests. However, they did not call for an end to the

grain monopoly, the program that most directly benefited

14 AKPR, sign. D13444/38, report of 27.4.1937. Hollick
himself earlier had sought an appointment with the
president, but the request bluntly was denied, in a letter
to him from the KPR dated 21.4.1937.

15 gsOA PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, 11.10.1936, 21.10.1936.

16 sa PMV-X-P 225-1165-1, 18.3.1937.
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those interests while harming those of their own
constituency. Although the grain monopoly meant higher food
prices, which the distressed families of workers could
hardly tolerate, Social Democratic leaders worried that
without price supports too many small farmers would lose
their holdings. This could have resulted in a severe

reaction against the industrial working class:

The real danger of the fascistization of the
agricultural village was averted by our agreeing
to the grain monopoly. If there are some
undesirable aspects of this measure, we are trying
to reform it. However, it allows us to avoid a

bigger problem.l7

The Social Democrats did not always acquiesce to the
grain monopoly's policies. In July 1937 both Czech and
German leaders opposed the demand for a fixed price for
grain, which would have meant a staggering ten percent rise
in the cost of flour and bread. This opposition created a
deadlock in the cabinet, so that the government had to
resign.

Yet the Social Democratic party leaders basically had
agreed to accept the grain monopoly; and this decision
supported an effort to expand the Social Democratic
constituency on the right. Similarly to social democratic
parties in other smaller European countries, the leadership
of the movement hoped to construct an economic program that

would be palatable to middle-class electorates, as well as

17 protokol XVIII sjezdu ¢SDS, 15.-17.5.1937, p. 50. The
speech was by Rudolf Bechyné.
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provide relief for the Depression's effect on the working
class.18 At times some Social Democrats advocated changing
their party's name to emphasize the fact that not only the
industrial proletariat, but rural workers as well should
support its efforts. Both parties had agricultural
committees that devised proposals that would appeal to small
farmers and the working population of the countryside.
Among their ideas was a scheme to provide social insurance
for small farmers and agricultural workers, rural cottage
workers, and rural businessmen. The posters that the
parties circulated in rural areas before elections
advertised such proposals and usually also carried a message
declaring the party's loyalty to the republic.l?®

In 1937 leading Czech Social Democrats accommodated
German party leaders' requests for assistance not only to
offset threats inflicted upon them from Henleinisé forces,
but also to alleviate problems from government offices that
were under Agrarian control, such as the Interior ministry.
That agency wished to concentrate all of the émigré Social

Democrats from Germany and Austria in specified locations in

18 For a comparison to the situation in another small
European state, the Netherlands, see Erik Hansen and Peter
A. Prosper, "Political Economy and Political Action: The
Programmatic Response of Dutch Social Democracy to the
Depression Crisis, 1929-39," in Journal of Contemporary
History 29 (1994): 129-54.

19 For instance, before the May 1938 municipal elections
the &SDS poster for rural Dolni Podernice assured the voters
that "We are Czechs and Czechs we shall remain." SUA D
sign. Al2, carton 8.
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Moravia, and to ban publication of their anti-Nazi journals
in Czechoslovakia. Czechs and Germans demanded that the
ministry prove that legitimate reasons for these measures
existed.?? The Social Democrats seemingly discounted the
pressure applied by Berlin on the Czechoslovak government to
control the movements and activities of the émigrés.

Czechs lent their support to the efforts of German
comrades, and Germans from other activist parties, which
culminated in an official pledge to improve conditions and
opportunities for minority nationalities. The government
announced an agreement to this effect on 18 February 1937;
it became known popularly as the Memorandum of that date.
The agreement amounted to an assurance that the
constitutional rights of the minorities would be enforced
fairly and eguitably. It promised to correct the abuses
perpetrated by nationalist Czech officials who sabotaged
these rights within their domain.

With this agreement the government also heralded its
renewed commitment to increa;e state aid to distressed
German areas through the subsidization of public works and
buildings. This would be accomplished by tighter control of
government contracts, to ensure that the work was awarded to
local employers and workers. This addressed the numerous
German complaints that contracts often had ended up being

secured by purely Czech-owned firms from the interior parts

20 Arch &sps, fond 71/19, p. 371, 14.10.1937.
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of the state. These companies then transplanted Czechs into
the border areas to do the work.

The CSDS leaders who held cabinet portfolios cooperated
by pushing through more appointments for Germans within
their ministries. The efforts of Rudolf Bechyn& in
Railroads, Ivan Dérer in Justice, and Jaromir Nedas in
Social Welfare were successful enough so that within one
yvear after the announcement of the Memorandum more than
5,000 additional Germans had found positions in public
service.?!l

In addition to the united Social Democratic position
against the threat from the right, the top leadership of
both parties sustained their long-standing condemnation of
the KSC. These leaders unrelentingly forbade cooperation or
joint activities with Communists. This policy remained
strictly in force among Czech leaders until the end of the
First Republic. During the summer months of 1938 the German
party tended to ignore the idea of a Communist threat, since
all of its attention was focused on the fascists.

The civil war in Spain forced party leaders to confront
the issue of working together with the KS€. The matter of
international assistance to the beleaguered Spanish Republic
stimulated calls for working-class unity against the danger

of fascism. Such appeals for brotherhood and solidarity

2l wingfield, Minority Politics, p. 152.
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were especially attractive to the more idealistic young
people within the labor movement.

The Soviet Union had embarked upon a large-scale
intervention in the war, and communist parties in many
European states and in other parts of the world followed
suit. They actively recruited young volunteers who traveled
to Spain to join the fighting. The KsC placed a great
emphasis on activities designed to promote help for the
anti-fascist cause. The Communists prominently solicited
money and emergency equipment to be sent to Spain. Many
working-class families responded to these appeals. For
example, in 1937 workers' voluntary contributions of more
than 500,000 crowns established and maintained a field
hospital. These donations came in at a time when the
average wage for many workers was only about 14-16 crowns
per day.?2?

In general, German party leaders had a positive
attitude toward help for Spain, while their Czech
counterparts stood aside from the matter. This reflected
the fact that Czech leaders had greater concerns about the
potential deleterious effects of Communist propaganda on
their members, particularly the youth. Despite the standard

warnings of the German "old guard" against the Communist

22 wage figures cited in SUA MVP 225-1165-1, p. 67. A
Communist publication, International Solidarity with the
Spanish Republic (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1975), pp.
107-24, contains information on the KS{'s activities for
Spain.
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threat to the working class, realistically the Germans were
aware that their young people would be more likely to fall
in with the Henleinists.

DSAP leaders did refuse to permit their members to
cooperate with the first groups that were organized to send
help to Spain, since the KSC had established and exerted
complete control over these organizations.?23 Later in 1936
a more diverse group of anti-fascists formed the "Committee
for Aid to Democratic Spain" (Spolenost pro pomoc
demokratickému Spanelsku), a large, state-wide society. The
German Social Democrats supported the work of the Committee,
such as its contribution drives and the informational
programs that provided reports of the latest conditions in
the war-ravaged areas. Noted party members such as Senator
Heinrich Muller; Ernst Paul, leader of the party's defense
cadre, the Republikanische Wehr; and the journalist and
editor Karl Kern spoke at public meetings and wrote
extensively of the events they had witnessed as they
traveled in Spain.?24

The DSAP proposed to Czech leaders the idea of sending
a joint delegation to Spain, under the auspices of the
Committee. Upon discussing this proposal, the Czechs
decided it "was not advantageous."25 The &SDS was not

officially represented on the board of this organization.

23 ga pzU 207-1278-8, p. 121, 10.8.1936.
24 pPunf Jahre Kampf und Arbeit!, p. 90.
25 arch &sDs fond 71/19, p. 360, 1.9.1937.
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Because the League of Nations had resolved that no member
state would directly intervene in Spain, Czechoslovakia was
obliged to maintain a neutral stance. As a government party
the &sDS correctly avoided open support for the Loyalist
side. To do otherwise would have embarrassed and perhaps
antagonized President Benes§, who at the time was also
president of the Assembly of the League. This reasoning
also provided a convenient way out of a dilemma for the
Czech party leaders, since they did not want to take part in
joint activities with the Communists who were active in the
Association. Individual Social Democrats did serve on
committees within the Society. However, they were among the
party's left-wing contingent, such as Vaclav Patzak,
chairman of the D&lnickd akademie, and his wife.

By the end of 1937 the work of Czech Social Democrats
had raised the profile of their party in the Association.
At that time the organization altered its name to "Society
of Friends of Democratic Spain," and a left-wing Social
Democrat, Josef Fischer, became its chairman.2®6  Some
officials of Social Democratic unions also prominently
served on the group's committees. The public meetings of
the Society frequently resulted in occasions when Social

Democrats and Communists shared a speaking platform. When

26 Fischer, an instructor in sociology at Charles
University, was a leading member of the Social Democratic
intelligentsia. He worked closely with the D&lnickd
akademie.
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&sps party leaders discussed this unwelcome news, they
criticized these party members for their lack of wisdom.?27
This participation'reveals the extent of the sentiment among
&SDS members for united anti-fascist work, and the
determination of party leaders to isolate the membership
from Communist influences. The leadership in Prague wished
to minimize maverick joint operations for Spain among Social
Democrats and Communists, such as were taking place around
Ostrava.?8

Czech party leaders carefully monitored the activities
of their youth cadres regarding the war in Spain. For
instance, at times &sps youth groups asked party executives
for permission to organize week-long exhibitions (vystavky),
in order to promote help for the democratic forces in Spain.
Party leaders decided that such public affairs were too
difficult to control, for Communists could have infiltrated
or invaded them in order to exert their influence. Party
leaders would only agree to speeches by youth leaders, since
they were not likely to get out of hand.?29

This watchfulness over activities relating to a foreign
conflict reflected the overall preoccupation of the Czech
party leaders with their membership’s innate longing for
class unity. The leaders were aware that most of the party

accepted the fact that liaisons with the Bolsheviks were

27 Arch ¢sps fond 71/19, pp. 404, 406, 13.1.1938.
28 gUa pz0 207-1278-8, p. 39, 12.8.1937.
29 aArch &sps fond 71/19, p. 350, 8.7.1937.
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taboo, yet wistfully yearned for the ideal of solidarity.

This atmosphere increased the chances for restlessness and
dissatisfaction with the leadership.

Therefore, throughout 1936, 1937, and most of 1938
Social Democratic leaders sought to remain in control of the
labor movement by excluding Communists and left-oriented
Social Democrats from a policy-making role. Party leaders
still were concerned that their membership included
proponents of a united front with the KS&. For example, in
March 1936 Bohuslav E&er, the Social Democratic deputy mayor
of Brno, publicly favored a future for the republic which
included that party. E&er spoke gratifyingly about the
Communists' decision to vote for Bened in the previous

yvear's presidential election,

...and with this sanction his foreign policy, including
here Soviet Russia. Even if [KSC leader Klement]
Gottwald turns away from us, we can take this as a
temporary tactic and say that for us the future holds
only a joint position in all questions of foreign and
domestic politics.30

Eder referred to Gottwald's penchant for propaganda that
labeled Social Democratic leaders as stumbling blocks in the
workers' path to a socialist wvictory.

Such rhetoric could only serve to reinforce the
attitude of leaders such as Antonin Hampl that the
Communists could not be trusted to share power. Hampl's

public message regarding the Communists featured their

30 sya PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, 12.3.1936.
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unreliability: they could not lead the working class to a
better future because they only knew how to attack, not how
to build. In late 1936 Hampl spoke of the dangerous
possibility that Communist demagoguery could sway the
unemployed:
We have the duty to look after each worker, so that he
does not cross over to another camp. The poor have
only one enemy: their ignorance. We will continue to
fight for our goals and ideals; there must not be

fighting among us and the poor must belong only to
31
us.

There obviously was a substantial amount of sentiment
among a portion of the &sps for cooperation with Communists.
This faction, which wanted the party to go to the left,
sustained a level of opposition to the leadership. Party
leaders responded by strictly maintaining the traditional
rigid party discipline against insubordination.

In the matter of upholding discipline the expulsion
from the party of one Jaroslav Roulek, an official in Brno,
is an example of the leadership's "management style". In
September 1937 Roucek was a member of the party's regional
committee (zemsky vybor). His duties included supervising
employees of local party organizations and of unions
affiliated with the &sDS. Many complaints of party members
against Roufek's failure to perform his supervisory duties
attest to his inattention to abuses by employees. Yet this

was not why he was forced from the party.

31 sUA PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, 5.11.1936.
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For example, Roulek took no action in the case of Josef
Va&ka, a union secretary who severely abused his office.
Va%ka dealt out jobs to those who agreed to loan him large
sums of cash, which he never repaid. According to
complaints filed by party members Va%ka was living well
above his means, and often visited "night-time entertainment
venues." There was a deficit of several thousand crowns in
the ledger of his office when he finally was removed.

Roﬁéek was supposed to deal with this problem in a
timely fashion, but neglected it. He likewise failed to
deal with complaints from other organizations affiliated
with the party, such as the regional medical institute, that
favoritism in hiring practices was a problem. Roulek's
inaction made the party look bad to those workers who
suspected that the real interest of many Social Democratic
employees and officials was not in the labor movement, but
in securing their own salary and pension. Complaints
against Roulek reached party headquarters in Prague.
However, the party took little notice of him until he
challenged the leadership's authority. In September 1937
Routek lost his membership due to "disrespect for the
unanimous resolutions of the party's decision making
bodies. "32

Roulek was a left-oriented Czech Social Democrat who

disavowed the party's stance against the united front. He

32 gja MVP 225-1165-3, pp. 94-5, 162.
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was among the Radical Left faction that split from the party
in 1920, then later returned as a member of the Communist
Opposition. Some of these prodigal sons eventually assumed
a significant position in the &SDS' regional apparatus. As
long as these members remained subordinate, party leaders
were willing to make use of their support. However, his
superiors ousted Roufek when he sided with the Brno faction
that was sympathetic to the united front, the group in which
Bohuslav E&er's voice was the most provocative.

With Hampl setting the tone, the chairman's followers
within the ¥SDS actively warned against the Communists'
debilitating effect. Soon after Hampl's speech a regional
party congress took place in Brno. Delegates to the meeting
offset Efer's favoritism of the Communists by emphasizing
Hampl's characterization of the Kse:

. ..there may not be many members in Ksé—organized

groups, but there are plenty who work for the
Communists. Even if they are not paying contributions
directly to the Ksé...they have devoted a great deal
of themselves toward weakening us.33

Czech Social Democratic executives remained vigilant
against Communist activities and influence upon the Social
Democratic movement. Among themselves the leaders
frequently spoke of the "base and immoral" character of the

Communists. Why was there such a considerable amount of

33 Zprdva sekretaridtu 6. Zupni sjezd strany socidlné-
demokratické konany 5. a. 6. prosince 1936 v Brné
(Secretary's report of the sixth congress of the &sSps taking
place 5.-6.12.1936 in Brno), p. 47.
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"preaching to the chorus"? It is possible that sentiment
for effecting a modus vivendi with the Communists did at
times surface among some of the Social Democratic leaders.
This may be the reason why there were so many condemnations:
party executives wanted to go on the record as being
resolutely loyal anti-Communists. Party leaders frequently
reported on Communist skulduggery, as if to remind each
other of their enemies' inherent "immorality." For example,
in December 1937 the KSC announced that it had received a
communiqué from the Social Democrats, agreeing to the
establishment of a united front. However, €SDS general
secretary Vojté&ch Dundr assured his colleagues that the
letter which supposedly agreed to the united front was
fraudulent. He reported that somehow the Communists had
obtained stationery and an official hand stamp from his
office, and had used them to commit forgery. Dundr
thoroughly condemned the Communists for their "lack of
morality."34

At joint public meetings Czechs and Germans presented a
unified message against the destructive presence of their
working-class nemesis. CSDS deputy FrantiSek Némec declared
that the Communists "should stop portraying parliament as
nothing but a gab-fest (¥vanirna) where only hot air is
produced. . . the KSC must stand on the basis of the republic

and positivism." At this same meeting in Brno Wenzel Jaksch

34 Arch &sps, fond 71/19, p. 395, 7.12.1937.
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brought up another dimension of the Communist menace: Nazi
propaganda clamored about a Bolshevik threat to Europe that
emanated from Moscow and supposedly was spreading from
within Czechoslovakia, enabled by the state's failure to
repress it. Domestic right-wing elements also repeated this
charge, prompting Jaksch to point out how the Communists
were intensifying reactionary pressures on the working
class: "The republic is threatened by Bolshevism, but from
[its effect on] the Right, and in no way from the Left, " he
avowed. 35

On other occasions Jaksch firmly disputed the Nazi
charge that Czechoslovakia harbored a Bolshevik menace.
After Hitler focused on this alleged threat in a March 1937
speech in Nuremberg, Jaksch countered at a rally in Karlovy
Vary. He said that when Hitler spoke, many news editors in
the republic "catch parrot fever (Papageienkrankheit) and
repeat it." Jaksch insisted that "we need not fear
Bolshevism, for we know that [here] it is in disarray."
Jaksch also claimed that Western observers were not "buying®
Hitler's propaganda; he had seen for himself in a recent
trip to England that Czechoslovakia's defensive pact with
the Soviet Union was viewed with understanding, "even among

conservative elements" there.36

35 sOa PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, 13.10.1936.
36 sUA PMV-X-P 225-1165-4, 16.3.1937.
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Such statements may prompt one to ask why exactly was
Jaksch contending that "we need not fear Bolshevism." Was
this actually a challenge to the DSAP leadership circle
around Ludwig Czech, who chronically condemned the Bolshevik
threat to the working class and the republic? Did Jaksch
mean to extend this challenge to the ESDS, implying that top
Social Democrats were disproportionately concerned with a
movement that was "in disarray"?

Jaksch's assessment of the Bolshevik threat was
accurate, i1f he was referring only to German Communists. In
Czechoslovakia a significant and unbridgeable gap existed
among German members of the KSC and their German adversaries
within the Right Opposition Communists, a group that was
part of the rightist International Communist Opposition of
the 1930s.3? The Opposition had formed after the fierce
struggle for control of the KSC in the 1920s, which in 1929
culminated in victory for Klement Gottwald's "Bolshevik"
faction and the expulsion of the party's right wing,
comprised of both Germans and Czechs.3® After a few years
the Opposition became segregated on a national basis. In
1933 its Czech members joined the &SDS, leaving the German
contingent to continue the battle to reform the worldwide

communist movement. Throughout the 1930s this faction

37 For further information on this international movement
see Robert J. Alexander, The Right Opposition (Westport, CT
and London: Greenwood Press, 1981).

38 Dpiscussed in chapter 2 of the dissertation.
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relentlessly attacked the policies of the KSC and the
Comintern. The German Opposition Communists were strong in
AS, in extreme western Bohemia, while Liberec was the
headquarters for German members of the KSC.39

Thus one legitimately could argue that among Germans
the Communist movement was fractured. It does appear that
Jaksch's rhetoric was a challenge to the established Social
Democratic leadership. He was determined to focus more
attention on the true problem for the German Social
Democratic movement, as he saw it. Jaksch figured that his
party was not in danger of losing voters to the KS&, but to
the pan-German message of the SdP. For him it was urgent
that his party attend to this neglected dimension of its
program. He did see the Communists as a problem for the
DSAP, but for the reasons that he mentioned in Karlovy Vary.
Thus Jaksch did not favor a united front with the KS&, since
this would increase the right-wing reaction against the
labor movement. Jaksch's way of thinking challenged the
Czech leaders of the CSDS because his agenda would have
accentuated national differences between the parties and
prompted a divergence from the parties' hitherto common

path. In contrast to Jaksch's view of German needs, the

39 r1bid., pp. 269-72. Revolutionary Age and Workers Age,
journals of the International Communist Opposition movement
published in the United States, fielded regular reports of
the Opposition in Czechoslovakia.
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Communists and the leftist cadres within Social Democracy
were the biggest problem for the Czechs.

Apart from Jaksch's intention to influence party
politics, at the time it was necessary for the Social
Democratic rhetoric regarding the Communist threat to
undergo a change. International events and the domestic
activities of the KSC caused this to happen.

Moscow became Prague's ally after the May 1935
initiation of the Franco-Czechoslovak-Soviet plan for
building a barrier to thwart any moves by Hitler to expand
Germany's territory. As loyal government parties, the &sps
and DSAP therefore had to modify their habitual condemnation
of their Marxist enemy. Party leaders started to play down
the message that the KSC was the servant of a malignant
foreign power. That power was, after all, a means of
protection for the republic, and Social Democratic rhetoric
often reminded workers that the parties worked toward
positive accomplishments, such as the alliances that
provided safety.4? Social Democrats furthermore had to
stop drawing attention to a link between Moscow and the KSC
because that was precisely the point that Hitler and other
anti-Bolshevik commentators tried to make in their diatribes
against Prague. As did Minister of Justice Dérer in a
speech on 22 January 1938, party leaders were obliged to

help inform international public opinion of the respect for

40 protokol XVIII sjezdu &SDS, p. 105.
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the rule of law in a state where "Communism constitutes no
danger. "41

The Social Democratic leadership did not entirely
refrain from assertions that the KS& "does not have the
freedom to decide politics for itself. 42 Additionally,
the right wing of the movement heaped abuse upon Moscow
after Stalin initiated the Great Purges with the August 1936
public trial of his supposed Trotskyist opponents. The
right wing Social Democrats tacitly directed their focus
upon Stalin's criminal abuse of his dictatorial powers at
the Sovietophile left wing of Social Democracy; it was for
the right a golden opportunity to aggravate the disarray
within the leftist opposition in Czechoslovakia that the
Moscow trials caused.43

Since the Soviets were now an ally, the rhetoric of the

Social Democratic leadership sought to disassociate the KS&

41 R. G. D. Laffan, Survey of International Affairs 1938,
Volume II: The Crisis over Czechoslovakia, January to
September 1938 (London-New York-Toronto: Oxford Up, 1952),
p. 52.

42 protokol XVIII sjezdu &Sps, p. 11, Hampl's speech.

43 The Moscow trials caused rifts between KS& members and
some of their earnest sympathizers within the Social
Democratic parties. See Franti$ek Hrbata, "Uloha
Ceskoslovensko reformismu v protifasistickém boji délnictva
(1933-1938)" (The role of the Czechoslovak reformists in the
anti-fascist struggle of the working class), p. 254-55, in
Franti$ek Cervinka et al., O reformismu v Ceském d&lnickém
hnuti (On reformism in the Czech working-class movement)
(Prague: Nakladatelstvi politické literatury, 1964). For an
analysis of the dilemma which the trials caused the left
wing of the &SDS see Ivan Pfaff, Ceskd levice proti Moskvé
1936-1938 (The Czech left against Moscow) (Prague: Nafe
vojsko, 1993), especially pp. 16-21.
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from Moscow in the minds of workers. The leadership did not
want the Communists to gain an advantage from being linked
to Moscow. Social Democrats accordingly stressed the
Communists' aversion to democracy and the concomitant
frustration of workers' hopes for better living conditions.
The Social Democrats presented to workers the message that
the KSC was actually an anomaly within the Communist
universe. They pointed out that the Ksé.retained a
fundamentally anti-democratic orientation, while the new
"Stalin Constitution" showed that the Soviet Union itself
was moving in a direction that was much more sympathetic to
democracy. %4

The phrasing of the new constitution, which Stalin

publicly presented in November 1936, was supposed to:

...appeal to Russians and minority peoples who had
fought and hoped for democracy in the past, and it

was intended to be misconstrued by statesmen, scholars,
and ordinary citizens in Western countries which
Soviet foreign policy, by way of the Popular Front,
was at that time attempting to influence.45

Of course, the new constitution did nothing to diminish the
absolute power of the Communist Party of the USSR, as Stalin
himself assured other top party members, and Soviet society

was no closer to democracy than before.

44 gocial Democratic speakers claimed, for instance, that
the Soviets had “full respect” for words such as democracy,
state, and homeland. SUA PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, carton 1166,
p. 95.

45 ponald W. Treadgold, Twentieth Century Russia (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1981), p. 267.
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It is unlikely that the Social Democrats believed that
the Soviet Union was beginning to establish democratic
principles. However, they found it useful to pretend that
this was so, in order to highlight the supposedly
paradoxical nature of the KSE. At the May 1937 statewide
conference of the CsDS, Hampl demeaned the Communists'

efforts to establish a united front:

We refuse to ally with the Communist party because we
know that they have not changed their basic attitude
toward democracy. There is no guarantee that they will
conduct positive activities in the field of economics
and social care. [The KSC] is weighed down to a
considerable extent by its past....46

Yet could the Social Democrats effectively characterize
the KS€ as anti-democratic at this time? Since the
conclusion of the Czechoslovak-Soviet alliance, the
Communist party had stopped promoting the dissolution of the
republic. In the December 1935 presidential election, the
Communists had departed from their usual, futile practice of
supporting their own candidate and instead had voted for
Bene$. This made them appear to be a "normal" party,
practicing a standard variety of politics. Furthermore, the
KSE had announced that it was now willing to jettison its
fundamental role as an opposition party to enter a governing
coalition with other socialist parties.4? These apparent
changes by the Commuﬁists in their basic practices made it

more difficult for the Social Democrats to establish

46 protokol XVIII sjezdu &sSDS, p. 11.
47 gee Suda, Zealots and Rebels, p. 140.



252
criteria by which they could condemn their enemies as being
unfit to share the responsibilities of leading the working
class.

To mount the most effective anti-Communist strategy the
Social Democrats relied upon the well-worn notion that
practical political work yielded the tangible results that
best served the interests of the working class. Social
Democratic leaders declared that a policy of pragmatism
would achieve the greatest results. These leaders avowed
that while the Communists were adept at criticizing, they
were incapable of taking on the responsibility of managing
programs that would protect and improve the lives of
workers. As an example, they pointed out that Communist
deputies voted against the state budget, including the money
that would go for the defense of the republic.4® Holding
tight to a strategy which trumpeted pragmatism meant an even
firmer resolve on the part of party leaders to stay in the
government. Participation in the coalition afforded the
greatest contrast between the "active, practical" work of
the Social Democrats and the "irresponsible, unrealistic
negativity" of the Communists.

Social Democratic leaders used the theme of practical,
realistic politics to attack the united front concept. As
Rudolf Bechyné explained in his polemics in the party press

and speeches at its congresses, the Communist offer to form

48  gUA PMV 225-1165-3, 7.2.1938.
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a coalition of the four socialist parties (the KSC, DSAP,
¢sDS, and the Czechoslovak National Socialists) was
worthless because such a linkage comprised only a 35 percent
minority in parliament. Bechyné declared that the Social

Democratic parties had followed the only worthwhile course:

In this land we have organized neither a united front
nor a people's front, but on a much wider basis we

have organized a great democratic front....We need a
wider base, thus our determination for coalition
politics....49

Hampl also repeated the charge that in Czechoslovakia
agitation for a united front had no worth, "as the numbers
don't add up to much." Hampl dismissed the French example
as irrelevant:

Conditions here are different than in France. The
lower middle class there, organized in the Radical
party, is willing to enter the People's Front. We
don't find that same willingness here, so it's not
practical to create such a grouping. We've never
discussed the possibility of how to make the
Communist idea a reality here.530

To his message of impracticality the CSDS chairman usually
appended a "character attack" centered on the unreliability
of the Communists. He decried their "lack of courage to
bear responsibility," stating that this rendered them
incompetent to undertake any kind of politics. “Unity
cannot proceed," he declared, "as long as the Communists

work on the basis of dictatorship instead of democracy. ">l

49 protokol XVIII sjezdu &SDS, pp. 47-48.

50 SUA D sign.Al2, carton 8, Hampl's December 1936 public
speech in Kladno.

51 1bid.
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Among the German Social Democratic leaders, it was for
the most part the "old guard" supporters of Ludwig Czech who
spoke out against the proposals that the KSC tendered to the
German working class. In German cities such as Cheb and
Liberec, where there was noticeable support for Communism,
the Communists actively courted confrontations with
Henleinists, as KSC leader Klement Gottwald accomplished at
a rally for the united front in Cheb in January 1937.52
Communist leaders intended for this policy to portray
themselves as the only vigorous anti-fascist element in the
republic. Therefore, to downgrade the Communist presence
Ludwig Czech's allies, such as party secretary Siegfried
Taub, declared that the Communists efforts were a sham, or

at least out of touch with reality:

We refuse a united front...and also their offer to hold
meetings and to march together, and thus to pretend to
the working class and the [general] population that
full unanimity exists between us and the Communists.
Entering into such a process means nothing other than
to deceive the working class, a process to which under
no circumstances do we agree.?3

The leaders of both Social Democratic parties professed
that their pragmatism was exemplary. However, this mattered
only as far as pragmatism could be applied against the
Communists. When Wenzel Jaksch argued that the times called
for his party sensibly to adopt a more nationally-oriented

brand of socialism, the "old guard" leadership of the DSAP,

52 césar and Cerny, Politika némeckych burfoaznich stran,
vol. 2, p. 356.
53 Sozialdemokrat, 3.7.1937.



255
centered around Ludwig Czech, condemned the idea as
ideologically unsound. Czech Social Democrats likewise had
nothing positive to say about the merits of this proposed
new direction for the Germans, a concept which Jaksch called
Volkssozialismus.

This brand of socialism emerged in the 1930s as a
reform movement, in opposition to the Marxist,
internationalist course to which Ludwig Czech and his
backers adhered. Volkssozialismus contained elements of
nationalist ideology and expressed some of the non-Marxist
socialist traditions established by Ferdinand Lassalle in
the nineteenth century. Jaksch likened it to the policies
of the Swedish Social Democratic Party that had helped
Sweden overcome the worst effects of the depression. He and
Emil Franzel, one of the directors of the party's
educational organization, were the main advocates of the
program within the DSAP.54

After the party's 1935 congress these men attempted to
shepherd its politics in a more nationalist direction.
However, their efforts faltered due to their personal and
ideological association with Otto Strasser, an erstwhile
Nazi leader in Germany who had been one of Hitler's early
associates. Having fallen from grace in 1933, he lived in

exile in Prague. When Strasser's influence on Jaksch

54 For a detailed report on the phenomenon see Martin K.
Bachstein, "Der Volkssozialismus in BShmen: Nationaler
Sozialismus gegen Hitler", in Bohemia 14 (1973): 340-71.
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received closer public scrutiny, the debate within the party
over the merits of Volkssozialismus became more caustic and
the positions more polarized. Jaksch's efforts foundered
due to fierce resistance from the "old guard" socialists in
his party. The exiled members of the German SPD in
Czechoslovakia also chimed in with denunciations of the
program'é similarities to Nazism.

The fact that many of the top executives of the DSAP
were Jews greatly complicated attempts to revise3> the
course of German Social Democracy. Beginning with Ludwig
Czech; secretary Siegfried Taub; senator and treasurer Carl
Heller; and the prominent deputies Robert Wiener, Fanni
Blatny, and Irene Kirpal; the Jewish presence in the party
was strong.3® These members supported Ludwig Czech in his
determination to thwart Jaksch's ideas from supplanting the
party's traditional, internationalist program. This
resistance to Jaksch must have stemmed from a combination of
ideological and personal impulses. A more vélkisch
orientation would have meant the exclusion of Jews from
leadership positions. Of course, since Jaksch was a
Gentile, he also must have had some personal reasons for

sponsoring Volkssozialismus.

55 Johann W. Briigel has labeled Jaksch’s efforts as
“revisionist.” See Wingfield, Minority Politics, p. 144.

56 For further information on Jewish leaders in both
parties see Johann W. Briigel's "Jews in Political Life," in
The Jews of Czechoslovakia (Philadelphia: The Jewish
Publication Society of America, 1971), vol. 2, pp. 245-51.
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Czech Social Democratic leaders did not actively join
in the debate over reform, apparently wishing to avoid the
charge of meddling in the problems of their German comrades.
The Czech side's basic lack of trust in the nationalist
character of Jaksch's program did not emerge publicly until
after Jaksch had taken control of the DSAP in March 1938,
when Czechs began to complain that the new leadership of
that party “cannot appeal so much to German feelings, and
must put more emphasis on the idea of socialism."57 As
long as the orthodox German Social Democrats appeared to be
controlling Jaksch and his followers, there was no need for
Czech ieaders to interject their opinions. However, Jaksch
realized that €SDS leaders were not extending any support or
understanding to his reform movement. He did not publicly
comment on their tacit rebuke of his efforts, but on
occasion complained to President BenesS' advisefs that Czech
leaders "did not appreciate the true state of today's
political affairs, and don't realize the danger the republic
is in." He felt that the CSDS leadership was "too old and
comfortable, " and that Czech leaders were "not sufficiently
dedicated to the effort" of improving relations between the
nationalities.>58

Why were Czech leaders unfavorable to this new trend?

It is true that the tenets of Volkssozialismus were far to

57 zdjmy kovod&lnikd 30.3.1938. This was the paper of the
trade union headed by Antonin Hampl.
58 AKPR sign. D13444/38, reports of 7.4.1937, 24.4.1937.
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the right of orthodox Social Democracy, but in the 1930s the
Czechs themselves had embraced tactics, not ideology. They
also were attempting to expand their constituency on the
right, instead of restricting the party's appeal to
industrial wage earners. Jaksch furthermore seemed to offer
leadership that was consistent with CSDS aims: He had
declared that there could be no cooperation with the KsC.

As he promoted his plan to renew the strength of his party
he said nothing about taking it into opposition, instead
declaring that it was critical for all of the Social
Democrats to work together.

Jaksch's reform program must have threatened the Czech
side's sense of security over the future of Social
Democratic cooperation. A lack of unity between the Germans
and Czechs would have spurred Communist propaganda attacking
the Social Democratic leadership. Even more troublesome,
disunity would have boosted the intraparty opposition.

Czech leaders could see that Jaksch was trying to cut into
the SdP's support among workers who perceived the government
as ineffective or indifferent (if not worse), and the Czechs
probably assumed that the aggressive and ambitious Jaksch
sooner or later would call for his party to oppose the
government.

The Czech leaders then likewise would have had to leave
the coalition, an action they resolutely opposed, or else

take steps to defuse the intense criticism that their
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leftist opposition was sure to level against what had turned
out to be a failed policy. The tactics of the Czech
leadership would have appeared faulty. Because the
leadership had proclaimed tactics to be all-important, a
failure in this area would have been devastating to its
prestige. Leaving the coalition hardly would have been
preferable to facing this criticism, for the stock of the
leftists would have risen and possibly taken them to the
ultimate leadership of the movement.

Some Czech leaders also felt that Volkssozialismus
wouid not result in a gain for Social Democracy, but would
only. cause more workers to forsake the DSAP. Viewing the
situation from their own inherently nationalist perspective,
these Czechs assumed that the German worker was likewise a
nationalist, and when given options among a range of
vélkisch representatives he would naturally choose the most
radically pan-German. It seems as if folk wisdom from the
village guided these Czechs in their convictions: they
declared that when Germans compared Jaksch with Henlein they
inevitably would end up in the latter's camp, since "it's
"better to go straight to the blacksmith rather than his
apprentice. *59

In the final year of the First Republic the residual
national feelings of party leaders stood in the way of

effective progress and protection of the working class.

S9 zdimy kovod&lnikd, 30.3.1938.
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Relations between some of the leading officials of the two
Social Democratic parties took a sharp drop after March
1938. The changing of the guard in the DSAP, as Jaksch
replaced Ludwig Czech as chairman, ushered in not only new
leadership for that party but also a period of acrimonious
tension between Jaksch and the &SDS. The pressure exerted
by the demands of the SdP upon the government was the main
cause of the resulting strains among Social Democratic
Czechs and Germans. A contributing factor was the
ineradicable national feelings of these Social Democrats,
which interfered with their ability to deal with the crisis
brought on by the Henleinists. The nationalism of some of
the Czech leaders rendered them incapable of devising a
perspicacious, effective response to corresponding national
feelings among some of the Germans. Thus when the Czech
side issued a statement to the effect that the German party
should become subsumed within a Czechoslovak organization,
it expressed this notion indelicately and, from the German
point of view, imperiously. Furthermore, Jaksch became
irate and threatened to break off the policy of cooperation
after perceived mistreatment by Czech leaders in the matter
of naming a German Social Democrat to replace Ludwig Czech,
who had resigned his post, in the cabinet.

Although the two parties did not go their own way,
hostility among some of the leaders persisted. While Czechs

and Germans in the lower levels of the parties marched
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together and conducted many joint activities, some of their
leaders were antagonists. Friction among political leaders
undoubtedly restricted the ability of the Social Democrats
to combat the pressures inflicted upon democracy by the SdP
and authoritarian forces on the Czech right.

Jaksch took over as party chairman at what became the
final congress of the DSAP, 26-27 March 1938 in Prague.
Within three days the newspaper for the metalworkers' union
headed by Hampl decried Volkssozialismus and called for the
end of an independent DSAP. The editors did not offer this
opinion subtly, but emblazoned it at the top of the front
page.®? Given Hampl's acknowledged control of the union,
it was apparent to any well-informed observer of the labor
movement that this opinion originated at the very top of the
organization.

Jaksch's agitation over this suggestion was profound.
The idea manifested a long-standing fear held by many of the
Germans that they were in danger of becoming a "meaningless
appendage of the Czech labor movement.'"(l  According to
historian Martin K. Bachstein, Jaksch thought that the DSAP
was now under attack not only from the fascists, but from

the Czech Social Democrats as well.52 Only two months

60 Metallarbeiter, 30.3.1938. This was the paper for the
German-speaking members of the union.

61 Archiv UTGM, carton 161, report on "Die Konzeption der
tschechischen Staatspolitik und die Situation des deutschen
Aktivismus", September 1937.

62 wenzel Jaksch, p. 162.
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earlier, at a joiné celebration commemorating the tenth
anniversary of the Smichov congress, the leaders of both
parties had praised the depth of conviction for solidarity
among Czechs and Germans. However, at that time Ludwig
Czech and his cohort still were in charge of the DSAP and
the top leaders of each party were comfortable with one
another. With Ludwig Czech leading his party, the nature of
German Social Democracy was a known entity to the leaders of
the &SDS. Since the delegates to the DSAP congress had
elected Jaksch to lead the party, the Czechs could not be
sure how "German" their comrades would ultimately become.
This prompted the Czechs to withhold support of Jaksch and
his attempts at reform.

Although the Czechs' tacit denunciation of Jaksch
angered the new chairman, he refrained from an immediate
counterattack. Instead, Jaksch coordinated a prompt and
very significant measure of cooperation among Social
Democratic deputies in parliament. Thus on 5 April the two
parties jointly tendered a large-scale proposal for public
relief of the distress caused by severe unemployment in
German areas of the republic, demanding that the government
provide an additional 500 million crowns for public works

projects in these regions.®3 The two parties also

63 TEsnopisecké zprdvy o schizich Ndrodniho shromdzdéni
republiky Ceskoslovenské, 5.4.1938, pp. 10-13. At this time
.the value of Czechoslovak currency was approximately 29
crowns to the U.S. dollar.
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coordinated plans to present joint candidate lists in
certain localities for the municipal elections that were to
take place at the end of May.®4 However, before the
elections occurred Jaksch unleashed a sharp attack against
the Czechs for alleged perfidy in the matter of naming a
German Social Democrat to the cabinet.

On 18 May Jaksch sent Bechyné a letter which made no
effort to conceal his anger and dismay over Bechyné&'s part
in the "betrayal" of not only German Social Democrats, but
also of "the interests of democracy." These charges
resulted from the appointment of a Czech National Democrat,
FrantiSek JeZek, to head the Ministry of Health and Physical
Fitness, the post which Ludwig Czech recently had resigned.
Jaksch thought that his party had an agreement with prime
minister Milan HodZa, whereby a German Social Democrat would
receive a cabinet position at the same time JeZek was
appointed. HodZa supposedly agreed to this deal in
discussions with DSAP functionaries on 12-13 April, talks in
which Bechyné& also participated.§5

The letter claimed that Bechyné had assured Jaksch that
the Social Democrats were "thoroughly united" on the
substance of the agreement. Furthermore, the cabinet
minister Msgr. Jan Sréamek, chairman of the clerical

Czechoslovak People's Party with which both Social

64 Arch éSQS, fond 71/19, p. 451, 4.5.1938.
65 Archiv UTGM, carton 161, Jaksch's letter with salutation
"Werter Genosse Bechyné!", 18.5.1938.
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Democratic parties had enjoyed a harmonious relationship
since 1935, also firmly supported the deal.?®% Jaksch
stated that numerous expressions of support for a German
Social Democratic minister had been made public by the Czech
side, such as an emphatic pronouncement on 8 May by the
Plzernl district organization of the CSDS. All indications
had given Jaksch the impression that the deal would go
forth. That was why, stated Jaksch in his letter, that the
subsequent manner of proceeding, on both Hod%Za's and
Bechynd's part, "constitute[d] an outrageous breach of
promise."

Jaksch portrayed the scenario of the alleged betrayal
as he had heard it "from a very reliable source": When the
cabinet met on 10 May, HodZa asserted that Jaksch had
relinquished the deal which had assured his party of a
cabinet post with a portfolio. Therefore, the prime
minister continued, he would proceed with JeZek's
appointment without an accompanying post for a German Social
Democrat. The DSAP chairman emphatically protested that
HodZa's claim was "100 percent untrue," and went on to

lambaste Bechyné for his alleged malfeasance:

You have kept silent about this incorrect assertion.
Dr. Sramek, who was very surprised at this sudden

66 The People's Party allied with the Social Democrats in
order to counter the anti-democratic tendencies of the right
wing of the Czechoslovak Agrarians. See Milo§ Trapl,
Political Catholicism and the Czechoslovak People's Party in
Czechoslovakia, 1918-1938 (Boulder, CO: Social Science
Monographs, 1995), pp. 93-103.
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collapse of the socialists, looked questioningly
at you. Then you acknowledged the [supposed]
validity of Hodfa's misleading account with a nod of
your head, and the resolution on Je%ek's appointment
passed. ¢’

Jaksch admitted that he could not supply "formal
evidence" for this account of what had happened, but
affirmed that his "adherents" within the DSAP gave it total
credence. Although Bechyné had explained to DSAP secretary
Taub that the Czech side would maintain "on principle" a
demand for a German Social Democrat in the government,
Jaksch condemned this "principle" as having little value to
the Germans.

The letter went on to predict that the most dire
consequences would result from Bechyn&'s alleged retreat
from Social Democratic solidarity, as Jaksch charged that it
"must be branded as the work of digging the grave of the
republic." The irate German leader furthermore insisted
that Bechyné was supporting Agrarian control of politics,
and that a socialist minister tragically had helped forge "a
link in the chain of the government's capitulation to the
wishes of the Henlein party."

It would be difficult to argue against Jaksch's belief
that HodZa was trying to accommodate the Henleinists:
Representatives of the SdP indeed had met with the prime

minister in early April, and vociferously had denied

67 r1bid.
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approval for a German Social Democrat in the government.68
Additionally, the right wing of Hod%Za's Agrarian party was
clamoring for an appeasement of Henlein's demands; this had
been apparent since Agrarian party leader Rudolf Beran
published a letter to this effect on 1 January 1938. The
prime minister obviously was under great pressure to avoid
providing any type of boost for the DSAP in the days
preceding the municipal elections.

However, Jaksch's emotional reaction certainly missed
the mark regarding the aims of &sps policies. There is no
evidence which demonstrates that Bechyné colluded with the
prime minister to deny the Germans a post, in fact this
behavior would have been contrary to the goals of the Czech
Social Democrats. Top executives of the &SDS did not wish
to exclude their comrades from the government. On several
occasions they expressed their support for a German Social
Democrat in the coalition. After Hod%a doled out the
ministerial post to JeZek, Czech leaders were not
indifferent to the composition of the cabinet, for they
wanted HodZa to explain how he would add a German Social
Democrat to his government.®® Yet it is possible to

speculate that the Czechs did not want Jaksch himself to sit

68 The protocol of this meeting is published in a
collection of documents edited by Vaclav Krdl, Die Deutschen
in der Tschechoslowakei, 1933-1947 (Prague: Nakladatelstvi
&sav, 1964), pp. 180-82.

69 Arch ¢sps, fond 71/19, p. 438, 13.4.1938; p. 441,
20.4.1938; p. 457, 11.5.1938.
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in the cabinet, and reasoned that a delay in the process
might promote ferment within the German party. This would
explain why Bechyné acquiesced silently during the 10 May
cabinet meeting, if Jaksch's account of the meeting is
correct.

Jaksch seems to have had the impression that the top
Czech functionaries had decided to subvert his authority as
chairman of the German party. As he considered this to be
the case, the only option for Jaksch was to circumvent the
Czech leadership by making an appeal to the rest of the
Czech Social Democrats, in the hope that they would press
their leaders to relent and accept him as the leader of the
Germans. The letter to Bechyné made it clear that Jaksch

was prepared to make an "end run' around the Czech leaders:

As we are convinced that the overwhelming majority of
our Czech brother-party does not agree with your manner
of proceeding, I reserve the right to make a copy of
this letter available to my friends in the Czech labor
movement. . ..

He eventually sent a copy of the letter, in Czech
translation, to 300 regional functionaries of the &sps.
Jaksch also threatened to bring the matter to the attention
of the Socialist International, since he would soon attend a
meeting of that body's executive in Brussels. Jaksch was
determined to force the Czech leadership to accept him, even
at the cost of wrecking the ten years of solidarity that the

parties had maintained since the Smichov congress.
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The new German party leader was in apparent disfavor
among his Czech colleagues. In the period prior to HodZa's
announcement that no German would receive a cabinet spot,
some Czech leaders privately asserted that it was Jaksch
himself who made the question of a German Social Democrat in
the cabinet more difficult. The stated reason for this
assumption was the vague complaint that "at one time" Jaksch
had been against the participation of his party in the
coalition.?0 It is unclear why this obscure criticism was
such a problem, since all of the German Social Democrats at
one time (in the 1920s) had opposed cooperation with
bourgeois parties. Jaksch had supported the DSAP's presence
in the government since the party's 1929 congress. The
discussions that these Czech leaders had about Jaksch
indicate little support for him as DSAP leader.

Jaksch had made Czech leaders wary of his nationalist
intent by promoting Volkssozialismus in association with the
exiled Nazi Otto Strasser. He further aroused the suspicion
of the Czechs by meeting on 2 April 1938 with a prominent
member of Henlein's party, Dr. Josef Pfitzner.7l A
historian at the German University in Prague, Pfitzner
earlier had published a book on Sudeten German unity, in
which he praised the efforts of younger Social Democrats

such as Jaksch to reform their movement along more

70 Arch €SDS, fond 71/19, p. 449, 27.4.1938.
71 pfitzner's recollection of this meeting is reproduced in
Krdl, Die Deutschen in der Tschechoslowakei, pp. 169-72.
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nationalist lines.’? Pfitzner became deputy mayor of
Prague under the Protectorate, the 1939-45 period when the
Reich directed the affairs of the Czech Lands.

Jaksch and Pfitzner met openly in a café on Prague's
most conspicuous thoroughfare, VAclavské namé&sti (Wenceslaus
square). The new DSAP chairman must have arranged the
location in order to forestall accusations that he was
dealing secretly with the SdP. His intent, he claimed
later, was to explore the possibilities of luring some of
the anti-Henlein opposition away from the SdP.73 The
meeting undoubtedly drew the attention of interested
observers, so the Czech Social Democrats eventually must
have learned of it. Their lack of sympathy toward Jaksch's
reform efforts probably led them to think the worst of this
meeting, imagining that the Henlein party would soon capture
the remainder of the German Social Democrats.

When members of the executive committee of the CSDS
first discussed on 25 May the protest letter which Jaksch
had sent to Bechyné, they declared that the complaints were
"uncalled-for" and "improper," and that Jaksch had
misinterpreted the situation. Hampl stated that he would
meet with DSAP leaders to explain the Czech side of the

matter. Hampl did not seem very concerned about how Jaksch

72. see Radomir Lu%a, The Transfer of the Sudeten Germans. A
Study of Czech-German Relations, 1933-1962 (New York: New
York UP, 1964), p. 24; Wingfield, Minority Politics, p. 165.
73 wingfield, ibid.
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had reacted.?4 The problem of DSAP representation in the
coalition apparently was not a high priority for Czech
leaders, for it did not again receive mention at an
executive committee meeting until 22 June.

In the middle of May 1938 antagonism between Jaksch and
Czech leaders had disrupted the process of Social Democratic
solidarity, yet the program of cooperation did not break
down. Just at the moment when relations seemed about to
crumble, two overwhelming events occurred which served to
ameliorate tensions. First, the partial mobilization of the
Czechoslovak armed forces, against a purported threat of
invasion from the Reich, thrilled and encouraged the German
Social Democrats. Then, in the May municipal elections, the
DSAP survived annihilation by Henlein's party, which allowed
the Germans to regain some measure of hope for the future.

The "mobilization crisis" occurred as Prague responded
to intelligence reports of ominous movements of Nazi troops
near the Czechoslovak border. On 20 May military commanders
quickly called up almost 200,000 reservists. Together with
the standing army, they marched into the frontier areas and
fortified those regions against the danger of a surprise
attack from the Reich. However, the reports of a large
concentration of Nazi forces were erroneous, and at that

time there was no likelihood of an invasion.7’5

74 Arch &sSDs, fond 71/19, 25.5.1938.
75 On the "May crisis" see Keith Eubank, "Munich", in
Mamatey and Luza, A History of the Czechoslovak Republic,
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This incident had important effects on the developing
crisis between Czechoslovakia and the Reich that culminated
in the Munich Agreement. Prague's immediate, wvigorous
response to an apparent threat and the obvious preparedness
and effectiveness of the army made an impression upon
politicians, journalists, and other observers throughout
Europe. The British government suspected that the Fiihrer
intended to invade, and sent Berlin a warning against
precipitating a conflict. An enraged Hitler imagined that
his prestige had declined. Although he already had decided
to wage war against his neighbor in 1938, Hitler now was
even more firmly resolved to ignore those of his generals
who reported that the German army needed more time to
prepare for an invasion. He now wrote that it was his
"unalterable will to smash Czechoslovakia by military action
in the near future."’® The position of the British and
French governments during the crisis reinforced Czechoslovak
president Bene$'s belief that he always could depend upon
Paris and London's support against aggression from the

Reich. This induced Bene$ to persist in a stalemate with

pp. 244-45; Igor Lukes, Czechoslovakia between Stalin and
Hitler. The Diplomacy of Edvard Bened in the 1930s (New York
and Oxford: Oxford UP, 1996), pp. 143-57; Gerhard L.
Weinberg, "Germany and Munich", in Maya Latynski, ed.,
Reappraising the Munich Pact: Continental Perspectives
(Washington: The Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1992), pp. 1l1-
12.

76  International Military Tribunal. The Trial of the Major
War Criminals, vol. 25 (Nuremberg: Secretariat of the
Tribunal, 1947), pp. 434-35.
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Henlein over the latter's demands for virtual control over
the border areas.

The mobilization gave the German Social Democrats
reason to hope that the government would not allow fascism
to take over the border areas and destroy their movement.
The swift and massive military response thoroughly impressed
Jaksch. He still harbored serious resentment against the
Czech party leaders. However, when he attended a meeting of
the Socialist International in Brussels at the end of May,
as the representative of all Social Democrats in the
republic, Jaksch did not attempt to crucify his Czech
counterparts before this assembly of socialist leaders.
Instead, he enthusiastically praised "the courage of the
Czech nation, " which he said safeguarded his party and the
movement, as well as democracy itself.”7 After he had
returned to Czechoslovakia from this trip, he publicly
asserted that the republic would fight for its freedpm "to
the last man."’8

In the May municipal elections the voters who
previously had supported the German Christian Social and the
German Agrarian parties, which dissolved themselves after
the Anschluf, transferred their ballots to the SdP.
Nationalist fervor was intense after the Reich absorbed

Austria; the excitement smoothed over the most serious rifts

77 Briigel, Tschechen und Deutsche, p. 375.
78 Lidové noviny (The people's news), 10.7.1938.
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within that burgeoning party, leaving Henlein as its
unchallenged leader. A small group remained opposed to
Henlein, but the political situation forced it to splinter
away from the party. Friedrich Kopatschek, the leader of
this opposition, published a brochure in which he vowed, “I
shall bring down Henlein!” In the spring of 1938 the German
Social Democrats negotiated with his faction in an attempt
to gain its support.’?®

The result of the elections emphatically demonstrated
that most Germans backed the nationalist movement. However,
the menacing atmosphere in the German areas compelled many
residents to vote for Henlein, so the election cannot be
called free. Some analyses of the elections contend that he
had over 90 percent of the German vote,®® which he
certainly did in some communities, but probably the SdP
received around 82 percent of the overall German vote.?8l
The German Social Democrats held on to about 13.5 percent of
the total. 1In cities such as Usti nad Labem, Podmokly, and
Nejdek the DSAP received around 20 percent, and in several
communities the party had a majority of the total German.
votes cast. The Communists gained about five percent of the

German vote.?82

79 césar and Cerny, pp. 437-38.

80 Joseph Rothschild claims that the SdP received over 91.4
percent of the German vote, but does not cite any sources.
East Central Europe, p. 129.

8l Lukes, Czechoslovakia between Stalin and Hitler, p. 146.
82 Sozialdemokrat, 14-15.6.1938.
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The partial mobilization, carried out immediately
before the elections, undoubtedly affected the results. The
action must have assured some Germans that the government
would not allow fascism to have free reign in the border
areas. Therefore, some loyal anti-fascists did not feel
that they had to give up on the Social Democrats. Before
the "May crisis," the German Social Democrats may well have
felt that, given the prevailing conditions, their party
might not reach even five percent of the total German vote.
Therefore party leaders looked upon the number of votes they
did receive as a victory of sorts, and they anticipated that
their support would increase, once the population realized
that the fascists would not assume command of the German
areas.

Jaksch and other German leaders, buoyed by their
"victory," understood that their fate was in the hands of
the government, and they were keenly aware that the cabinet
essentially was a Czechoslovak entity. To encourage
further shows of government strength against the threat of
fascist aggression and thereby nurse the fragile health of
his party, Jaksch decided that the German Social Democrats
should maintain a profile of friendliness, warmth, and
cooperation toward Czechs and Slovaks. Therefore he praised
"the Czech nation," even though he still was angry at

Bechyn& and other CSDS leaders.
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Privately, Jaksch had locked himself in an intense
personal battle with his Czech counterparts. On 1 June
Jaksch indignantly told a presidential adviser that in the
matter of the cabinet post his party had been "conned"
(napdlena) by the leadership of the Csps. 83 He reported
that he had made good on his vow to send copies of his
protest letter to 300 &sps officials. Taking the offensive
against the Czech leaders, he demanded that Hampl's
metalworkers' union newspaper publish a retraction of the
editorial that had called for the end of an independent
DSAP. Jaksch pledged that if this demand was ignored, his
party would not participate in an extremely important &sps
showcase: the upcoming gala celebration of Social
Democracy's 60th anniversary as a political movement in the
Czech Lands. 8¢
This action clearly perturbed Hampl, who told his
party's executive committee that Czech Social Democrats had
met with their German counterparts and had protested
Jaksch's conduct.85 There may have been strained feelings
behind the scenes, but for the next several months the
Social Democrats continued to work together as they had
before. 1In fact, in public Jaksch worked energetically to

portray Social Democratic cooperation as reality. Despite

83 Archiv UTGM, carton 161, report of conversation with
Jaksch 1.6.1938.

84  Thid.

85 Arch csDS, fond 71/19, p. 470, 22.6.1938.
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his angry statement to Bene$'s adviser, Jaksch did not
endanger the unity of the movement.

The parties collaborated in joint activities throughout
the summer. These events complemented the successful May
Day parades and demonstrations that Czechs and Germans had
supported in numerous cities and towns. Prdvo lidu reported
that on 1 May in Usti nad Labem "the Czechoslovak state flag
waved in front of 25,000 German Social Democrats, who joined
Czechs in crying 'Long live the republic!'"

The massive ceremonies of 4-6 June 1938 honoring 60
yvears of a Social Democratic presence in the Czech Lands
were a showcase for Czech-German solidarity. Jaksch did
nothing to discourage his party from joining the Czechs in
the commemorations, which took place in many areas of the
republic. The largest events occurred, naturally, in
Prague. According to party sources, a cast of 150,000
participants convened there for the celebrations that turned
out to be "the last hurrah" for Social Democracy before the
ultimate triumph of the Nazis later that year.

Organizers of the activities in Prague coordinated a
vast array of Social Democratic groups into an enormous
parade that took almost five hours to pass by the reviewing
stand on VAclavské namésti, where party executives and other
dignitaries looked on. President Bene$ and other noteworthy

guests attended, such as the leaders of the British Labour
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Party.8  On this occasion Czech party leaders lavished
praise on the German Social Democrats. "Mere words cannot
go far enough to honor the work they have done to preserve
democracy and the republic, " said chairman Hampl. Deputy
Alfred Meissner echoed these words, and singled out Jaksch
for the latter's "straightforward, honest" conveyance of the
nationalities situation in Czechoslovakia to political
leaders in Western countries during his frequent trips
abroad. The Czech leaders undoubtedly wanted to mollify
Jaksch after the previous month's disturbance.

During the rest of the summer the parties planned many
more joint activities around the 60-year anniversary theme,
frequently adding ceremonies honoring the twentieth
anniversary of the republic's founding. For example, at the
end of August both parties used these themes to organize a
weekend festival in Prosté&jov, in central Moravia. German
party members from nearby Sternberk arrived to contribute
their strength. Various Social Democratic groups had
constructed vehicles which displayed allegorical scenes
related to the labor movement and the independent republic,
and these wagons formed the heart of a large parade which
wound through the town. Between five and six thousand party
members attended the public rally (tdbor lidu) after the

parade. Local party officials who spoke before the crowd

86 gprdva o &innosti &SDS v letech 1937-1938, pp. 44-8;
Central European Observer, 24.6.1938, p. 196.
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gave their presentations in both languages. Their ability
to do so reflected the plenitude of bilingual speakers among
the general population in Moravia. Rudolf Bechyné traveled
from Prague to the festival to deliver the keynote address
on Sunday afternoon. The festival concluded with a ceremony
at the town cemetery in honor of deceased party members.8’

Among the biggest joint activities of the summer were
the July events in Plzen that Hugh Seton-Watson witnessed,
at which the Czech worker Ji¥i Devaty of Plzen befriended
his German counterpart, Josef Winterling from Cheb. It is
not possible to determine precisely how many participants
joined forces there. Social Democratic sources claim that
"tens of thousands" of anti-fascist Germans from throughout
northern and western Bohemia went to Plzel to mingle with
the Czech population of this &sps stronghold. Police
reports indicate that crowds of over 12,000 were present at
many of the individual public gatherings.88

The gymnastic organizations of both parties as usual
played a major role on this occasion, conducting a
torchlight parade through the streets and athletic
performances at some of the city's theaters. The Czech
Social Democratic Minister of Social Welfare, Jaromir Neéas,
arrived from Prague and spoke to assemblies in both German

and Czech.

87 SUA PMV-X-P 225-1166-22, p. 92, 29.8.1938
88 sUA PMV-X-T 225-1272-1, pp. 12, 15-16, 16-17.7.1938.
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Ji¥i Devaty 's account of the activities in Plze that
July evokes a scene of fevered emotion as thousands of
Germans made their way through the streets to the main
square, all the while cheered by the city's Czech
population. "A single word, " wrote Devaty, "again and again
thundered from your assemblage: 'Frei-heit! Frei-heit!'"

Devaty also reported his pleasure with the strong
impression Jaksch made as he came forward from the crowd of
Germans to address the huge gathering. The Czech worker
declared that Jaksch was "very appealing" to the Czech
working class in Plzefl, and offered extravagant praise for
the German leader's character:

...he is thoughtful, wise, and his life's work is

selfless. He is the incarnation of your ideals,
feelings, and faith in the united socialist program.
Such a human consciousness is never false and is
always alert. We [Czechs] can see that with our

own eyes.?89

Devaty’s letter to his union newspaper emphasized the great
measure of approval that Jaksch enjoyed among Czech workers.
It is possible, of course, that Devaty himself did not
write the letter. Its lyrical style leads one to question
whether a machinist at the Skoda defense works in Plzeil
would be capable of such expressiveness. However, even if
the newspaper’s editors planted the letter or substantially
altered what Devaty submitted, the letter still indicates

that Jaksch had a major role to play in the Social

89 zdjmy kovodélniki, 10.8.1938.
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Democrats' anti-fascist program that summer, and that the
Czech party leaders were aware of this. For if Devaty wrote
the letter, it showed that the Czech workers approved of
Jaksch and expected him to be at the center of things. If
the staff of Zdjmy kovodélnikd supplied the writing, it
means that Hampl instructed his editors to concoct a flowery
encomium to the German leader, perhaps in order to flatter
and appease him, and deflect his demand that the newspaper
retract its call (in its German-language edition) for the
end of an independent DSAP. In either case, it is clear
that Czech leaders knew that Jaksch was too important for
them to bypass, even though they condemned his brand of
Volkssozialismus. The parties continued to march together.

Despite a decade of concerted effort to employ tactics
that would benefit the movement by bringing together Germans
and Czechs, the program for cooperation became submerged, in
the months and years that followed the Munich Agreement,
within a morass in the relations between the nationalities.
This entanglement was caused by the breakup of the state,
the horrible crimes perpetrated during thé War, and the
subsequent expulsion of the German population from the post-
War republic. There exist many accounts of the background
to the diplomatic crises that resulted in the Munich
Conference and the subsequent dismemberment of

Czechoslovakia, so there is no need to repeat the sedquence
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of events here.?® The Social Democrats continued along the
same path of joint activities in support of the republic,
and in opposition to the demands of the SdP. As always, the
leadership of the 8sps vilified the Communists and
resolutely discouraged any form of united front work. The
Czech party leaders held their ground on this postulate
until the end. The DSAP, however, began initiating forms of
anti-fascist cooperation with Communists in German areas as
the heat of summer added to the tension.

The Czech leaders did not alter their strategy because
they still considered the Communists to be their most
important enemy. The KSC had done well in Czech urban
industrial centers in the May elections. In Prague, the
party had gained about 100,000 votes over the total it
received in the previous municipal elections.?

Furthermore, during most of the summer months the Czechs did
not feel that there was a strong possibility of an invasion
by the Reich, thus their domestic problem remained

paramount.
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Throughout most of August executives of the &sps still

entertained such thoughts as: "...there is considerable
safety for the republic...the alliances are f£irm....The
standpoint of the French govermment is very favorable for
us...A possible cantonal system will take care of
[Henlein's] autonomy demands."??2 During this month Lord
Walter Runciman's diplomatic mission had arrived in
Czechoslovakia from Britain, seemingly to mediate between
the government and the Sudeten Germans, and the Czechs
assumed that negotiations would lead to suitable compromises
and a relaxation of tensions.

At the end of the month members of the &SDS party
presidium had lost some of their optimism, and their feeling
was that "the danger of war with Germany stands out more
considerably”® than it had before. Rudolf Bechyn& blamed
"the mood in Berlin" for this threat. It was becoming more
apparent to the Czechs that Hitler had instructed Henlein to
thwart negotiations by refusing to modify any of his key
demands.?3 To the dismay of the Czechs, Runciman and his
team seemed unwilling to prod Henlein to compromise, and

were instead applying pressure to the government. Thus it

%2 Arch Csps, fond 71/19, pp. 477-78, 18.8.1938.

93 The SdP's strategy for conducting talks with the British
emissary was to convey the impression that the government's
unjust minorities policies had led to a situation "so
confused and difficult that it cannot be cleared up by
negotiations or diplomatic action, that the blme for this
lies exclusively with the Czechs, and thus that the Czechs
are the real disturbers of peace in Europe." See Lukes,
Czechoslovakia between Stalin and Hitler, p. 185.
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mattered little that the Czechoslovak ambassador to London,
Jan Masaryk, had sent word that "public opinion in England
is in favor of the republic." The Social Democrats realized
that the British government was not interested in an
equitable, just compromise, but in forcing Prague to
accommodate Hitler. The presidium discussed the
implications of the fact that "the outcome and conclusions
of Runciman's mission are completely unclear."94

The Czech Social Democratic leaders started making
plans for the eventuality of war. Their instincts were to
negotiate with their powerful right-wing adversaries, the
Agrarians. Hampl recommended meeting with them in order to
establish a truce, in the face of an outside threat.95
There was no question of the possibility of a similar
agreement with the KSE, for party leaders remained concerned
about the threat that the Bolsheviks posed to working-class
cohesiveness. To the consternation of the Social Democrats,
their enemies were making hay from the republic's current
turmoil. As Henlein's minions had intensified their violent
sprees in the border areas, the public's faith in the
authority of the government had plunged. The corollary of
this crisis was that the popularity of the Communists was

climbing.9%6

94 Arch €sSDS, fond 71/19, pp. 480-81, 25.8.1938.
95 Ibid., p. 482.
96 Arch ¢sps, fond 71/6, p. 120, 6.9.1938.
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During the summer months there were a significant
number of incidents when Czech Social Democrats conducted
anti-fascist demonstrations with Communists, in defiance of
their party leaders. The inconstant nature of the anti-
Communist rhetoric issued by the leadership may have
contributed to the malaise of its constituency. This
message sometimes declared that the Bolsheviks were as anti-
democratic as the Henleinists, and at other times asserted
that the Communists were working with the Agrarians to
defeat the Social Democrats and sabotage working-class
interests.?’ Attempting to link the Communists first with
one menace and then another possibly diluted the overall
effect of the message.

A mood favoring united anti-fascist manifestations of
solidarity obviously was growing during the last months of
the First Republic. From various sources it is possible to
document numerous cases of Social Democrats, both German and
Czech, organizing activities with Communists. Since the
areas where Germans constituted a majority were subject to
the terror instigated by followers of the SdP, cooperation
among the parties began there first.

For example, by the end of July in northern Bohemia
anti-fascists had formed a "Democratic Committee" whose work

was supposed to carry on without partisan political

97 velernik prdva lidu, 9.7.1938. This paper was an
evening edition of the party's main organ.
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considerations (nadstranickou). Since German Communists had
initiated the establishment of this grouping, it is
uncertain how well the committee upheld this pledge. The
track record of the Communists makes this appear doubtful.
After some German Social Democrats joined the committee
their Czech comrades did too. Members of other Czech
organizations then decided to come on board, even those that
had a Czech nationalist character, such as the National
Socialists, Sokol gymnastic groups, and the Ndrodni jednota
severofeskd (National union of Northern Bohemia) .98  The
committee's tasks encompassed protection against Henleinist
terror, demonstrations against the fascists, and a campaign
to protest against the SdP's activities to the government.

This pattern was widespread in all of the German-
majority areas. Sometimes Communists would initiate the
action, at other times it was Social Democrats who organized
public gatherings. The local Czech minority organizations
then joined the activity. Since the mass demonstrations
nearly always resulted in the drafting of an anti-fascist
resolution which was sent to the president, it is possible
to learn which groups had become united in this endeavor.
Often these messages urged Bene§ to ensure that the

government remained firm, as it had during the May

98 gsOA PZU 207-1278-8, pp. 1,3.
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mobilization crisis, and to count on France and the Soviet
Union as reliable allies.?®?

This type of cooperation with Communists occurred not
only in organized demonstrations, but in factories as well.
Through their factory committees, some workers concluded
agreements among themselves whereby they donated their labor
to a collection for the defense of the state. Usually the
workers arranged to work several hours each week without
pay, and the firm then contributed money to the collection
for them.100

During the summer months neither Jaksch nor his
adherents within the DSAP disparaged the Communists, for the
Germans had fixed their attention on the SdP. The Czech
leaders never rescinded their decree which rejected
cooperation with the Communists.10l1 It became blatantly
obvious that this decision was completely ineffective,
particularly in September, in the final few weeks before
Munich. In fact, cooperation for the defense of the
republic's territory became the rule across the political

spectrum during that month.
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The whirl of events spun inexorably toward breakdown on
12 September with Hitler's speech at the Nuremberg party
rally, during which the Fiihrer demanded the right of self-
determination for the Sudeten Germans. The speech sparked
widespread violence in the border areas, and the
Czechoslovak government was forced to send in troops to
restore law and order. The fighting severely unnerved the
French and British governments, since Hitler could have used
it as an excuse to declare war. In order to forestall this
calamity British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain decided
to arrange a personal meeting with Hitler at Berchtesgaden,
and the Nazi leader agreed to receive Chamberlain on 15
September. This conference resulted in a British and French
proposal for Czechoslovakia to cede to Germany all areas
with more than fifty percent German population.

In the Czech Lands partisan politics at the local level
became suspended when the news of this proposal reached the
public. The imminence of catastrophe compelled all Czech
and German groups that were against the SdP and Hitler to
cooperate. In hundreds of communities members of local
party organizations, from the extreme left to the
chauvinistic right, hastily organized joint demonstrations
of their unity and resolve to withstand external forces.
This resulted in the remarkable spectacle of German and
Czech Social Democrats marching not only with Communists and

Czech National Socialists, but with the clerical People's
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Party, the Agrarians and the business-oriented Tradesmen's
Party (Zivnostenskd strana), and even the fascist Czech
National Union (Ndrodni sjednoceni)!

These groups hoped that their display of unity would
fortify the government against capitulation. Rallies varied
in size from several hundred participants in smaller locales
to tens of thousands in municipalities such as Ostrava.102
These demonstrations continued throughout the period from
the Berchtesgaden conference to the meeting of Chamberlain,
Daladier, Hitler, and Mussolini at the end of the month.
They ceased when hope ran out after Benes acquiesced to the
commands set forth in the Munich Agreement.

During the tense final weeks before Munich the Czech
party leaders, still eschewing the idea of working in unison
with Communists, implemented joint public appearances,
demonstrations, and other activities that they hoped would
help prevent war. In a notable effort to preserve the
republic, Jaromir Nefas, the Czech Social Democratic
Minister of Social Welfare, and his prominent German comrade
Robert Wiener traveled to Paris in September 1938 to meet
with Léon Blum, leader of the French Socialists. They
pleaded with him to seek a change in France'’'s apparent

policy of appeasement, in order to relieve Western pressure

102 ga PZU 207-1278-8; Cht&li jsme bojovat, wvol. 2,
chapter V, passim.
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on Czechoslovakia during the Munich crisis. Of course, Blum
was unable to help.103

The violence in the German areas that followed Hitler's
speech at Nuremberg was a signal for Henlein and his
immediate circle to quit the republic, and flee over the
border into the Reich. From there he broadcasted messages
to his followers, exhorting them to continue fighting the
authorities so that all Germans could go, as he had, Heim
ins Reich. After this treasonous speech the government
immediately dissolved the SdP. Yet many Germans were
disgusted, rather than excited by Henlein's action, since he
was in safety and had left them to face the authorities
alone.104

This situation opened the way for Jaksch to make a bid
to gather the remaining Germans who wished to remain lovyal
to the state into a new movement. Reaching out beyond his
party, on 15 September Jaksch announced the formation of a
National Council of Peace-Loving Sudeten Germans, which
urged a continuation of efforts to settle the problems of
Czech-German relations. He used the radio to extend a
frantic appeal: "Fellow citizens! Everything is at stake!
You are all faced with the choice: equal rights won in peace

or annihilation through war."105

103 see Briigel, Czechoslovakia before Munich, pp. 248-49.
104 Keith Eubank, “Munich,” in Mamatey and LuZa, A History
of the Czechoslovak Republic, p. 247.

105 wenzel Jaksch, Europe's Road to Potsdam (New York and
London: Praeger, 1963), p. 306.
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Understandably, the German Social Democrats carried
their fight for survival against their fascist enemies to
the limit of their abilities. On 21 September
Sozialdemokrat demanded firmness on the part of the
government, in the face of the proposal to cede territory
that had resulted from Chamberlain's meeting with Hitler,
and rejected any thought of surrender. Yet even while
Germans anxiously were reading the newspapers, government
ministers and President Benes were agonizing over a new
ultimatum that the French and British ministers had
delivered to Benes$ at 2:15 that morning. This note demanded
acceptance of the earlier Anglo-French suggestion and
threatened that Czechoslovakia would stand alone against the
Reich if it refused. If one participant’s memoir of this
nerve-shattering meeting is accurate, then the Czech Social
Democrat Rudolf Bechyn& was nearly "hysterical" in arguing
that resistance to the ultimatum was impossible.196 1In
complying with the demand, the government reasoned that a
fight against Germany’'s military power would be suicide for
the nation. Of course, this decision was made in
consideration of the Czechoslovak nation. With no German

representative on the ministerial council, it seems to have

106 gee FrantiSek JeZek, "Z pam&€ti o mnichovské krizi roku
1938" (Recollections of the Munich crisis in 1938), in
Historie a vojenstvi (1969/4), pp. 692-93. JeZek was the
National Democrat who received Ludwig Czech's position,
after the latter had resigned earlier in the year.
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excluded the democratic Germans from its plans for survival.

Surely these ministers realized that capitulation would
spell doom for all Germans who had opposed Henlein. Albeit
under extreme pressure, the government allowed the sacrifice
of thousands of citizens, so that “the nation” could exist.

Later on 21 September the news of the government’s
surrender spread to the general public, sparking enormous
protests in Prague and other cities, during which the crowds
insisted on fighting the Nazis. These outbursts caused the
Hodza cabinet to resign the following day, and Benes
appointed a non-political cabinet of administrators under
General Jan Syrovy.l07 Then the disintegration of the
state was arrested by the conflict between Hitler and
Chamberlain, due to the increased demands of the Fihrer, at
their Godesberg conference on 22 September. This compelled
the British and French governments to muster the will to
resist Hitler; with their approval, Syrovy ordered a general
mobilization of the armed forces, pleasing both Czechs and
democratic Germans.

German Social Democrats obeyed their orders to mobilize
with as much zeal as did their Czech counterparts.108
Perhaps this enthusiasm should be taken for granted, because
what else were these Germans, at the edge of the precipice,

to do? Yet their willingness to revive their hope and

107 Mamatey, “The Development of Democracy,” in Mamatey and
Lu¥a, A History of the Czechoslovak Republic, p. 164.
108 Ripka, Munich: Before and After, p. 137.
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participate in the defense of their homes, when all had

appeared to be lost, indicates a firmness of character and a
belief that the seemingly eternal nature of their homeland,
as a place where two nations lived together, would endure.
Despite the resolve of these Germans, and the feverish
efforts of Czech officials and civilians, the Munich
Conference began on 29 September and its principals awarded
the German areas to the Reich. By noon on 30 September
Prague had accepted the terms of the agreement, of which it
had had no part.

Of the republic’s major socialist organizations only
the Communist Party demanded unconditional defense of state
territory. The KSC fomented passionate demonstrations, in
order to denounce the agreement concluded at Munich and
Benes for deferring to it.109 The Communists’ refusal to
join the other parties, who had dutifully assented to the
president’s decision, allowed the KSC to reap a propaganda
windfall that increased their popularity. Nonetheless, the
activities of the KSC were banned in the Crownlands on 20

October and on 27 December 1938 the party was dissolved.l10

109 chtéli jsme bojovat, vol.2, pp. 375-421.

110  Theodor Prochazka, “The Second Republic, 1938-1939,” in
Mamatey and Luza, A History of the Czechoslovak Republic, p.
262. After 1945 the Communists untiringly reminded the
populace of their stand against Munich, which helped the KSC
to a strong finish in the first post-War election
(26.5.1946) .
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The DSAP forlornly gave in to the reality of the

devastating new circumstances in the German areas.lll
Within a few days the executive committee formally expelled
all party members who lived in the annexed areas, in an
attempt to provide safety for them against retribution by
the fascists. As the Nazis occupied the border territory,
they dissolved Social Democratic groups such as the hiking
club (Die Naturfreunde) and the gymnastic organization
(ATUS) . By mid-October Hitler had demanded that all German
Social Democrats (and Communists) who had fled to the
interior be returned, to face their punishment. He included
DSAP deéuties and senators within this requirement.

German Social Democratic officials began the arduous
task of finding the means to spirit the party’s most
endangered members out of what remained of Czechoslovakia.
The government balked at providing passports for Social
Democrats who had fled the ceded territories. The Interior
Ministry, headed by Jan éern?, declared that these refugees
were now citizens of the Reich! However, CSDS members of
parliament helped DSAP deputies work out a compromise with
Cerny, so that these Social Democrats could emigrate, but

not return. About 3,000 managed to leave. Most went to

111 gozialdemokrat, 2.10.1938.
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Great Britain and Sweden, and a sizable contingent ended up

in Canada.l12

The DSAP executive committee held its final meeting in
the former Czechoslovakia in February 1939, after which it
disbanded the party. Most of the top officials were able to
leave the country. Jaksch escaped through Poland and spent
the War years in London. Ludwig Czech, however, was too
feeble to attempt an illegal flight and died in the
concentratioﬁ camp at Terezin (Theresienstadt). Almost
7,900 German Social Democrats were jailed or placed in
similar camps.!13

After Munich the Czech Social Democrats had to
accommodate themselves to the obvious fact that their rump
state now would have to follow the wishes of Berlin. One
requirement was the simplification of the party system, so
that two large parties, for the left and the right,
eventually emerged in the state. By the end of 1938 the
sSDS had dissolved itself and joined the National Labor
party. Antonin Hampl retained his position as a working-
class leader by acting as chairman of this party, until the
Gestapo arrested him in 1941 and confined him to a Berlin
prison, where he died. The trade union movement also

underwent a required unification, so that Czechoslovak

112 aAndrew Amstatter, Tomslake. History of the Sudeten
Germans in Canada (Seattle and Saanichton, B.C.: Hancock
House, 1978), p. 46.

113 wingfield, Minority Politics, pp. 181-83.
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National Socialist unions and Social Democratic¢ unions

amalgamated.

The gloomy post-Munich circumstances of the Czech
Social Democrats were evident in the general decision to
forgo a celebration of Czechoslovak Independence Day on 28
October 1938, the twentieth anniversary of the establishment
of the state. Instead, it was a day of work. One writer no
doubt expressed the mood best by observing: “In work lies
the future of the nation and a return to better days
generally, and it is in this conviction that the whole

people today are concentrating on their daily task.”114

114  central European Observer, 28.10.1938, p. 347.



Conclusions

In January 1927 the Czechoslovak and German Social
Democratic parties both were in opposition to the
"gentlemen's coalition" (panskd koalice) of bourgeois and
clerical parties that governed the state and intended to
create legislation unfavorable to the working class.

Despite these conditions, the Czech and German Social
Democratic party leaders had not established a working
relationship, and the national problems that long had
created friction among them remained unsolved. That January
the presidium of the Czechoslovak party met to discuss a
proposal, which their German counterparts had tendered, for
cooperation on behalf of the working class. The power of
the governing coalition had not inspired this idea. The
party leaders were responding to pressure from the
Communists, whose vigorous and demagogic message for united
class action against the bourgeoisie was capturing the
attention of workers in the Social Democratic camp.

Some Czech leaders disagreed with the proposal, arguing
that the Germans' national feelings ensured that they never
would become trustworthy supporters of the republic. Party
éhairman Antonin Hampl agreed with this criticism of the
Germans, but did not think that it was wise to bypass the
suggestion for cooperation. Hampl expressed his fear of the
greatest danger to the movement:

..1t is not possible to ignore that we have the
disadvantage of the Communists. It's a question of
high tactics, for we must go from defense onto the
attack. This is possible on one hand with enlighten-
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ment and guidance [of the workers], and on the other
with tactical maneuvering....I recommend thus an in-
ternal agreement [with the Germans], which would allow
us to strike the propaganda weapon from the hands of
the Communists.

This emphasis on tactics instead of ideology is
emblematic of the main considerations for the leaders of
both parties throughout the period of this study. Leading
functionaries of the Czech and German parties organized
their policies on the basis of pragmatism: they had to
undercut the threat from their working-class revolutionary
adversaries. They were not inspired by a genuine feeling or
spirit of internationalism, one of the guiding principles of
the Social Democratic world view, but one that inherently
was subject to interpretation by an ethnic group or
nationality. Due to the legacy of nationalism within the
movement, the Czech leadership had no illusions that
solidarity was inherent to the parties. Yet the Social
Democrats remained unified throughout a decade of extreme
social turbulence brought on by the devastating effects of
the Depression.

It is tempting to assume that in the 1930s the Social
Democrats readjusted their strategy to center their parties'
attention on the right-wing adversaries of the labor
movement. By 1929 the Communist party’'s influence among
working-class voters appeared to be on the wane.
Furthermore, right-wing forces in Czechoslovakia were
growing powerful enough to pose a threat to the republic's

democratic system. Heading up these forces was the
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burgeoning nationalism of disaffected Germans, who began
assembling under the banner of Konrad Henlein's Sudeten
German Party. For the most part Henlein's demands for
German autonomy and his fascist rhetoric excited his
followers, but in many cases Germans came into the party
because they felt threatened by intimidation and terror.
Additionally, the right wing of the state's largest party,
the Czechoslovak Agrarians, promoted authoritarian and anti-
socialist solutions to economic and political problems.
With socialism having been smashed in neighboring Germany
upon the Nazi seizure of power in 1933, and in Austria a
yvear later, with right-wing regimes in place in Poland and
Hungary, it seems logical to declare that the Social
Democrats were united in order to man the ramparts against
fascism.

Social Democratic rhetoric certainly addressed this
potential danger, and advertised cooperation as the most
effective countermeasure. However, domestic right-wing
forces were not able to subvert democracy; and without the
genuine possibility of an invasion, which the republic's
system of alliances kept at bay until 1938, fascism was only
an indirect threat to the well-being of the movement. In
the eyes of the party leaders, the greatest worry was the
presence of the Communist party and a left-oriented
opposition within the Social Democratic parties themselves.

- This combination threatened not only to unseat the leaders
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and upset their moderate brand of politics, but also to
create the conditions of social tension that could have led
to civil disturbances and a regression of the labor
movement’'s status and accomplishments. Furthermore, Moscow
would have exerted a strong influence over such a
conglomeration of Communists and left Social Democrats,
possibly undermining the republic’s sovereignty.

Social Democratic leaders were mindful of the
sentiments of the rank and file. Pressure from “below” for
unity against the governing coalition compelled party
leaders to move forward with plans to effect a program for
cooperation. Workers made themselves understood by means of
mass demonstrations in protest of government policies and
through demands for joint conferences and other activities
by working-class organizations, including the Communist
party. The efforts of Social Democratic leaders culminated
in the January 1928 meeting of all Social Democratic parties
in Czechoslovakia, held in the Prague working-class district
of Smichov, which inaugurated the program of political
cooperation between the German and the Czechoslovak parties.

The decision by Germans and Czechs to work together had
rapid and desirable results. Cooperation in parliament
enabled the parties to forestall the government’'s attempts
to revamp measures, such as social insurance plans, and
protect working-class interests. The parties also

coordinated activities outside of parliament, organizing
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joint parades, demonstrations, and speeches, during which
party officials touted the new program while they denounced
the workers’ adversaries on the left and the right of the
political spectrum. As a component of the strategy for
solidarity, cooperation in the form of joint activities
ensued among Social Democratic associational groups, such as
women'’'s auxiliary organizations and gymnastic clubs.

The Social Democrats quickly observed that cooperation
led to increased political payoffs. The 1929 general
election was a triumph. The Czechoslovak party was second-
strongest in the state; its counterpart was the leader among
all the republic’'s German parties. Additionally, the
Communists had lost a significant number of votes in
comparison to their impressive showing in the previous
parliamentary election (1925). Social Democratic leaders
naturally attributed their success, and the decline of the
Communists, to the program launched at the Smichov congress.

This positive outcome encouraged party leaders to rely
upon the concept of pragmatism as a useful tool. The
rhetoric of the parties transmitted to the workers the
message that cooperation yielded concrete results. Because
of their election gains, the leaders felt ready to extend
their power in the political arena by entering the
government. This move made sense for two reasons: As
partners in the coalition, the parties would control the

ministries that were directly responsible for the welfare of
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workers. Also, participation enabled the greatest possible
contrast between the Social Democrats and their
intransigent, revolutionary enemies.

The party leaders had a crucial need to advertise and
accentuate this contrast, for it helped them in their
struggle with the element that began looming as the chief
threat to their power, and control of Social Democratic
politics: the left-oriented opposition within the parties
themselves. This faction disputed the movement’s apparent
turn away from ideology and protested its supposed
conservatism, in the form of government participation and
the concomitant politics of compromise with the bourgeoisie.
As a rule, the members of the opposition were younger and
more imbued with a socialist spirit than were the more
realist, moderate party leaders. The opposition was
impressed by the Soviet Union’s supposed advancement of
socialist ideals, and advocated links among Social Democrats
and Communists.

The moderate party leaders damned the Communists as
outcasts and forbade contact with them in an attempt to
insulate the Social Democratic milieu from what the leaders
considered to be the pernicious influence of Communist
activities. While these executives sought to control the
attitudes and opinion of the entire working class, they
particularly were concerned that Social Democratic youth

were susceptible to propaganda. The Communists, for their
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part, pledged that they would undermine and eliminate Social
Democracy by infiltrating its organizations, so the party
leaders certainly were justified in placing their avowed
enemies beyond the pale.

Social Democratic participation in government was the
issue through which the moderate leaders of each party kept
control of party affairs; and the program of cooperation
became an essential strategy for the fulfillment of the
leadership’s agenda. The leaders could downgrade the
influence of the left opposition within the movement through
their policy of coalition politics. Conversely, if the
parties had withdrawn from the coalition, the status of the
leftist cadres would have risen and the authority of the
moderate leadership would have diminished. Similarly, if
either of the Social Democratic parties had dropped out, the
program of cooperation might have appeared to have been a
sham, or at least faulty. Had the ideal of cooperation
between the nationalities, the centerpiece of the movement’s
accomplishments for the past several years, proved to have
been a futile exercise, the opposition certainly would have
taken the opportunity to castigate the policies of the
leadership. Because the leaders had placed such a premium
on strategy, their prestige and power would have suffered if
their tactics were vulnerable to intense criticism.
Therefore, the leaders had a great interest in keeping their

parties in the cabinet.
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Of course, coalition politics would only enhance the
leadership’s authority if the workers were reasonably sure
that the government was helping them. With the onset of the
Depression economic conditions between the Czech and the
German worker began to differ, as the latter experienced a
great deal more long-term unemployment and penury. When
conditions for each nationality diverged, the nature of the
threat to Social Democratic leaders also became dissimilar.
The German working-class population’s'distress led to the
proliferation of radical German nationalism, and to the
movemenﬁ of many former Social Democratic adherents into the
ranks of Henlein’s Sudeten German Party. International
factors also played a part in these shifting allegiances,
for the Nazi seizure of power in Germany in 1933 further
inspired large numbers of German workers to embrace a
nationalist cum fascist ideology. Whereas the Czechs could
and did consider their main threat to be on their left, the
German party was losing out to dynamic forces of the
authoritarian right. Yet there was no irrefutable evidence
of these conditions until the parliamentary elections of May
1935 revealed the overwhelming preference of German voters
for Henlein'’s party and the shrinking base of support for
the Social Democrats. Thus there was no compelling reason
why the German leaders should stop focusing upon the
Communists as the gravest danger to the German working class

and to the democratic system of the state.
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The left opposition drew the attention of the
leadership because of the energetic challenges it mounted to
official policy and to the party’'s traditional rigid
discipline, for example during the 1932 statewide party
congress, and in a spate of publications that advocated a
change in the party’s direction. Furthermore, international
events stimulated political agitation on the Left (as they
did on the Right). In Spain, and particularly in France,
Socialists agreed to cooperate with Communists in popular
anti-fascist movements. The Social Democratic left
opposition pointed to the French arrangement as a model that
would serve working-class interests in Czechoslovakia well.

The May 1935 election decimated the strength of the |
German Social Democrats in parliament. Afterward the party
chairman, Ludwig Czech, continued to dwell upon the
Communists as a problem. He blamed them for the election
calamity, citing their corrosive effect on the unity of the
working class. To the extent that the Communists had
polarized the labor movement over the years through
demagogic attacks against Social Democrats and the
parliamentary system, Ludwig Czech was correct. However,
his viewpoint did his party little good at this time, when
the Henlein party clearly was a juggernaut that had to be
stopped.

The German leaders relied upon their Czech counterparts

for support in their bid to retain control of the party
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after its terrible showing. They received it in full, as
long as they backed the policies so far agreed upon. This
attitude served to restrict the Germans’ possibilities to
increase their appeal to voters.

For example, after the civil war in Spain erupted in
1936, German leaders encouraged participation in domestic
efforts to help war victims and the republican forces in
Spain. Czech leaders disapproved, and turned down a
proposal for a joint Czech-German delegation that would have
vigited the ravaged country. The Czechs knew that this
would lead to joint activities with the Communists, who
actively were involved in anti-fascist work connected to the
war. The German leadership’s willingness to participate
indicated its realization that fascism was a formidable
danger. However, it also realized that wide-ranging anti-
fascist projects inevitably would have established links
with Communists, putting the program of cooperation with the
Czechs at risk.

Neither could the German leadership have countered
Henlein’s anti-government propaganda by withdrawing from the
coalition to become part of the “loyal opposition.” It is
true that chairman Ludwig Czech did not want to undertake
such a move. He sincerely believed that as a government
minister he was working to ease the plight of the suffering
German workers. Additionally, he felt that his cabinet post

was necessary for reasons of his prestige within the party.
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Nevertheless, the desires of the Czech leaders for unity
removed considerations of this strategy from the German
side’s possibilities for action. However, had the
leadership of the German party been more flexible in its
tactics, it could have done a great deal to make the party
more attractive to the German workers who had supported
Henlein in 1935.

Suppose the German Social Democrats had decided to
change tactics in order to take as many working-class votes
as possible from the Sudeten German party. What might have
happened if the Social Democrats had left the government
after the 1935 election? The party certainly could have
continued avowing its allegiance to democracy and to the
state. Yet it then could have disassociated itself from the
relief programs that had failed in the eyes of many Germans
(even though the Social Democratic leaders had pressed for
those measures), and waged an energetic campaign, based on
labor issues, 1in opposition.

This tactic would have allowed the party to exploit the
social conflict that had surfaced, since the election, to
rend the supposed unity of the German nationalist movement.
Within Henlein'’'s party, a labor-oriented opposition to his
leadership stridently was directing attention to his neglect
of the German worker. Quarrels and tension within the party
had magnified to the extent that Henlein nearly resigned as

leader in December 1935.
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By going into opposition the Social Democrats would
have forced even more attention onto the Sudeten party's
flimsy labor progrém, no doubt causing many workers to
abandon Henlein. Certainly there were German nationalists
who would have continued to condemn Social Democracy, but
the party would have appeared attractive to the remainder.
By causing a deterioration of the nationalist movement, this
action would have contributed a great deal to the important
objective of refuting Henlein's claim that he was the leader
of all disaffected Germans. If the working class opposed
Henlein, how could he have justified his demands made "on
behalf of the German population"?

The German leadership, however, explored no new
options. By the mid-1930s Ludwig Czech’s health had
deteriorated, due to the strain of his duties and mounting
concerns. His condition handicapped his ability to devise
fresh strategies, and reflexively induced him to follow the
status quo. Given the realities of the vélkisch ideologies
coursing among the German population in the mid-1930s, the
chairman’s Jewish background also was an obstacle against
his party’s recovery vis-a-vis the Henleinists.

There were a large number of members in both Social
Democratic parties who had a Jewish heritage. Many of them
had been long-time advocates of cooperation between Czechs
and Germans. The Jewish presence was particularly strong in

the top echelon of the German party. These prominent



308
members were part of the “old guard” leadership that had

supported Ludwig Czech’s chairmanship for years. They had
sided with him in his battle to defeat the left opposition.
Then, after the 1935 election fiasco, they helped him stop a
new threat: a movement to revise the party’s policies along
more nationalist lines.

The youthful (born 1896) deputy chairman, Wenzel
Jaksch, promoted this new orientation, which he called
Volkssozialismus. It was supposed to broaden the party’s
base by appealing to farmers and members of the middle
class, as well as to industrial wage earners. These efforts
went nowhere because of strong resistance from the “old
guard, ” who condemned the measures as an abandonment of
socialism that closely resembled Henlein'’'s program. It was
clear that Volkssozialismus would have resulted in the
aryanization of the party. Jaksch was a gentile, so this
new direction would have put him in control.

For years the “old guard” had offset the left
opposition’s pleas for a greater emphasis on ideology by
championing the wisdom of practical, coalition politics.
However, when Jaksch argued that the reality of the times
called for a revision of the program, that segment of the
party leadership attacked and defeated his ideas for being
ideologically unsound. Jaksch accepted this censure and

bided his time until he became chairman when the party’s
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devastated circumstances forced Ludwig Czech to resign in
March 1938.

During this struggle the prevailing opinion of Czech
Social Democratic leaders was to offer quiet support to the
“old guard.” Although Jaksch rejected Communist designs for
a united front and praised Social Democratic unity, the
Czechs undoubtedly figured that his attempts to appeal to
wider categories of the German population eventually would
have separated the two parties. Thus the program for
solidarity helped sustain the Jewish presence within the
German leadership, when it may have been more prudent for a
change to have taken place.

The parties’ decision to retain their basic links to
Marxism also was an effect of the program for cooperation.
After Jaksch began promoting his plans, the “old guard”
leaders relied upon a traditional Marxist attack on the
capitalist system as the best countermeasure against him.
Their Czech counterparts followed suit. This agreement must
have occurred in order to maintain unity, and perhaps also
because the Czech leaders felt that their party, on its
right wing, still harbored potent nationalist impulses.
Marxism’s internationalist spirit could serve to contain
such feelings, as its idealistic message of solidarity
prevented workers from asking why they should not embrace a

national socialist party.
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Was there justification for the opinion that national
feeling had imbued the rank and file? German workers
indicated their attitude either by remaining loyal to
democracy and the party, or by leaving it (disregarding
those who yielded to the terror inflicted by Henleinist
thugs). As for the Czech workers, this study is not able to
answer the question. Further research into sources such as
memoirs, trade union periodicals, and minutes of factory
committee meetings are necessary to determine whether a
significant number of these Czechs retained their
traditional enmities.

However, according to archival sources and certain
periodicals of the time, it does seem that the program for
cooperation, as it played out within the Social Democratic
associational groups, brought together many Czechs and
Germans and succeeded in forging comradely bonds. Such
expressions of reciprocity became more prevalent during
1938, as the threat of an imminent invasion by Nazi Germany
spread great anxiety among the Social Democratic rank and
file. Many Czechs were moved by the loyalty to the state
displayed by their German comrades, especially since the
campaign of terror being conducted by some of Henlein’s
followers had created dangerous conditions in many German
communities.

There were many observable signs of Czech-German unity

in the lower levels of the movement. The policy of
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cooperation had kept both sides together for a decade,
despite the period’s wrenching economic and social problems.
The leaders always wished to use tactics to their best
advantage. Given these conditions, one reasonably could
ask, why did the parties not establish a merger? Based on
the vote totals secured in general elections, this action
would have created the republic’s largest party, boosting
the prestige of the Social Democrats both at home and
abroad.

While not an automatic guarantee of political
dominance, this status could have led to a significant
increase in power; the prime minister traditionally came
from the largest party. Also, how different conditions
might have been in the German areas, had the Social
Democrats been in control of the Interior Ministry! That
department, of course, was in charge of the police. In the
hands of the Agrarians, these officials were not preventing
terror and intimidation against the opponents of Henlein.
The Social Democrats often declared that there was a
political reason for this ineffectiveness, because right-
wing parties were in collusion against them. Perhaps a
minister who was fully aware of the need to combat this
terror could have secured an atmosphere in which Germans
felt safe enough to maintain their allegiance to Social

Democracy. Because of the prevailing conditions in German
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areas, the municipal elections of May and June 1938, the
last campaign before Munich, cannot be called free and fair.

Despite the potential benefits of one large party,
Social Democratic leaders never discussed implementing such
a measure. The basic stumbling block for such a plan was
the residual nationalism of the party leaders themselves.
When the idea to merge did surface in March 1938, it only
created friction between the two sides. This episode
occurred after Wenzel Jaksch became chairman of the German
party, which the Czech leaders considered unfortunate,
because they distrusted Jaksch’s nationalist proclivity. On
the German side, Jaksch and his supporters reacted with
hostility to the idea that their party should cease to be an
independent entity. Publicly, the program of cooperation
continued to function as before. Yet behind the scenes
leaders on each side were wary of each other, which hampered
discussions of mutual strategy. No bold new initiatives for
reviving the German side’s standing among the electorate was
forthcoming.

Until the end of August 1938 the Czechs felt that the
republic’s system of alliances served to prevent an
invasion. Therefore, they continued to focus upon, and
attempt to isolate the Communists. The Czechs were all the
more adamant in their embargo because a popular mood that
favored united anti-fascist demonstrations was growing.

Activities of this character began in the German areas, as
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Social Democrats and Communists formed committees for such
work. The phenomenon eventually became common in other
areas, among older, skilled factory hands as well as young
idealists. It was apparent that the Czech leaders’ ban was
ineffective.

In this respect the Czech leadership was out of tune
with a powerful mood that was circulating among workers.
During a time of crisis, a portion of the membership largely
ignored the leaders’ authority. Since this development
occurred even after the party leaders had spent years
attempting to condition their followers against it, should
the Czech leaders, in the years before 1938, have been more
flexible in their attitude toward the Communists? Should
they have treated the suggestion of united front activities
differently?

Under the circumstances the Social Democratic leaders
(German, as well as Czech) were correct not to enter into
agreements with the Communists. The latter were
uninterested in a legitimate popular front; they were
dedicated to undermining Social Democratic organizations and
dominating the labor movement. It is probable that the
Communists would have sabotaged any promising projects, had
a popular front agreement been in place, and then blamed the
Social Democrats for the ensuing failures. Besides the fact
that the Communists would not have been faithful partners,

an alliance with them would have sharply increased right-
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wing attacks against the entire labor movement, both within
the republic and from abroad. Such vitriol eventually could
have polarized political activities in Czechoslovakia. The
relatively moderate policies of the Social Democratic
leadership was one factor which helped prevent fascism from
gaining currency among the general Czech population.

However, the wall that Social Democratic leaders had
constructed to keep the revolutionaries out of their camp
could not change an inherent reality: almost the entire
Social Democratic membership, even those moderates who
themselves did not trust the Communists, nevertheless “pined
for class unity.” Expressions of this feeling surfaced
often, so that party leaders were aware of its existence.
All well-informed workers knew that such a task was quite
difficult, yet they seemed to expect that their leaders
somehow should achieve this dream.

The leaders, perhaps realizing the improbability of
such a goal, stifled their members’ sentiments. Top
officials depended upon their party’s traditional rigid
discipline to enforce obedience to party programs. It seems
as if the party leaders believed that authoritative means
were the best for serving their constituencies. These means
included retaining positions of power, in the cabinet and in
the pé&tka, the extra-parliamentary ruling council where
leaders of the coalition parties hammered out agreements for

their deputies to implement. The leaders may have felt that
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their way was for the best. Yet their path kept the
movement relatively immobile within a system that gave the
top party, the Agrarians, a disproportionate share of the
power. To be second-strongest was not worth enough. If the
leaders insisted that power was everything, they should have
taken the steps to establish a super-party of both Germans
and Czechs.

Would Czechs and Germans ever have been able to form
such a grouping? Had the War not intervened and devastated
Central Europe, it is possible that a younger generation of
Social Democrats could have succeeded in such a monumental
endeavor. The endemic nationalism of the interwar
leadership prevented considerations of a unified party.

Only when Czech and German leaders faced a common, and
serious threat to their power were they able to work out the
terms of their cooperation. The nominal enemy, the
bourgeoisie, did not present an actual challenge, as did the
Communist party and then the leftist opposition.

Because the Czechoslovak party was significantly larger
and had a more secure standing within the republic’s
political structure, the Czech Social Democratic leaders
would have been the ones to initiate the delicate
negotiations necessary for beginning the process of
convincing both Czechs and Germans that they should
construct a new, supra-national identity. However, there

was no impetus for undertaking such an enterprise. The
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concept that their nation was a discrete group, and should
remain so, seems to have ordered the identities and
corresponding actions of the most influential of these
leaders, men such as Antonin Hampl, who once declared that
"I have never left anyone with any doubt as to the

following: I am a Czech first, and a socialist second.”
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